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PRISONERS OF WAR—AMERICA'S
FIRST PRIORITY

HON. L. MENDEL RIVERS

OF S8OUTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, August 4, 1970

Mr. RIVERS. Mr, Speaker, on July 30,
1970, in Paris, North Vietnam again re-
bufred the efforts of the U.S. spokesman,

Ambassador Philip G. Habib, to negoti-
ate seriously on the prisoner—ot‘-wsr

situation. This comes as no surprise. A

week prior—July 23—the North Viet-

namese also furned a deaf ear to Ambas-

sador Habib’s eloguent statement. It is a

matter of record that Hanoi has refused

all efforts to resolve this humanitarian
subject. By its own actions it stands in
contempt of the humane standards ex-
pressed in the Geneva Prisoner of War

Convention of 1949, by which it is bound.

As a consequence our brave men in their

hands have had to endure many years of

internment under conditions that cause
the gravest concern.

There may be some who prefer to for-
get about the prisoners and the condi-
tions under which they are held. I am
glad that so many among us in this body
have made known their own personal
concern about this. We owe it to these
men who have given and are continuing
to give so much that they be not for-
gotten. They will not be forgotien. \

I commend these statements to the
reading of every Member of the Congress
because they show the grave concern of
the American Government and our
people in regard to the prisoner-of-war
question. The remarks follow:

OPENING REMARKS BY AMBASSADOR HABIB AT
T7TH PLENARY SESSION OF PARIS MEETINGS,
JoLy 30, 1970
Ladies and gentlemen, from the outset of

these talks, we have endeavored to engage

your slde in serious discussion of the funda-
mental lssues Involved in restoring peace in

Viet-Nam. We have put before you specific

proposals on these issues, and we have offered

to discuss your own proposals as well. We
have indicated we are prepared to deal flex-
ibly and reasonably with you on all aspects
of these proposals in order to arrive at a set-
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tlement which will truly allow the South
Vietnamese people to determine their own fu-
ture. We have asked repeatedly that you
approach these talks in the same spirit.

Unfortunately, you have presented your
demands as preconditions which you call
upon us to accept before serious negotiations
can begin. As a consequence, you have
avoided meaningful discussion of the speci-
fic issues themselves.

Last week, for example, we attempted again
to engage you in discussion of the urgent
and relatively simple problem of proper
treatment of prisoners of war. Your reply
was completely unresponsive. You continued
to avoid discussion of this question, one
which need not—and, indeed, should not—
be held in abeyance regardless of other devel-
opments and issues.

Ladies and gentlemen, renewed efforts for
serious negotiation call for a positive and re-
sponsive spirit on both sides. They can be
successful to the extent that these meetings
are not misused for propaganda purposes but
rather deal with the fundamental issues on
the basis of genuine and relevant negotla-
tion. They can be successful to the extent
that there Is discussion and agreement on
the basis of actions by both sides in favor of
peace,

OPENING REMARKS BY AMBASsApDoR PHmLir C.
HABIB AT THE T6TH PLENARY SESSION OF THE
NEw PAris MEETINGS ON VIETNAM, JULY 23,
1970

Ladles and gentlemen, last week I urged
that you be ready to joln us in serious dis-
cussion of the fundamental issues involved
in these talks. Certainly one of the funda-
mental issues on which such discussion can
start immediately is the urgent question of
the treatment of prisoners of war. A few
weeks ago, you stated the prisoner question
can only be settled together, with an overall
settlement of the war based on your ten
points. You even insisted that we stop raising
this issue at these meetings.

Ladles and Gentlemen, the question of hu-
manitarian treatment of prisoners of war
cannot be avoided while the war goes on.
On the contrary, it 1s precisely during a war
that the question is of utmost importance.
This is why there are accepted standards of
international behavior toward prisoners, and
why these standards must be applied wher-
ever prisoners are held and from the moment
of their capture.

You have frequently spoken of the pro-
posals set forth In your ten points. We see
nothing in these proposals that precludes
serlous discussion now of the proper treat-
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ment of prisoners of war. Nor do we see any-
thing that prevents you from putting Into
practice now the accepted international
standards.

We see nothing, for example, that prevents
you from opening your prisoner of war
camps now to impartial outside inspection,
as our side has done. We have many times
mentioned the need for complete and of-
ficial identification of all those prisoners of
war you hold, and for all these prisoners you
hold in South Vietnam, whom you have not
only refused to identify at all, but who have
never been allowed to correspond with their
families despite the statements by your own
representatives that they are permitted to do
s0. The early repatriation of seriously sick
and wounded prisoners you hold is yet an-
other matter of immediate concern.

Ladies and Gentlemen, your attitude so far
on the prisoner of war issue is incomprehen-
sible to American and world opinion. This is
a matter which cannot be held in aheyance.
It cannot awalt the end of the war.

Surely steps can be taken in regard tc
treatment and release of prisoners of war
which would contribute to our renewed ef-
forts here to bring peace to Vietnam.

Mr. Speaker, there is resting in the
Committee on Foreign Affairs a bill
which I introduced that makes it the
sense of Congress that the prisoner-of-
war matter be the first order of business
at the Paris Peace Conference. That bill is
House Concurrent Resolution 499.

The primary reason for this resolution
is to notify the leaders of North Vietnam
and the National Liberation Front that
the Congress of the United States is
united with the administration and the
American people in demanding an im-
niediate solution of the prisoner-of-war
question. Regardless of other matters un-
der discussion, this humanitarian prob-
lem, which is totally unassociated with
either the military or political settlement
of the issues, is, to us, our very first and
highest priority.

Hearings have been held on this bill
and, in my appearance before the chair-
man and members of the Subcommitiee
on National Security Policy and Scien-
tific Development, I have urged them to
report this matter favorably.

I am hopeful that this House will have
an opportunity to express its feelings on
this matter.

SENATE—Wednesday, August 5, 1970

The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. JAMEs B. ALLEN,
a Senator from the State of Alabama,

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

O God, who hast given us the night
for rest and the day for labor and serv-
ice, grant that we may use all the cir-
cumstances of this day to further a
righteous order of human life. And as we
work may we grow in the graces of the
Master of Life.

Grant that we may use success as a
way of thankfulness; use failure as a
way to better effort; use praise as a way
to humility; use disappointment as a
way to patience; use pain as a way to
endurance; use danger as & way of cour-
age.
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Flood our lives with the wisdom and
beauty of Thy presence, Grant that the
words of our mouths and the medita-
tions of our hearts may be acceptable in
Thy sight, O Lord, our strength and our
Redeemer. 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 assistant legislative clerk read the
following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, D.C., August 5, 1970.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Sen-

ate, I appoint Hon. JamEes B, ALLEN, A& Sena-
tor from the State of Alabama, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.
RICHARD B. RUSSELL,
President pro tempore.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, informed the Senate that
pursuant to the provisions of section
2(a), Public Law 91-354, the Speaker
had appointed Mr. Rocers of Colorado
and Mr. Wiceins as members of the
Commission on the Bankruptey Laws of
the United States.

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

HR. 1747. An act for the relief of Jose
Luis Calleja-Perez;

HR. 2849. An act for the relief of Anan
Eldredge;

HR. 10704, An act for the rellef of Samuel
R. Stephenson;

HR. 13383. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Marcella Coslovich Fabretto; and

H.R. 13712. An act for the relief of Vin-
cenzo Pellicano.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills and they were
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN) :

HR. 1453. An act for the relief of Capt.
Melvin A. Eaye;

HR. 1697. An act for the relief of Jack
Brown;

H.R. 1703. An act for the rellef of the
Clayton County Journal and Wilber Harris;

HR. 1728. An act for the rellef of Capt.
Norman W. Stanley;

HR. 2209. An act for the rellef of Carlo
DeMarco;

H.R. 2241. An act for the relief of John
T, Anderson;

H.R. 2407, An act for the relief of Elbert
C. Moore;

H.R. 2458, An act for the relief of Frank J.
Enright;

H.R. 2481. An act for the relief of Comdr.
John W. McCord;

HR. 2050. An act for the relief of Edwin
E. Fulk;

H.R. 35658. An act for the relief of Thomas
A. Smith;

H.R. 3723. An act for the relief of Robert
G, Smith,

H.R. 5337. An act for the relief of the late
Albert E. Jameson, Jr.;

H.R. 6375. An act for the relief of Amalla
P. Montero;

H.R. 6377. An act for the relief of Lt. Col.
Earl Spofford Brown, U.S. Army Reserve (re-
tired);

HR. 6850. An act for the relief of Maj.
Clyde Nichols (retired);

H.R. 9092, An act for the relief of Thomas
J. Condon;

H.R. 9591. An act for the rellef of Elgie L.
Tabor;

H.R. 10662. An act for the relief of Walter
L. Barker;

H.R. 11890. An act for the rellef of T. Sgt.
Peter Ellas Glanutsos, U.S. Alr Force (re-
tired) ;

H.R. 12176. An act for the relief of Bly D.
Dickson, Jr.;

H.R. 12622, An act for the rellef of Russell
L. Chandler;

H.R. 12887. An act for the relief of John A.
Avdeef;

H.R. 15118, An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of the one
hundredth anniversary of the founding of
Ohlo Northern University;

H.R. 15354. An act for the relief of Anthony
P. Miller, Inc.; and

H.R. 17648. An act making appropriations
for sundry Independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
offices, and the Department of Housing and
Urban Development for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:
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H.R. 1747. An act for the rellef of Jose Luls
Calleja-Perez;

H.R. 2849. An act for the relief of Anan
Eldredge;

H.R. 10704. An act for the relief of Samuel
R. Stephenson;

H.R. 13383. An act for the relief of Mrs.
Marcella Coslovich Fabretto; and

H.R.13712. An act for the relief of Vin-
cenzo Pellicano;, to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, August 4, 1970, be dispensed with.

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a nom-
ination on the Executive Calendar.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The nomination on the Executive
Calendar will be stated.

U.S. DISTRICT COURT

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of G. Thomas Eisele, of Ar-
kansas, to be a U.S. district judgze for
the eastern district of Arkansas.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomination
is considered and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of this nomination.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the consid-
eration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR GOLDWATER TODAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwaTER) be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 20 minutes following the remarks of
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) .

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
would hope that my comments might
fit into the 1 hour and a half of the
Senator from New Hampshire, but I
understand that the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGovern) is to partici-
pate in the debate. I am not going to
debate. I have some brief remarks on
the subject in general; and if my re-
marks could be worked into the 1 hour
and a half of the Senator from New
Hampshire I would be happy to have
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that done. It depends mostly on how
much time the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGovern) takes, because the
speech of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire is not a long one.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Either way, the
Senator will have time.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire yield briefly to me, without
losing his right to the floor, or any of
his time?

Mr. McINTYRE. I am happy to yield
to the majority leader.

U.S. AIR ACTIVITY IN CAMBODIA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
have been somewhat disturbed by news
reports to the effect that U.S. airplanes
are being used in close support of the
Cambodian Army in hostilitles within
Cambodia itself.

It was my understanding, based on
the President's declaration and prom-
ise, that this kind of support would be
withdrawn completely from Cambodia
itself on June 30, and that activities
thereafter would be carried on only in
connection with interdicting operations
relative to the supply trails running
through Cambodia into the area of South
Vietnam where U.S. forces would be
affected.

I believe the President. I have no
doubt he meant what he said. I do not
know if he is aware of what is going on
in Cambodia at the present time. It
seemed to take a litile nudging, pressur-
ing, and pulling to get the Pentagon to
admit that such was the situation in
Cambodia so far as air support of Cam-
bodian troops and their operations were
concerned.

I should like to point out to the Senate
that if this continues, it could mean that
we will have a repetition of what hap-
pened in Vietnam; namely, that, first, we
will provide air support, then send ad-
visers, then deploy troops, and thus get
into a full-fledged war.

I had some grave question about the
President’'s original penetration into
Cambodia, but I recognized the fact that
he exercised his judgment on the basis
of the best information available to him
and, thereby, assumed his responsibility
as President and Commander in Chief.

As Senators, we likewise have respon-
sibilities. We likewise have to render
judgments.

I may be wrong. I hope so.

The President may be right. I hope so.

I should like to read, if I may, a few
excerpts from an article published in the
Washington Daily News of August 4,
1970, and ask unanimous consent that,
at the conclusion of my remarks, the en-
entire article, entitled “No Hurry To Re-
build—Profits, the Cambodian Phoenix”
written by James Foster be printed in
the RECORD.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. The excerpts read:

Punom PENH.—A building contractor from
California turned up in Cambodia the other
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day, looked around and seemed satisfied with
the destruction. he saw.

“When this war's over, it's goilng to take
a lot of work to build this place back up.
Business is a little slow at home you know."”

While his presence may have been prema-
ture, his judgment was not. The war in
Cambodia already has taken a heavy toll in
property.

The U.S. embassy staff has tripled to more
than 50. Marine guards wear sportshirts and
loafers in keeping with the officially decreed
low profile. U.S. military attaches, their tat-
tooed arms and GI oxfords giving them
away, carrying briefcases full of data relevant
to next year’s $30 million aid program (up
from $8 million) under Jonathan Ladd, a
former Special Forces colonel called out of
Florida retirement.

Mr. President, I hope we are not tread-
ing the same primrose path in Cambodia
that we have already traveled, to our sor-
row, in Vietnam and in other parts of
Southeast Asia.

ExsisiT 1

No Hurry To REBUILD—PROFITS, THE
CAamMBODIAN PHOENIX

(By James Foster)

Punom PENH.—A building contractor from
California turned up in Cambodia the other
day, looked around and seemed satisfied with
the destruction he saw.

“When this war's over, it's going to take
& lot of work to build this place back up.
Business Is a little slow at home, you know.”

While his presence may have been prema-
ture, his judgment was not. The war in
Cambodia already has taken a heavy toll in
property.

Two key Cambodian citles so far have es-
caped damage, Phnom Penh has taken no
rocket fire. The airport four miles west and
two bridges guarding entry on the north
and east are untouched. Also spared is Kom-
pong Som, the deep-water port on the south-
ern coast, where the country’'s only oil re-
finery is located.

Other cities and villages have not been so
fortunate.

And while the situation changes, &all but
two major highways usually are closed to
normal traffic. The exceptions are Highway.5
northeastward to Battambang, a provincial
capital, and on to Bangkok; and highway 1
to Saigon.

Many other highways, if not cut by the
Viet Cong, are passable only to small vehi-
cles able to thread their way around mine
craters and to ford streams near blown
bridges. These roads are closed to big trucks
that haul fuel, food and arms.

The state railroad paralleling the highway
to Battambang is cut in at least two points.

Townspeople seem in no hurry to rebuild
because the damage grows daily as the war
escalates and as more outsiders become in-
volved.

Authorities confirmed this week that U.B.
warplanes are being called In to help with
“street fighting.” But villagers complain not
so much about the mass damage as about
low-flying jets stampeding their livestock.
Villagers say they waste their time looking
for their animals.

The Cambodian high command explained—
in a letter to an editor—that modern bomb-
ing and strafing tactics require low-altitude
flying if the enemy is to be killed.

Militia girls giggle when frisked at a
checkpoint. So does the soldier with the en-
viable job. But there was no giggling when
13 dead and more than 60 wounded of &
force of 300 were hauled back from a battle
last week, victims of the other outsiders.

Cambodians desiring American goods—a
GI canteen or an MI16 rifle, perhaps—go to
Neak Leung, where South Vietnamese peddle
such goods in a street hazaar. Prices sare
negotiable.
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A Belgian shoe manufacturer has set up
shop to make combat boots for the Cambo-
dian army,

The Australians donated 50 land cruisers to
the Cambodian government and made a pub-
lic ceremony out of it. The French commu-
nity in Phnom Penh, one exception to the
trend, has dwindled from 5,000 to about 500.

All French military advisers and teachers
are gone.

The U.5. embassy staff has tripled to more
than 50. Marine guards wear sportshirts and
loafers in keeping with the officially decreed
low profile. U.S. military attaches, their
tattooed arms and GI oxfords giving them
away, carry briefcases full of data relevant
to next year's $30 million ald program (up
from §8 million) under Jonathan Ladd, a
former . Special Forces colonel called out of
Florida retirement.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Montana yield, if the
Senator from New Hampshire will allow
me?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that this time not be taken out
of the time of the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire.

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

Mr. McINTYRE. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
do not believe that I know any more de-
tails of the reperts of the bombing in
Cambodia than does the distinguished
majority leader, because I think both of
us have read only what is in the news-
papers.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. GOLDWATER. But I do not re-
call that the President’s statement was
an exact statement that we would refrain
from the use of tactical air or strategic
air support in Cambodia.

As the Senator from Montana well
knows, the Ho Chi Minh trails—and
there are literally hundreds of them—
come down through Laos along the
border and continue into Cambodia and
then filter into South Vietnam.

As I have said before, the enemy is
!;he same in Southeast Asia, whether he
115 ir:i Cambodia, Vietnam, Laos, or Thai-
and.

I recall, in World War II, that we did
not hesitate to attack the common
enemy wherever we found him. We did
not declare a separate war when we
went into Italy, Africa, or Normandy,
or a separate war in the Pacific as we
itslam:l hopped all the way up to final vic-

ory.

So I think we would expect that there
would be occasion when our tactical air
would be called upon for tactical support,
but mainly for the type of attack or in-
terdiction that we have been engaged in
for a long, long time in Laos.

I must say that I have been puzzled
on the floor lately to hear distinguished
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee speaking as if our actions in Laos
were something that they had not heard
of, Most of these gentlemen have been to
Thailand where the operations emanate.
They must have visited bases whose only
purpose for being was to maintain the
bombing of North Vietnam tactically,
and now to bomb the Ho Chi Minh Trail.

Unless some evidence comes up that we
might be engaged in what could be ealled

August 5, 1970

indiscriminate bombing—which I do not
think we will find—I think that we
should not only expect, but should also
be willing, to defend the attacks on a
common enemy.

I do not quite agree with my friend’s
analysis of the primrose path, because I
would say that when we decided to go
into this war, if we had used our air-
power reasonably, as it should have been
used, this war would notf have lasted long
enough to get one load of troops over
there.

We have continued to refuse to use our
airpower, on the part of the Kennedy,
Johnson, and, I must say, the Nixon ad-
ministration, as airpower has been de-
veloped and can properly be used.

I would hope that we would not be
overly eritical before we know more
about it. Even if it is the type of bomb-
ing that I think it is, I think it is part
of this war. I think it is necessary to get
our men home and to end this war as
fast as we can.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I can
appreciate the remarks made by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arizona, who
has great experience in the Air Force—
none greater in this body and none
greater in the Congress, in my opinion.
But I would look upon this as indis-
criminate bombing. It is a long way from
the Ho Chi Minh frails where these
operations have taken place. And in my
opinion, therefore, there is no eonnec-
tion with the President’s thesis.

Furthermore, I see no connection be-
tween references to the Second World
War, in either the Pacific or in Europe,
and the present tragedy in Vietnam
which, in my opinion, was a mistake in
the first place and has been a continuing
tragedy ever since.

It has cost us approximately 53,000
dead and about 285,000 wounded, for a
total of somewhere around 335,000 to
date, with no end in sight.

I hope devoutly that what is being
done in these indiscriminate close sup-
port activities of the Air Force in rela-
tion to Cambodian battles waged by
Cambodian soldiers is not being done
contrary to the orders of the President
of the United States, who was quite ex-
plicit in what he had to say relative to our
withdrawal from Cambodia and what
activities subsequent to that withdrawal
we would continue to undertake.

I have great faith in the words of the
President of the United States, and I
hope that his orders are being upheld and
are not being distorted.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
might say that T am sure the President
has knowledge of this. I am sure that
if the President felt it was contrary to
his promise to the country, this bomb-
ing would not be taking place.

I would suggest that it is difficult to
tell whether it is indiseriminate bombing
or tactical air support. If we are talking
about interdiction, there is no set rule as
to where interdiction has to take place.
If the Communist forces, as we are led
to believe, have spread out into parts of
Cambodia, I suggest that they have to
be supplied. I would suggest that those
places might be extensions of the Ho-
Chi Minh Trail and if tactical attacks
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have to be made there, I think it would
be to our extreme advantage to continue.

I join the Senator from Montana in
saying that I think this war was a mis-
take, but not in the same way that the
Senator infers.

I think that from its inception it has
been fought in the wrong manner.

When the decision was made to go
into this war, we failed to make the de-
cision to win it. As the Senator knows,
having served his country so faithfully
in three of the forces—and I might say
as an Air Force veteran that I would
feel a little hurt if he would not give us
a crack at answering him—when one
goes out to fight, he is not going to tie
one hand behind his back and think he
will come back with all of his teeth.

I think that the war has been con-
ducted horribly and that it will go down
as one of the worst conducted wars in
all our history.

I hope, with the Senator, that this war
will come to a quick end and that we
never again will engage in a war without
at the same time using the muscle we
have with which to win it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, may
I say that I hope we never engage in a
war on the Asian mainland, or anywhere
else, unless the security of the United
States is threatened. And in my opinion
our security is not threatened by Viet-
nam,

As far as a comparison between the
Second World War and this war is con-
cerned, there was a good deal of justifi-
cation for our entering the Second World
War. There was no justification for our
entering a war in Vietham which has
now become an Indochina war and may
well become a Southeast Asian war.

Mr. President, based on the latest fig-
ures furnished me by the Department
of Defense, as of July 30, 1970, 284,824
Americans have been wounded, 43,134
Americans have been killed in combat,
and 8,283 have been killed in noncom-
batant activities in Vietnam, for a total
death number of 51,417.

If we add the 51,417 to the 284,824
wounded, we get a total number of
casualties of over 336,000 in this war,
with no end in sight, with no light at the
end of the tunnel, with the negotiations
in Paris—if we can call them such—on
dead center, and with the only ray of
hope that I can see being the statement
made by Ambassador Bruce on yesterday
in which, I believe, if I recall the press
accounts correctly, he stated that he had
been given either great or wide latitude
in his discussions with the other confer-
ees at the Paris negotiations.

Again I want to say—and I say this
most respectfully—that I hope with re-
spect to what the President said on
June 30—and I believe him—that his
orders are being carried out and that in
no way, shape, or form, are they being
contravened with regard to Cambodia.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from New Hampshire for yielding.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
THE SENATE SESSION TODAY

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

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. At this time the Chair, in accord-
ance with a previous order, recognizes
the Senator from New Hampshire for
115 hours.

B-1—WHICH DIRECTION?

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I in-
dicated in the course of an earlier review
of the actions taken by the Research and
Development Subcommittee on the fiscal
1971 budget that I wanted to speak later
and in greater depth on a number of
specific programs in that budget.

One of these programs is the B-1, the
new manned bomber desired by the Air
Force as a replacement for the B-52's
now in our inventory.

The Air Force describes the B-1 as
a four-engine strategic bomber in the
350,000- to 400,000-pound gross-weight
class, with the ability to deliver large nu-
clear or nonnuclear payloads over great
distances—more than 6,000 miles. The
bomb bay will hold considerably more
ordnance than that of the aging B-52's
the B-1 will replace. In addition to
gravity bombs, the B-1 will have a higher
standoff capability than the much larger
and slower B-52 because of its greater
internal complement of attack missiles.
This'is the bomber we discussed last year
known as the AMSA.

The B-1 program is one of the most
expensive now in the research and de-
velopment stage. The total program cost
is ‘already estimated by the Air Force
at $9.4 billion, with research and de-
velopment expenditures themselves pre-
dicted to top the $2 billion mark. These
estimates will inevitably increase as a
result of future inflation in our economy,
which is not at present reflected in them.
In addition, the estimates do not include
operating costs for the B-1, costs of the
SRAMS and SCADS which the B-1 will
carry, or the tanker investment and
operating costs which in an economic
sense are an integral part of the costs
of the B-1 itself. So even if present B-1
cost estimates are on target, the B-1 will
be a tremendously expensive system.

The B-1 program may also be one of
the most vital from the standpoint of
our national security. Our land-based
strategic missiles are becoming increas-
ingly vulnerable to possible enemy at-
tack. Moreover, manned bombers have
several capabilities not possessed by
missiles of any kind.

Both because of the potential costs of
the B-1 and because of its possible im-
portance fo our security, it is essential
that its progress in the research and de-
velopment stage be closely monitored by
the Congress. In its work this year the
Research and Development Subcommit-
tee has reviewed in depth the present
status of the B-1 program. As chairman
of the subcommittee, I would like to
make a detailed report on that review at
the present time.
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FISCAL 1970 BACEGROUND

In testimony to the Armed Services
Committee a year ago, the Air Force
stated that initiation of engineering de-
velopment on the B-1 was planned for
November 1, 1969. The $100.2 million re-
quested and appropriated for fiscal year
1970 was consistent with this proposed
timetable. Air Force plans then called
for an initial operational capability—
IOC—for the B-1 of mid-1976.

During the course of the year, how-
ever, decisions within the Decpartment
of Defense itself resulted in changes in
the B-1's proposed schedule. Initiation
of engineering development did not oc-
cur until June 5, 1970, when an an-
nouncement was made that contracts
for the program’s system integration and
engine development efforts had been
awarded to North American Rockwell
Corp, and the General Electric Co., re-
spectively. Selection of the avicnics con-
tractor is not expected now until the
fall of 1970.

As a result of these delays, only $35
million of the $100.2 million appropri-
ated last year has been placed on con-
tract to date, and these funds should
support both contractors until October
1870. The remaining $65 million of last
year's funds will also be available for
usein fiscal 1971.

Concurrent with these delays in the
use of fiscal 1970 funds, there has been
a slippage in the planned IOC date for
the B-1 to mid-1978.

SUBCOMMITTEE AND COMMITTEE ACTION

This changed situation was reflected
in the Air Force request of $100 million
for the B-1 program for fiscal 1971. Had
the program proceeded as anrticipated
last year, additional funds undoubtedly
would have been sought.

Notwithstanding this fact, the Re-
search and Development Subcommittee
recommended and the committee ac-
cepted a $50 million reduction in the
Air Force request. The subcommittee had
several rationales for this reduction,
each of which I would like to discuss in
turn.

First. Air Force testimony indicates
that our B-52 G's and H's, with certain
modifications, will be capable of opera-
tion into the 1980's. Accordingly, the
mid-1978 IOC date for the B-1, like the
mid-1976 1OC date before it, is not criti-
cal. It is not clear in any event that the
commitiee’s reduction will necessitate a
slippage in the mid-1978 date, since the
T-month delay in initiation of engineer-
ing development was coupled to a 24-
month delay in initial operational capa-
bility. Consequently, any additional
slowdown caused by the reduction in
fiscal 1971 could be offset by a step-up
in the presently planned later program.

Second. Since selection of the avionics
contractor was not made concurrently
with the selection of the systems integra-
tion and engine contractors, the specific
design of the avionics package will
not have been selected for at least 3
months. Once it is selected, an additional
period of time will be required to refine
the design of the avionies package and
to complete the design efforts required to
integrate the avionics subsystem, the en-
gine subsystem, and all other minor sub-
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systems and components into the final
design of the complete weapon system.
These efforts will be time consuming,
even without the complications inherent
in the development of such an advanced
and complex weapon system, and they
should require a slower than planned rate
of buildup of contractor engineering per-
sonnel before fabrication of develop-
mental hardware and major portions of
the weapon system should commence.

Third. The development program as
presently planned would require $569
million in fiscal 1972 and $560 mil-
lion in fiscal 1973. The subcommittee
was concerned that this very large dollar
requirement for fiscal 1972 might be un-
realistic in view of the fact that the ad-
ministration itself plans on cuts in de-
fense spending for fiseal 1971 and fiscal
1972 in the amounts of $1 billion and $6
billion, respectively. The subcommittee
doubted whether the $6 billion cut in de-
fense spending in fiscal 1972 would per-
mit support of the B-1 program at a $569
million level, even if this were technically
feasible. At a $569 million level, the B-1
program would be the largest single pro-
gram in the research and development
stage and would consume itself a full 8
percent of a $7 billion R.D.T. & E. budget,
a questionable allocation of resources.
The subcommittee felt that if the pro-
gram was slowed down in fiscal 1971, its
funding curve would peak and level off
several months later than planned. This
would delay the buildup of contractor
effort and expenditures in fiscal 1972,
permitting something of a reduction in
fiscal 1972 funding,

COST CONSIDERATIONS

Finally, the subcommittee was in-
filuenced also by a concern over the long-
term costs of the B-1 program and the
openness of the Air Force in its discus-
sions with the Congress about the mag-
nitude of these costs.

As I indicated earlier, the presently
projected total program cost for the
B-1—the cost of both research and devel-
opment and production—is $9.4 billion.
This estimate is predicated on a unit pro-
duction cost for the aircraft of $29.2 mil-
lion, still within the $25 to $30 million
range projected by Secretary Laird last
year.

First. B-1 unit costs. One of the sub-
committee’s concerns was the reliability
of this $29.2 million estimate.

The stability between last year’s esti-
mate and that presently being made is not
itself any guarantee of reliable cost esti-
mating. For there have been during the
past year several changes in the B-1's
specifications which, if last year's pro-
jection was valid, should have resulted
in reductions in the estimated price per
coDpy.

These changes include a 25 percent de-
crease in the number of SRAM's and
SCAD's carried internally and about a 20
percent decrease—from supersonic to
high subsonic—in the plane’s low alti-
tude speed. Most important, however, the
size of the avionics pack planned for the
B-1 was greatly reduced—an action
which in itself should have produced sav-
ings of $5 to $6 million per copy.

Not only does the absence of these sav-
ings cast doubt on the validity of last
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year's estimates. It also lends credence
to those who claim that the present $29.2
million projected unit cost for the B-1
is still unrealistically low.

I have heard it argued, for example,
that even erude comparisons between the
B-1 and other aircraft in our inventory
demonstrate the inaccuracy of this $29.2
million estimate. The FB-111, it is
pointed out, has a maximum gross take-
off weight and a weight unloaded which
is approximately one-third that of the
proposed B-1 and has avionics which are
slightly less sophisticated. This tends
to suggest, the argument goes, that the
B-1 should be projected to cost three
times as much as the $13 million recently
paid per copy for the FB-111. This, of
course, would result in a cost per eopy for
the B—1 of $39 million or 33 percent more
than the present estimate.

I must admit in all candor that I do
not have the expertise with which to
evaluate the accuracy of the present
$29.2 million estimate per copy for the
B—l_. I do know that the FB-111 com-
parison I have just cited—and similar
ones have been made between the B-1
and such planes as the C-5A and the
F-15—is very crude indeed.

But the absence of any reduction from
last year’s estimate despite the various
changes made and the history of unre-
liable early cost estimating associated
with so many recent aircraft programs,
do, in the opinion of the subcommit-
tee and the full committee constitute
grounds for doubt.

And it should also be noted that the
cost savings occasioned by the recent
reduction in the size of the avionics pack
may ultimately be lost. This reduction
was made possible only after a conscious
decision to design the avionics pack to
meet a considerably lower enemy threat
than the original pack was designed
to counter. Room was left, in conjunc-
tion with the cutback, for later avionics
growth if the threat necessitates. Thus,
while the cutback itself appears to be a
wise and cost-conscious decision, it may
still prove to be temporary in nature.
If so, there will be a cost increase of
$5 to $6 million in the B-1's presently
planned price per copy, notwithstanding
the absence of a similar visible decrease
as a result of the cutback itself.

It was the subcommittee’s hope that
its concern over the possible long term
costs per copy of the B-1 would be re-
flected in the committee report. As the
subcommittee envisaged it, the report
would call upon the Air Force to conduct,
during fiscal 1971, a continuing re-
view of the B-1’s specifications, with par-
ticular emphasis upon: First, the possi-
bility of further reductions in its high
altitude supersonic speed and payload
capacity, and, second, the possibility of
cost savings and performance improve-
ments being achieved by increasing the
B-1's standoff missile launching capa-
bility and decreasing its reliance on low-
altitude penetration of its targets.

The purpose of such language in the
report would have been to make clear to
the Air Force the committee’s concern
that B-1 costs be kept as low as possible
consistent with the performance of its
mission, in part because the ultimate
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magnitude of those costs might well de-
termine eventual congressional approval
or disapproval of a B-1 production pro-
gram.

The subcommittee recognized, in mak-
ing its recommendation of specific areas
for emphasis in its proposed review, that
considerable attention has already been
devoted to them. It recognized, also, how-
ever, that many former defense officials
have argued against any supersonic
speed capability for the B-1, on the
grounds that this is of primary utility
only in the secondary, tactical role con-
templated for the plane, and that elimi-
nation of it would result in 20- to 30-per-
cent savings in the B-1's cost per copy.

Similarly, it recognized that the pro-
jected payload capacity of the B-1, even
after the recent changes, is considerably
greater than that of the B-52.

And the subcommittee and the full
committee wanted assurance that the
concept of a basically standoff missile
launching aireraft, rejected after can-
cellation of the Skybolt project several
yvears ago, had been subject to a thor-
ough recent examination.

I can only regret that the committee
report—probably for reasons of space
but perhaps also out of a desire to mini-
mize implied criticism of the Air Force—
failed to address more fully the question
of long term B-1 unit costs. The re-
port does refer to “possible studies”
which the Air Force might take along
some of the lines I have discussed. I
sincerely hope that the Air Force will
take it upon itself to pursue a detailed
review of the B-1's specifications during
fiscal 1971 and that it will report to the
committee next year on the results of
that review. The slowdown in the B-1
program which the committee has en-
dorsed in major part for budgetary and
program management reasons will pro-
vide ample time in which to conduct such
a review.

Second. Associated tanker costs. The
subcommittee was also concerned by the
information it uncovered regarding the
long term tanker costs which may ulti-
mately be associated with the B-1 pro-
gram.

The Air Force now states that it in-
tends to use with the B-1 the KC-135
tanker presently servicing our B-52's. It
claims that the KC-135s service life will
extend into the late 1980’s and possi-
bly into the 1990's.

In its original budget submission, how-
ever, the Air Force requested $500,000 for
fiscal 1971 for use in studies which would
directly support the initiation next year
of a new tanker developmenit program
leading to replacement of the aging KC-
135 tanker force.

For some reason or another, the Air
Force subsequently reversed its position.
The KC-135 is adequate, it maintains,
and the study funds had been intended
for another purpose all along.

The Air Force does admit, however,
that modifications in the KC-135 may be
necessary if it is to attain the now pro-
jected service life, and if its prelaunch
survivability is to be made consistent
with that of the B-1. On the latter point,
it is a simple fact of life that the KC-
135's reaction time from warning of at-
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tack to escape from danger, while con-
sistent with that of the B-52, is consid-
erably less than that projected for the
B-1. Just what modifications will be re-
quired and what their costs will be is not
fully known at the present time.

I also found it interesting, in light of
the present official Air Force position on
the need for a totally new tanker, to read
in the June 20th edifion of the Armed
Forces Journal that a debate is now un-
derway within the Air Force as to whether
a new tanker may really be needed
after all. The piece in question, after de-
scribing the official position I have just
outlined, went on to say:

But Air Force Officers who will operate the
B-1 take a different view. SAC Commander
General Bruce K. Holloway told the Journal
last week: “We need a new tanker no matter
what kind of bombers we have. The problem
is not so much the life of the tanker, but we
need an alrcraft that can offload more fuel.”

Some Air Force operations officers, the
Journal article concluded, are suggesting
the C-5A for the job.

Interestingly enough, Air Force officials
staunchly defended the KC-135"s ability
to offload sufficient fuel in response to
questioning before my subcommittee

The reason why the long-range tanker
costs to be associated with the B-1 pro-
gram are so important is very simple. The
tanker-to-bomber ratio for the B-1 is
expected to be much the same as the 3
to 2 ratio for the B-52, in which case a
great many tankers might ultimately be
required. The Air Force indicated, in re-
sponse to a written inquiry addressed to
them by my staff, that the procurement
of 255 modified C-5A’s for use as tank-
ers—if needed—could be expected to cost
$27.5 million per copy, for a total cost
of over $7 billion. Under the circum-
stances, I feel that the subcommittee’s
concern over the lack of hard data re-
garding tanker costs was well justified.

It was the subcommittee’s hope that
the subject of tanker costs also would
be dealt with in the committee report.
If a $7 billion tanker procurement pro-
gram is required, the net effect will be to
balloon tremendously the real economic
costs to the Nation of the B-1 program.

I believe very strongly that Senators
and Congressmen should be aware of the
program’s possible cost implications in
determining whether to support its con-
tinued funding. Such awareness would
have been facilitated had the committee
report called upon the Air Force, during
fiscal 1971, to conduct an in-house study
to determine with greater precision the
tanker costs realistically expected to
be associated with the new B-1 bomber
program. I think it is clear that the Con-
gress will want next year better informa-
tion both on the need for and possible
costs of alternative new tankers as well
as the costs inherent in alternative modi-
fication programs designed to upgrade
the KC-135 fleet. I trust that the Air
Force will take it upon itself to provide
such information to the committee in
conjunction with its budget submissions
next year.

A NEED FOR THE B—17

The committee report, in commenting
on the recommended $50 million reduc-
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tion in fiscal 1971 B-1 bomber funding,
stated:

In making this reduction the Committee
wishes to emphasize that it fully supports
the concept for the B-1 advanced manned
strategic aircraft. The essentiality of main-
taining a deterrent posture with a mixture
of all three elements of our strategic force—
bombers, land-based missiles, and sea-based
missiles—is recognized.

Others, I am sure, would argue for a
diametrically opposite position—a deci-
sion now that the B-1 will not be needed
and that it would be safe to dispense with
further funding of it.

I myself cannot support either of these
positions. In my view, the most reason-
able and prudent course would be to
suspend judgment on our ultimate need
for the B-1, but to proceed now with the
plane’s orderly and controlled develop-
ment.

Let me make clear at the outset that I
cannot buy all of the arguments gen-
erally cited by all-out supporters of the
B-1 program.

I question, for example, the importance
of its being used in a show of force. While
this is a convenient capability to have, it
alone would not justify so costly a pro-
gram.

Nor would the utility of bombers in a
tactical warfare role. We are buying a
wide variety of tactical aircraft, specifi-
cally designed for the performance of
this function. Granted that the B-1
would have a greater ton-mile economy
than these aircraft, it would make little
sense to use the plane in a hostile en-
vironment. In almost all imaginable
situations, the importance of the target
objective sought would not be commen-
;ﬁate with the possible cost in losses of

’s.

Nor do I want to foreclose further
argument about our continued possession
of a triple deterrent, composed of land-
based missiles, sea-based missiles, and
bombers. What we need is a deterrent
sufficient and reliable enough to dissuade
potential adversaries from launching a
nuclear attack against us. And we should
develop such a deterrent as cost-effec-
tively as we can.

At the same time, however, the B-1
may well prove to be a necessary part of
the sufficient deterrent to which I have
just alluded.

For one thing, there might be serious
risks involved in reliance solely on a sea-
based deterrent.

While our sea-based missiles are secure
today, can we be sure they will remain
secure always? It has been the history of
military technology in recent decades
that many things once thought impos-
sible have become realities only a few
years later. The ULMS program, en-
dorsed by the committee, is but one ex-
ample of what we can do and are doing
in our R. & D. programs to improve the
survivability of our sea-based missile
force. But if Soviet technology is allowed
to be concentrated in the ASW field, can
we be sure that no breakthroughs will
oceur?

There is another consideration also.
An incapacitation of our sea-based mis-
sile force might well be achieved without
a direct assault on American submarines
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themselves. Continuous communication
with the fleet, absolutely essential to the
preservation of its strategic usefulness,
might be seriously impaired by a sur-
prise strike on land-based command cen-
ters. While our present communications
might well be improved, the possibility
exists that the low data handling capa-
bility of truly secure communications
systems would not allow the in-depth
communications needed for adequate im-
plementation of our strategic nuclear
plans.

Finally, there is the possibility that a
solely sea-based strategic force could be
made viable—but only at a cost every bit
as large as the cost of maintaining addi-
tional strategic systems. The ULMS pro-
gram itself should give us pause for
thought in this regard. Its precise cost
parameters cannot be estimated at the
present time, but it is clearly going to be
a very expensive system.

And when one looks beyond a sea-
based deterrent, the case for a new
bomber has considerable weight. Despite
the increasing vulnerability of all land-
based strategic forces, there are, ironi-
cally, at least two considerations which
make manned bombers perhaps more
important to our security than they were
a few years ago, at a time of lesser vul-
nerability. I think these points should
be considered carefully by those who
argue that bombers are outmoded in the
present “missile age."

The first consideration is the bombers’
recall capability. They can be put in the
air, out of danger of enemy attack, with-
out a commitment to release their nu-
clear payloads.

Bomber critics, of course, have tended
to disparage bombers’ recall capability,
claiming that it is offset by their much
slower speed. They point out that it takes
less time for a strategic missile to cover
the entire distance from its silo to its
target than it does for a bomber to de-
liver its weapons after it is within range
of an enemy's air defenses and its recall
capability negated. Thus, they argue, one
need only wait longer with one’s missiles
themselves in case of doubt as to whether
an attack is underway.

But this argument entirely misses the
point. One cannot wait longer with con-
fidence in an age of vulnerable land-
based forces. One's alternatives—absent
a bomber and its recall capability—are
really rather ominous. When blips appear
on the radar screens, one must either
launch on warning or trust to the sur-
vivability of increasingly vulnerable land-
based missiles.

Adoption of the first alternative would
increase the risk of an accidental nuclear
holocaust, a prospect which cannot be
tolerated. Yet adoption of the second is
scarcely more acceptable. If one is willing
to absorb a first strike against increas-
ingly vulnerable land-based missiles,
there will come a time when it would be
more sensible to simply phase out those
missiles and rely exclusively on a sea-
based deterrent force.

The second consideration to which I
referred a moment ago is one which has
received surprisingly little attention. This
is the “box phenomenon” whereby land-
based missiles and bombers, both increas-
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ingly vulnerable by themselves, become
less vulnerable if employed together.

Consider for a moment the problem
posed for an adversary who contemplates
a coordinated SLBM attack on our bomb-
ers and ICBM attack on our land-based
missiles.

If he seeks to hit our bombers and mis-
siles simultaneously, the ICBM’s—which
have a much greater flight time—will
have to be launched first. When they are
picked up on our radar screens, our
bombers could be put safely into the air.

If he employs a simultaneous launch
instead, any destruction of our airfields—
which is itself unlikely until after our
bombers have escaped—would provide
more than sufficient evidence of a nuclear
attack fo justify a “launch on warning”
of our missiles themselves.

Accordingly, it may well be that our
wisest future course would be to increase
our reliance on a sea-based deterrent,
but to couple this with a gradually re-
duced land-based force, composed of both
missiles and bombers.

It is for reasons such as these, Mr.
President, that I believe we should move
ahead now with the development of a
new manned bomber. The points I hayve
made are by no means exhaustive of all
that might be said on the subject. I of-
fer them primarily as points to be con-
sidered, well aware of the fact that con-
siderable thought, research, and plan-
ning lie ahead before a B-1 production
decision can rationally be made.

Surely a factor which will affect that
decision as much as any other will be
the progress made in the strategic arms
limitation talks—SAIL-T—now underway
in Vienna. Any number of agreements
reached at the talks could have a bearing
on our need for the B-1 but I will address
myself now to only three possibilities.

One is an agreement on rival ABM
systems, the main focus of the talks at
the present time. I make no claim of in-
side information on the present status of
these talks. If press reports can be
believed, however, we may be headed. in
the direction of a National Capitol
Area—NCA—type ABM  agreement,
whereby all ABM systems except those
in defense of Moscow and Washington
would be ruled out.

Such an agreement would be a land-
mark in Soviet-United States relations.
It would do much to curtail a strategic
arms race which has been out of control
for far too long. By ifself, however, it
would do nothing to offset the increas-
ing vulnerability of our land-based stra-
tegic missiles. Accordingly, it would not
clearly eliminate a need for the B-1,

But an ABM agreement might be fol-
lowed later by an agreement on MIRV’s,
or an agreement of some other kind re-
ducing the threat to land-based strategic
forces. And that agreement, in turn,
might be followed by the adoption of
antisubmarine warfare—ASW-—restrie-
tions, incéreasing the survivability of our
sea-based forces also. Under these cir-
cumstances, our need for the B-1 would
be significantly reduced.

But agreements of this kind will not
be reached in a matter of months. It
may well take years before they are
worked out and then reduced to writing.
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Accordingly, while it might be feasible
to delay large-scale engineering develop-
ment of the B-1 for perhaps another
year, I believe it would be unwise to do
so. Since our security will require the
initiation of development either this year
or next, it seems far more advisable to be-
gin now and to do so at a more con-
trolled pace. In this way, we may well be
able to eliminate costly mistakes which
otherwise might occur.

There are those who will argue that a
decision to begin development of the B-1
amounts, willy-nilly, to a decision to buy
the system. The initiation of develop-
ment, they point out, will create positions
of power, jobs, and profits firmly tied to
the program’s success, and these, they
note, will surely be translated into strong
political pressures. Congress itself, they
argue, will be reluctant to ever cancel
a program in which $2 billion of R. & D.
funds have been sunk.

Regrettably, there is some truth in
these assertions. The degree of truth will
depend in large measure on the ability of
Senators and Representatives to famil-
iarize themselves with the factors really
affecting our need for the B-1, and it will
depend also on their willingness to reject
unsophisticated - versions of the “sunk
costs” argument, their willingness to
recognize that whether $2 billion has
been spent to date may be less important
than whether $10-$20 billion additional
should be authorized.

Incidentally, I was quite heartened by
the Armed Services Committee’s decision
to direct termination of the Cheyenne
development contract despite the prior
expenditure of $168 million on that sys-
tem. The committee recognized that con-
tinuing with the program would entail
the expenditure of over $1.5 billion more.

President Nixon spoke in his state of
the world message about the necessity of
proceeding with programs the ultimate
need for which is not established. He
said:

Because planning mistakes may not show
up for several years, deferral of hard choices
is often tempting. But the ultimate penalty
may be disastrous. The only responsible
course is to face up to our problems and to
make decisions in a long-term framework.

As we proceed with development of the
B-1, we must do all we can to assure its
availability, should it be needed, at a
time and cost within eur means, It is
toward this end that the weork of the
Research and Development Subcommit-
tee will continue to be directed.

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

Mr. McINTYRE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to tell the
Senator from New Hampshire that his
speech is one of the most useful speeches
I have heard on defense procurement. It
is useful in many ways. It is obviously
an honest statement. It deals specifi-
cally with the cost, with the peformance,
and with the planning of that weapons
system, and it concedes some serious
shortcomings. It also goes into careful
detail as to why, in the judgment of the
Senator from New Hampshire, with all
the  difficulties involved, this system is
necessary.
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I should like to ask the Senator from
New Hampshire this question: The Sen-
ator stated that the projected total pro-
grams cost of the B-1 is $9.4 billion?

Mr. McINTYRE, That is the Air Force
estimate for research and development
and procurement only.

Mr, PROXMIRE. In the light of the
Senator's speech today, does he believe
that estimate is realistic?

Mr. McINTYRE.. No, I cannot say that
it is realistic. In the first place, I doubt
whether the $29.2 million estimate per
copy for the B-1 itself is realistic. Crude
cost comparisons with other aircraft now
in our inventory or in development in-
dicate that a more accurate estimate
would be $10 million—even $20 million—
higher. And when other costs admittedly
not ineluded in the Air Force estimate—
such as a new tanker—are added in, the
real economic costs of the B-1 program
might well be $20 billion.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In other words, it
could be 100 percent higher than this
estimate?

Mr. McINTYRE. Yes,

What the R. & D. Subcommittee is
trying to point out is that this is going
to be a tremendously expensive program.
Just consider inflation for a minute. The
program is now looking for an 1I0C date
of 1978. That is 8 years away. Inflation
alone will raise the present estimates
considerably before then. That is why we
are stressing the need to keep costs down.
We want the Air Force to study and re-
study all alternatives before committing
themselves to a final design. This year
they have suggested that they do not need
supersonic speed at low altitude, but
they still want it at high altitude. We
want them to consider whether they need
it at either altitude.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator does
point out some changes that have been
made in the specifications. Some people
might call them a deterioration of stand-
ards and some might call them a change.
At any rate, the standards are not as ex-
acting as before, and the Senator points
out that the cost per copy should have
been reduced by some $5 or $6 million.
Yet, the Air Force has maintained that
estimate of around $29 million per copy.

Did the Defense Department give any
reason why they were unable to reduce
the cost, in view of the fact that they
are eliminating some of the costly ele-
ments involved?

Mr. McINTYRE. The original estimate
was what is called a planning estimate.
I think that we in the Congress fail to
appreciate at times how difficult it is
to estimate before any hardware devel-
opment begins either the exact specs of a
system or its exact price. We must give
the services some leeway in this regard.
At the same time, we do have a right to
request ‘“good faith” estimates. I have
doubts whether that is what we are get-
ting on the B-1.

So we are asking the Air Force, in ef-
fect: “You have reduced your avionic
pack by half and have reduced the speed
at low altitude and the cost is the same.
Why did we not get a reduction?”

Mr. PROXMIRE. What was their an-
swer?
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Mr. McINTYRE. They really have not
given a satisfactory answer.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I might conclude—
the Senator from New Hampshire might
strongly disagree—that this is a con-
cealed overrun. An overrun of at least 30
or 40 percent is involved already, and of
course we are 7 or 8 years away from
even beginning production. There is
already an overrun of 30 to 40 percent.

Mr, McINTYRE. The Senator cannot
say that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Why not?

Mr. McINTYRE. It is meaningful to
talk about an overrun on a system only in
relation to changed cost estimates on a
final design. The design of the B-1 has
not yet been finalized, and I think we
should encourage further study before it
is finalized.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator has
conceded that they should have saved $5
to $6 million per copy by this reduction.
They have saved nothing. It still costs
$29 or $30 million; and it would seem to
me, on this basis, that the costs have es-
calated above the initial estimate. I call
that an overrun. One can call it cost
growth. Whatever it is, it is higher than
it was to begin with.

Mr. McINTYRE. There is no doubt
that, so far as the subcommittee is con-
cerned, we were quite surprised to see a
reduction in the size of avionics pack
and in the low altitude speed and yet no
corresponding reduction in the cost per
copy.

Mr. PROXMIRE. One of the most
shocking revelations of the Senator is
the ballooning of the costs with the
tanker fleet, which he points out is es-
sential. If we are going to have this, we
must have some way of fueling and re-
fueling. The Senator says, on page T of
his speech, that there is tremendous bal-
looning of costs.

Mr. McINTYRE. I said the subcommit-
tee cannot really tell whether the Air
Force is going to need a new fanker to
go with the new B-1 bomber. The Air
Force position is that they do not need
it, that some modifications have to be
made with the KC-135, but that they do
not need a new tanker.

The purpose of my proposed study
would be to require the Air Force to lay
out all the information relevant to an
informed judgment on the question. If
a new tanker is crucial, we should know
this in evaluating the B-1 program. If,
on the other hand, it is a comparative
luxury, its ultimate purchase really hing-
ing on the availability of overall defense
funds and the priority of other defense
programs, we should know this, too, in
case the Air Force later changes its mind
and starts arguing for a tanker. It may
well be that it is just too early to say
whether a new tanker will be needed. But
if that is the case, we should know just
what the contingencies really are. After
all, it is the possibility of 7 billions of
dollars of expenditures which are at
stake.

Mr. PROXMIRE, There you get $7 bil-
lion on top of the overrun already de-
veloped in the B-1 itself—$7 billion. Let
me ask——

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
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to me at that point for a quick observa-
tion?

Mr. McINTYRE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. For the informa-
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin, I
intend to discuss only the tanker gques-
tion. With all due respect to the subcom-
mittee, as I pointed out to the full com-
mittee, there are some real misunder-
standings in this field. The remarks of
the Senator from New Hampshire do not
reflect the thinking of the Air Force at
all, and I intend to go into that. As to
the avionics package contemplating re-
ducing, I have discussed that with the
Air Force, and they have taken a guess,
of reducing it from 10,000 pounds to ap-
proximately 5,400 pounds, running at
$1,200 a pound. However, they are not
quite sure which of the sophisticated, as
vet, undeveloped equipment they will
eliminate, so it is impossible for them to
say whether they will actually save
money or not.

I want to make that point clear.

Mr, PROXMIRE. I want to ask the
Senator, along that line, does he have
any additional information that would
lead him to believe that the Air Force
is seriously considering a request for a
new fleet C-5A tanker at a cost of $7 bil-
lion? Did they just indicate there is a
possibility, or did they indicate seriously
looking into that?

Mr, McCINTYRE, The best answer I can
give the Senator is that the Air Force
is not presently planning on a new tanker
to go with the B-1. They are talking
about modifications in the KC-135. At
the same time, they are considering a
series of new tanker programs, some in-
volving modifications of existing air-
frames and others the development of a
completely new tanker. The modification
of the C-5A is one of these programs. I
mentioned it because SAC officers them-
selves have singled it out for comment.
The $7 billion cost of this program is
representative of the costs of the other
programs also being considered.

But to answer your question more di-
rectly, it seems to me that there are
two possibilities: first, that a new tanker
would be useful but not essential, a pre-
ferred alternative to modifications in the
KC-135, which has been around as long
as the B-52 and is getting to be a rather
old aircraft, and second, that a new
tanker will be absolutely crucial to the
viability of the B-1 itself.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is my understand-
ing correct that the position of the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire is that while
a new bomber, the B-1 bomber, may
be needed, the subcommittee and the
committee are not making a final deter-
mination. The final determination may
be made later, when more information
is developed and that this is, therefore,
a tentative determination that is being
made now and our options are being kept
open. Is that correct?

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator is cor-
rect. The subcommittee feels that under
all the circumstances existing today, we
should move ahead slowly after addi-
tional study, so that we have a cost-ef-
fective bomber in the future, if we ulti-
mately need to buy it.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. In view of the Sen-
ator's position stated on pages 7 and 8
of his speech, to suspend judgment, what
happens if Congress deletes the remain-
der of the $50 million that have been left
in? As I understand it, the committee
reduced the request from $100 million to
$50 million for the B-1. If Congress
should eliminate the funds this year for
the B-1, why should not this be con-
sidered with the notion that we should
suspend judgment until the SALT talks,
and so forth, are over, to give us a better
perspective, if we are not going into pro-
duction until 1978? I wonder whether this
is not an area where we could wisely
postpone expenditures.

Mr. McINTYRE. I think the question
is important enough that I should tell
the Senator that the subcommittee gave
careful consideration to the possibility
of recommending to the full committee
a complete $100 million reduction, on the
grounds that additional funding should
be held off until the studies we called
for were completed.

This alternative was very carefully
considered and then rejected. The orig-
inal Air Force request of $100 million left
considerable -leeway for reviews of the
B-1's specifications over the course of
the year. As Secretary Laird himself has
stated, additional funds would have been
requested for the program by the Air
Force if budgetary considerations had
permitted. This initial leeway, coupled
with the committee’s reduction, should
leave ample time for further studies be-
fore moving out on any final design.

The subcommittee’s action is also
geared to different possibile contingen-
cies. If the results of the studies so war-
rant, the Air Force will be under no ob-
ligation to spend all the moneys Congress
appropriates. After all, it spent only $35
million of the $100.2 million appropriated
last year.

But if a final design is fixed upon,
there may well be merit in doing at least
some preliminary engineering develop-
ment work this year. The B-52 is ex-
pected to last into the 1980’s, but this
estimate is predicated on certain predic-
tions—as to expected flying hours, for
example—which may turn out not to be
valid.

And the appropriation of the additional
funds will serve another purpose as well.
It will make clear to the Soviets that this
country takes its national security re-
quirements quite seriously and thus serve
as an incentive for some more hard bar-
gaining in SALT. As I said in my pre-
pared remarks, I hope that we will ulti-
mately have no need for the B-1. But we
must have it available if we do in fact
need it.

And the sooner we move out in devel-
oping the plane, the slower we are going
to be able to go. If we wait too long, such
that a crash program seems needed,
there will be a far greater risk of expen-
sive technical problems.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I may ask the Sen-
ator, than, inasmuch as he has referred
to the fact that last year we appropriated
$100 million and only $35 million was
spent, so that more than $65 million is
unexpended, that this $65 million is
available to the Air Force to spend in the
coming year.
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Mr. McINTYRE. That is right. That
$65 million is available.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to thank the
Senator from New Hampshire for an ex-
cellent speech, cne of the most useful I
have heard and also very well balanced.
He points out some of the problems in-
volved. He concedes that the costs will
increase greatly, that the performance is
less than originally contemplated, that
this will be delivered late at best, and
that there are options including—which
I did not mention and the Senator did
stress—that the B-52's can be, appar-
ently, reconditioned or remodeled in such
a way that it can operate into the 1980's.
In the 1980’s that would give us, of
course, more of a cushion than we
thought we had in the past, in terms of
having an air deterrent to complement
our present sea deterrent and our land-
based deterrent.

I thank the Senator from New Hamp-
shire very much.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield?

Mr. McINTYRE. I am happy now to
yield to the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I join
the Senator from Wisconsin in commend-
ing the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. McInTYRE) for the thoughtful state-
ment he has made here today. I have
had a chance to look at it and have it
in hand and I want to commend him
for what seems to me to be an unusual-
ly meticulous scrutiny of the B-1 pro-
gram that he has brought to us as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Research
and Development of the Armed Services
Committee. I think our gratitude at that
point should also go to the chairman of
the full Armed Services Committee, the
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS),
whose adoption of the subcommittee ap-
proach has made possible what seems
to me to be a more extensive investiga-
tion than has been the case in the past.

There is no question that while there
may be some differences among us, even
yet, on the amount of money that has
been cut from the proposed B-1 pro-
gram, I agree with the Senator from
Wisconsin that further questions need
to be raised about that. Nevertheless, it
is perfectly clear that the Senator from
New Hampshire has brought a very care-
ﬂ.ﬂ and critical examination to this ques-

on.

I think that is particularly important
in the research and development stage,
over which the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has special jurisdiction, because
every important question that we can
ask at that point and receive satisfac-
tory answers to has the capability of
saving billions of dollars that might oth-
erwise be committed for procurement
later on.

Thus, I welcome the Senator’s initia-
tive and I want to applaud his diligence.
I think he has performed a valuable serv-
ice not only in terms of national secu-
rity interests of the country but also a
service to every taxpaying citizen in the
country.

I have had an opportunity to look at
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the Senator’s statement, as I said, and
there are a couple of points on which I
should like to raise some questions, if the
Senator would care to comment further
on them.

First of all, with reference to his sug-
gestion for a study of the design of the
B-1, that seems to me to be particularly
appropriate, For purposes of its strategic
mission, I see little reason, for example,
why the aircraft would need to be
supersonie.

The explanation always turns to the
fact that the supersonic capability would
be helpful if the aircraft were called upon
to play a tactical role. But, as the Sena-
tor knows, we are buying other aireraft
for those tactical missions, and I see no
evidence that we are planning to reduce
the number of tactical aircraft that we
would otherwise purchase even if we go
ahead on the B-1 program.

Mr. President, I also question the value
of the proposed B-1 tactical air situa-
tions. If one thinks of no other considera-
tion than the enormous financial loss in-
volved in the loss of one of these planes,
it seems to me to raise very serious
questions about whether any expensive
weapons of that kind should be used in
tactical situations.

All the problems associated with the
F-111 should convince us that it is ex-
tremely risky to try to design an airecraft
for more than one major purpose. If the
B-1 has the range and payload required
for strategic missions, it seems to me very
doubtful whether it could cope effectively
on a tactical mission with the kind of
interceptors it is likely to encounter in
conflict.

I think the proponents say that it has
been studied and studied to death and
that no further examination is needed.
I disagree with that statement.

As I said before the Senator from
Mississippi came to the floor, I commend
him as well as the Senator from New

Hampshire for permitting additional
study. I wonder if the Senator from New
Hampshire, in view of the specific ques-
tions I have raised about the tactical
purposes that have been described for
this plane, would comment and elaborate
a little more on why he thinks additional
study is needed.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I think
the thrust of the subcommittee’s desire
to see additional study on a plane which
the Air Force will tell us has been studied
to death revolves around questions of
cost effectiveness.

I, too, question whether we should de-
siign the B-1 for a tactical warfare mis-
sion.

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

Mr,. McINTYRE. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
noted the Senator commented on the
possible tactical use of this weapon be-
ing considered, and I merely refer to
the comments of the Senator on page
5 of his speech:

It recognized, also, however, that many
former defense officlals have argued against
any supersonic speed capability for the B-1
on the grounds that this is of primary utility
only in the secordary, tactical role contem-
plated for the plane . . .
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I have sat through many discussions
of this B-1, and I have not heard the
present Air Force commanders or the
present Secretary talk about a tactical
use of this airplane. In the first place,
the primary weapons system would not
lend itself to tactical use. Supersonic
speed is the last thing we want in a
tactical aircraft. My argument is that
the slower the better.

It was not planned. It was talked about
in the past. If it has been mentioned at
the present time, I have not heard it, and
I have discussed this weapons system
with the people who will use it. Its use
is strategic.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I
thank my friend, the Senator from Ari-
zona, but I must respectfully disagree.
The B-52 was originally designed for a
strategic purpose but was reconfigured
and was used as a tactical plane and is
being used for that purpose today. As
Secretary Laird indicated in his discus-
sion of the B-1 program last year, its use
in conventional wars is also intended.
That, he said, is one advantage of bomb-
ers as opposed to missiles.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President, I
disagree that it is confined to tactical
use. It is to interdict and deny supplies
to the enemy.

If we were able to bomb the sources of
supply, it would have an even further
role.

It is used for the close ground sup-
port of troops and to deny supplies to
the enemy. If we had to reconfigure the
B-52 to 550-pound bomb use, it would
still be used strategically.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I defer
to the wisdom of the Senator from Ari-
zona and his experience. The distinction
I was trying to draw was between the use
of a bomber in the strategic nuclear role
and its use in conventional warfare. To
my mind, this is synonymous with a
strategic-tactical distinction.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, with
my own education on this subject, in view
of the point made by the Senator from
Arizona, if his information is correct—
and I am not in a position to question
that—that the Air Force has given up
the tactical role or even a secondary role
for this aireraft, what is the rationaliza-
tion for building a supersonic bomber?
What is the advantage of supersonic
speed for a bomber on a strategic
mission?

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the
use to which we say any aircraft is being
put—and I have to follow that statement
up by saying that the B-52 was for an
atomic load. We never thought that it
would be for conventional delivery. We
do not know the B-1's contemplated use.
But I would assume that it would be for
use against an enemy far away from us.

With a supersonic speed, at a high
altitude and a high speed, we get there
in a hurry and with a saving on fuel. The
higher we fly, even though we fly fast,
we burn less fuel because of the greater
altitude.

They would descend, going not more
than 200 miles and then release their
load and go back into supersonic. High-
low-high is the way to get there in a
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hurry and to save refueling. We would
make it with probably one refueling going
and one refueling coming back.

If we attempt to do it at any altitude
below 20,000, which would be low, I
would have to guess how many refuelings.

Flying at a high altitude, even with
the thrust that these engines would have,
would mean a low consumption in pounds
of fuel while fiying at a high altitude.

I know of the Senator’s long experi-
ence in World War II in heavy bombers.
This would not apply in the case of the
B-24's or B-17's, as it would today in
bombers like the B-1.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Senator
would agree that even at supersonic
capabilities of a bomber of that kind it
could not outrun surface-to-air missiles
once it is in the target area.

I am still somewhat puzzled as to what
advantage can be had from supersonic
capability, if the tactical role is ruled out.
Perhaps the Senator will go into that in
more depth in his remarks.

Mr. GOLDWATER. 1 intend to. As
the Senator knows from experience, the
longer a tactical aircraft can be on its
target, the more weapons it can deliver.

While I am not always agreed with in
my thesis, the speeds of tactical air-
craft in World War II, with an approach
speed of 200 to 250 provided a good solid
and stable platform from which could be
released a large number of weapons,
whereas, if you went in supersonically
or even at speeds of mach 0.7 or 0.8 you
would have only a few seconds on the
target and the accuracy would be de-
stroyed.

That is my argument against super-
sonic tactical aircraft.

Mr. McINTYRE. I wish to comment
further on my recommendation of fur-
ther studies regarding the B-1's speed
and its standoff missile-launching capa-
bilities.

It seems to me a supersonic speed for
the B-1 is needed only under two con-
ditions: First, if it is going to be used in
a conventional warfare role which re-
quires extreme accuracy and deep pene-
tration against sophisticated enemy air-
craft; and, second, in an AWACS bust-
ing l}ole in the strategic nuclear mission

tself.

As regards the first, I indicated in my
prepared remarks that I don't think we
should design a new bomber for use in
conventional conflicts. The advantage of
its greater ton-mile economy, as com-
pared with tactical aireraft, would be
negated by the fact that we could not
rationally afford to lose a $30 million air-
craft in an attempt to hit a much less
expensive target. Moreover, if you did use
the B-1 in conventional conflicts, thereby
risking its loss, you'd not only be risking
dollars but also the strategic capability
for which you sized your B-1 force in the
first place.

As regards the AWACS-busting capa-
bility in the strategic nuclear mission,
supersonic speed assumes importance
proportional to the extent to which you
insist on deep penetration to your tar-
gets themselves. If deep penetration is
not required, there is less need for such
speed.
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It is here that improvements in the
B-1's stand-off missile-launching capa-
bilities become relevant, since they would
reduce the need for deep penetration.

The Air Force argues, of course, that
we tried a stand-off approach in the
early 1960's, when we embarked on the
Skybolt project with the British. They
say it did not work then and it would
not work now, or at least not at a cost
anything less than that presently con-
templated for the B-1 itself.

But references to the Skybolt obscure
the issue. The Skybolt was conceived of
as a huge ballistic missile, weighing
many thousands of pounds. It was, in es-
sence, an airplane-launched Jupiter mis-
sile. What I have in mind, and what I
think warrants further study, is some-
thing very different—a modification of
the Subsonic Cruise Armed Decoy, or
SCAD, already being developed both for
the B-1 and our existing bomber force.

The SCAD is a cruise missile, weighing
only a small fraction of the old Skybolt.
A great number of them could be car-
ried by a single bomber. SCAD A, now in
R. & D, itself has a contemplated range
well in excess of 500 miles. I strongly
doubt, if this route were followed, that it
would be anywhere near as expensive as
a Skybolt-type missile.

I think a study should be undertaken
showing whether this approach is fea-
sible. I think we should have spelled out
very clearly the arguments against it. I
think the Congress should be allowed to
evaluate those arguments and not have
to rely on simple assertions that the ap-
proach is ill conceived.

There may, in fact, be merit in the op-
posing arguments, and I don't want to
prejudge the case now. But just as the
Navy seems to prefer surface ships to
submarines, the Air Force likes to fly
over the targets it is going to hit. I am
not sure whether this preference is justi-
fied, in light of the savings which a sub-
sonic, standoff approach would entail.
The Air Force itself admits to a 20 to 30
percent savings. I'm not sure it might
not be closer to 50 percent if the B-1
were totally redesigned with this new ap-
proach in mind.

Finally, a comment on the Air Force
claim that the B-1 has already been
studied for 8 long years. It has been,
but without the right questions being
asked. A supersonic speed, deep-penetra-
tion model has been assumed in almost
all these studies.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator has
raised an important new point in con-
nection with the aerial refueling re-
quired by the B-1.

As I understand it, the Air Force cited
as one of the major attributes of the B-1
the fact that it can take off much more
rapidly than the B-52 and, therefore,
it reduces the danger of being hit on the
ground by missiles launched suddenly.
But is it not a fact that the proposed
B-1 could not carry out that mission
without refueling?

The Senator knows the present tanker
we are making, the KC-135, cannot get
into the air any more quickly than the
B-52. Would it not be the situation, if
we move ahead with development of this
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B-1, that the Soviets or any potential
enemy, could target their SLB on the
tanker fleet and negate any advantage
the bomber had in its first takeoff
capability?

Mr. McINTYRE. The Senator raises
an important point. We have already
discussed it in part. I suspect the Sen-
ator from Arizona may have something
to say about it in his remarks.

The Air Force claims that the reac-
tion time of the KC-135 could be greatly
reduced both by modifications in the
plane itself, by positioning crews nearer
the aircraft, and by a new basing pat-
tern for the plane. I think that the fea-
sibility of going this route is one thing
which should be seriously explored in the
study I have suggested.

Mr. McGOVERN. If those modifica-
tions could be made with the tanker, why
not with the B-52?

Mr. McINTYRE. I am afraid the B-52
has been modified and remodified about
as far as it will go, and that this will
take it only to the mid-1980’s. One pur-
pose of my study is to determine whether
the same is true of the KC-135s.

Mr. McGOVERN. What would be the
Senator’s estimate of developing a fleet
of new tankers with the speed and take-
off characteristics of the B-1?

_Mr. MCINTYRE. One of the sugges-
tions was that a modified C-5A could
do the job at a cost of about $7 billion.
Other alternatives are in the same cost
ballpark.

Mr. McGOVERN. I was interested in
the Senator’s remarks with respect to
the elimination of some of the features
that have been planned in the original
B-1 proposal; the elimination of the
low-level supersonie capability, for in-
stance, which the Senator from Arizona
referred to a minute ago.

According to the projection, as I un-
derstand it that should have resulted in
a reduction of $5 million to $6 million
in the cost of each of these airplanes;
and yet the Air Force, which originally
had put an estimate of $25 million to
$30 million per plane on the B-1 still is
estimating that the cost would be some-
thing over $29 million.

Can the Senator shed some light on
why there has not been some reduction
in the over-all cost if we are eliminating
these expensive features that were in the
original design? What happened to the
savings one could expect in the over-all
cost of the plane, in the area of $5 mil-
lion to $6 million?

Mr. McINTYRE. Of course, as I stated
in my speech this morning, this is one
of the things that concerned those of
us on the subcommittee, and we were
asking the same question. I do not think
we ever got a satisfactory answer.

We thought this was one of the reasons
why the B-1 should be continued fo be
looked at very carefully.

Mr. McGOVERN. As chairman of the
Subcommittee on Research and Develop-
ment, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire has looked into this question very
carefully. In view of the facts that have
been brought out this morning and what
he knows about the situation, does he
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now believe that, if he would include the
cost of a modified tanker, the eventual
cost of producing a fleet B-1's will be
in excess of $20 hillion?

Mr. McINTYRE. I will not argue too
much with the Senator’s figure of $20
billion.

Mr. McGOVERN. I say, in excess of
that.

Mr. McINTYRE. It could be in excess
of that. We just do not have the infor-
mation to know.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point for a
question, because it relates to this very
matter?

At the bottom of page 29 of the report,
subsection (3), it states that the com-
mittee will conduet ‘“possible further
studies regarding speed and payload
capabilities which might result in cost
savings and performance improvements.”

I know the Senator from New Hamp-
shire can speak only for the subcommit-
tee, and not for the full committee, but
I would hope that what is merely a rather
vague and indefinite commitment by the
committee that possible further studies
may be made could be hardened up so
that we would be assured that definitely
studies of the B-1 will be made, and
that a commitment is made to do just
this. After all it is perfectly obvious that
the estimates of cost range up to $20
billion, and perhaps higher, heaven
knows we need more than just “possible
further studies.”

1 see the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
SteEnnis) on the floor. If the Senator
from New Hampshire will permit it, I
would like to ask the Senator from Mis-
sissippi a question. I know he has just
come on -the floor and this is rather
sudden.

In connection with the B-1 bomber,
on page 29 of the committee report the
Senate is told that “possible further
studies” will be conducted.

I wonder if that possibly means that
they may or may not be conducted, that
it is not really a commitment, that it is
possible that they will be conducted and
possible that they will not be conducted.
Can the Senator from Mississippi give us
a clearer understanding of what that
particular statement in the committee
report means?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first,
that shows that there is no closing of the
book on that matter. I do not look upon
it as anything finally determined yet.
The B-1 is evolving. This is all research
and development money, It is always the
decision of the Congress '‘each year
whether or not more money will be ap-
propriated. I want all studies to go on,
when it is agreed to and proper. Our
commitiee is blessed with men having
particular qualifications in this field.
The Senator from New Hampshire is one.
The Senator from South Dakota also
is qualified.

I look upon this as a weapon system
that I think will be needed in the future,
and it is now being logged. There is no
pell-mell pace, but a step by step pace,
controlled by Congress. Of course, this
contemplates further studies from all
major points.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The question I was
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asking was, what has the committee done
to make sure that such study will be
made available to Congress? The report
refers to “possible studies.” The likeli-
hood of enormous cost increases on the
B-1 is so great that I wonder if the Sen-
ator could give us greater assurance than
Jjust “possible studies.”

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. That is what we
expect to require for the Senate—studies
in all major fields—and, of course, we
will have the benefit of it, and any other
Members of the Senate will have the
benefit of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. So studies will be
required?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. That is why we
are evolving this matter.

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

Mr. McINTYRE. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I dislike to keep
interrupting, but the question was asked
as to why the cost was not reduced be-
cause of the low altitude of the bombers.
I point out that it is the same engine. It
will cost just as much whether it flies at
subsonic speeds of mach 0.5 or mach 0.7
or fly at mach 2.1. It is the same engine.
I think the cost was put at $2.5 million
each. I am taking a guess.

The Senator will recall, from his days
of flying in World War II, that we had
a top speed, a cruising speed, and a
landing speed; and the jet engine has
the same problem. If they reduced their
supersonic requirements, I agree there
would be a sizable saving in engine cost.

Mr. McGOVERN. I was referring not
only to the speed capability but the total
avionics package.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I agree with the
Senator on that. I do nof think the Air
Force has given a satisfactory answer,
and they know my feelings on this.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, just
an additional question to the Senator
from New Hampshire, I recall last year
there were reports to the effect that one
of the reasons why we ought to move
ahead on a new bomber of this kind was
that the Soviets were developing a new
strategic bomber. As the Senator knows,
they are now clearly inferior to us in
the bomber field. They are relying on
what are called the Bison and the Bear,
neither of which is supersonic, and one of
which is the old turboprop, comparable
to the now obsolete B-36 that we phased
out of our inventory a good many years
ago.

Is there any indication the Senator has
that the Soviets now are developing a
new strategic bomber similar to the B-1?

Mr. McINTYRE. The last information
on this point from the administration
was a statement by Secretary Laird be-
fore the House Appropriations Commit-
tee in February. At that time the Secre-
tary said that the Soviets were develop-
ing a “new strategic swing-wing bomber,
with better speed, altitude, and radius of
action than any of their eurrent medium
range bombers.” With refueling, it was
reported, the bomber could reach some
parts of the United States.

So, to answer the question of the Sen-
ator directly, it would seem that the
Soviets are developing a new bomber, but
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there is no real indication that it will be
as sophisticated as the B-1 presently
being planned by the Air Force.

Mr. McGOVERN. 1 thank the Senator.
I remain concerned about the cost of this
project as we move ahead on it.

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

AMENDMENT
"THE NEW BOMBER IS A BUMMER"

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr, President, I am
concerned about the B-1 program for
several reasons, all of which suggest to
me that we should forgo the additional
funds for its development which are re-
tained in the commitiee bill.

As I will develop more fully at a later
time, I think we need more study on the
role of bombers in a missile age. Clearly
the primacy of the manned bomber in
the deterrence role has been long since
superseded by missiles, first ICBM’s,
now the combination of our Minuteman
and Polaris forces. Even as insurance of
those forces it offers little and probably
less than we could accomplish by internal
improvements if they do become neces-
sary.

But regardless of how that question
may ultimately be resolved, we have two
additional causes for moving cautiously
at this time. The first is that there is
simply no need to move toward the 1977—
78 operational date contemplated by the
funding level in the bill. The B-52G's
and H's presently in force will last well
into the 1980’s. I noted in the hearings
that their durability surprised some
members of the Armed Services Commit-
tee. In combination with the FB-11l's
now being procured, they can certainly
perform whatever mission remains for
the manned bomber until we can make
a more thorough evaluation of the
bomber’s role in the 1980’s and beyond,
based upon updated assessments of the
threat, the results of the strategic arms
limitation talks, and other factors. This
conclusion is supported by the fact that
the Air Force has in the past year down-
graded some of the proposed B-1 capa-
bilities, apparently upon a more realistic
evaluation of the environment in which
it would perform.

Finally, I have grave doubts about the
design. As Senator McINTYRE has point-
ed out, the system as now presented in-
cludes costly capabilities which have lit-
tle or no relation to its mission. The
Armed Services Research and Develop-
ment Subcommittee which he chairs has
asked for further study of such issues
as whether we should not be aiming pri-
marily for a standoff capability which
would eliminate much of the need for
low-level penetration. I suspeet, frankly,
that what we have before us was de-
signed more for the recruiting posters
than for a practical national defense
posture,

If it is built, the B-1 has the potential
for being the costliest single weapons
system ever developed by this country.
Surely, we should wait for the results of
these studies before we accelerate the
program. If we move ahead without
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them we may ultimately find that we
have made annually-mounting expendi-
tures needlessly, that we have created a
contract dependency that will be difficult
to end, and that we have invited cost
overruns by proposing design changes
after the contractor has already locked
on to a specific propesal.

The B-1 program has $65 million in
carryover from fiscal 1970, an amount
that is more than ample to keep it at a
highly intensive level of research and
development. I propose, therefore, that
the additional $50 million left in by the
committee be deleted.

Mr. President, for myself and Senator
GoobpELL, I submit an amendment to H.R.
17123 and I ask that it be printed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Senator from New York (Mr. GOODELL)
is also sponsoring this amendment. He
has prepared a statement on the B-1,
and I ask unanimous consent that it ap-
pear in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the state-
mbent of Senator GoopeLL was ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR GOODELL

Mr. GoopeLrL. I want to thank the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGovern) for his
leadership in this effort to amend the Mili-
tary Procurement bill by deleting $£50 mil-
lion in funds for the development of the
Advanced Manned Strategic Alrcraft, B-1. I
support this effort as being thoroughly con-
gonant with the security interests of the
nation.

By deleting this year's funds we will not
close out research and development on the
B-1. There is a carryover of $65 million from
last year's appropriations, more than enough
to ensurs that, we could easily produce a
new Intercontinental bomber should the need
arise in the future.

Right now, however, it is incumbent upon
us to review this €50 million in additional
funds requested for the B-1 and more for its
rescission.

Several considerations warrant this con-
clusion: First, deployment of an advance
manned strategic bomber before 1080 is not
urgent. Second, our present strategic bomber
force can be upgraded to, fulfill the opera-
tional capabilities prolected for the B-1.
Third, a cost-benefit analysis of the program
indicates expenses which are excessive when
considered against the marginal gains in per-
formance that may or may not accrue from
the development and production of the B-1.

Finally, at a time when the nation faces
a grave domestic economic situation and
when there is no vital security interest at
stake, I can see no justification for excess
spending on projects of 'such questionable
value as the B-1.

Let us remember that this advanced
manned strategic aircraft, B-1 is based on
an old mistake, the XB—70. The XB-T0 proto-
types were built, but then abandoned as un-
workable. Today the XB-T70 1s on display in
the Air Museum in Dayton, Ohio. From de-
fense-to-display, the XB-70 cost the Ameri-
can taxpayer $1.4 billion.

Advocates of the B-1 maintaln that a
mixed strategic force of missiles and bomb-
ers increases our security by multiplying the
contingencies for which the Russlans must
prepare. They say a bomber force makes our
nuclear arsenal less vulnerable to Soviet at-
tack since it prohibits our enemy from tar-
geting on a limited number of positions. It
is difficult for me to imagine how a force
of exposed bombers is any more secure than
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a comparably sized and dispersed force of
missiles located in underground silos.

‘We are told that the B-1 is a revolutionary
superfor alreraft. Nevertheless, close exam-
ination indicates that projected B—1 superi-
ority over existing bombers and proposed
modifications can be seriously questioned.
Department of Defense analyses state that
weaponry and . penetration. aids are of pri-
mary importance in determining the effec-
tiveness of a strategic bomber. The Short
Range Attack Missile, the SBubsonic Cruise
Armed Decoy, and new penetration systems
are all designed to fit the B-52 and F-111
as well as the B-1. The characteristics of the
carrier are relevant only, when they affect
penetration capability, and it is precisely
here that the B-1 has failed to meet its orig-
inal expectations. Envisioned as having su-
personic dash capability, the B-1 will be
able to achieve only subsonic speed at these
low altitudes. Furthermoreé, modifications in
the basic B-52 design have produced the
G and H models which will operate into the
1980's, well into the lifetime of the pro-
pozed B-1,

Since it appeared that the proposed B-1
will not make a vital contribution to the
nation's securlty, we must ask if the mar-
ginal utility it may or may not provide will
justify the massive costs entalled by the pro-
gram: Already we have witnessed steadily
rising RDT&E estimates, as well as soaring
production figures. These cost overruns early
in the life of the plane portend yet another
boondoggle along the lines of the C5A and
XB-70. The complexity of the avionics pack-
age on board offers another opportunity for
increased spending. Already one-half of the
electronic equipment has been cancelled un-
til the plane becomes operational. Ancilliary
spending on necessary support planes, weap-
ons and penetration alds should not be dis-
counted just because it falls outside the
development of the carrier plane itself. In
short, many people who have studied the
program conclude that overall expenses may
double to $25 billion. Can the nation rea-
sonably aflord such spending on a weapons
program that will not substantially increase
our security? It is my contention that it
cannot.

I am hopeful that debate on the McGov-
ern Amendment which I am cosponsoring to
delete $50 million for the B-1 will prove the
soundness- of this effort and will pave the
way for passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair recognizes the
Senator from Arizona.

BOMBERS AND TANKERS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, first
I wish to compliment the distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
McInTYRE) on the fine work that he is
doing in the heretofore unexplored re-
gions of research and development, in
which I think we are going to see our
greatest savings made. I have not always
agreed with the Senator's coneclusions,
but I compliment him and his staff on
the work that has been done—almost
starting from scrateh, I might say, last
yvear—and I hope that he continues in
his diligent work in this very little ex-
plored field, which we both know is very,
very complicated, and filled with walls
we have to climb over and tunnels we
have to crawl through to get at the causes
for the high expenditures we have had
over the years.

I have listened with interest to the re-
marks of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire on the B-1. He was gracious enough
to notify me of his intention to bring this
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matter to the Senate floor, and was
gracious enough to send me a copy of
his remarks. That is why I am able to
speak from a prepared text today.

The Senator from New Hampshire is,
as we all know, a man experienced in
military research and development and
served this year as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Research and Develop-
ment. I, therefore, commend the bulk
of his remarks to the Senate. In par-
ticular, his exposition of the value of
maintaining the TRIAD of bombers,
ICBM's, and submarine-launched mis-
siles is as clear an exposition as I have
heard in some time. His understanding
of the need to start now on an orderly
development of the B-1 is to me very
sound.

I might at this point speak for a short
while on a subject that I did not intend to
bring up today, but it has been stated to
us in committee by the Air Force that the
B-52's can fly well into the 1980’s—per-
haps until 1984—but what they have not
told us, and what we have not found out,
is how much it is going to cost us to keep
flying each B-52 that much longer. I
have asked them to do some research on
this subject, and they told me they would,
because I have a feeling that by the time
that we keep those planes flying into the
1980’s, they are going to cost us a total
investment in each plane which will be
very close to the total final cost of the
B-1.

We went through an experience with
the B-47, which was a medium bomber,
where we had to rebuild the wings be-
cause of fatigue. We do not know yet
what the state of fatigue is in the wings
of the B-52. Frankly, some of them have
flown longer than we thought they
would. But we are beginning to learn, as
we update the plane from year to year
with new weaponry and avionics, as we
have to modify the bomb bay to accom-
modate new types of weapons, and par-
ticularly as we are able to develop, as the
Senator indicates—and I have great in-
terest in it—a long-range standoff mis-
sile, which today seems doubtful because
of the extreme wait involved, though
nevertheless we are working on it, how
muech the cost will be.

As I say, they are making a study of
this for me; and I hope to be able to
present it to the Senate sometime dur-
ing this debate.

I add, too, something else that had
slipped my mind: the replacement of en-
gines. These are old jet engines. We buy
them today at greatly increased cost over
the originals. While we are fortunate in
being.able to get a long life out of jet
engines today, those used in combat,
particularly over Vietnam, are much
shorter lived.

The Senator expressed some reserva-
tions, and in view of his eminence in
this matter we are all obliged to pay heed
to his concerns,

At this time I want to pay heed to his
coneern over costs for tankers to permit
aerial refueling of the B-1. At the outset,
let me say that I believe his concern is
unwarranted. After carefully reviewing
the evidence presented to the subcom-
mittee, I cannot see how the Senator
maintains this concern.
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I am, furthermore, distressed by the
use of innuendo in the Senator’s re-
marks that the Air Forece is not being
forthright with the Congress. I have
looked into this matter in some depth,
because it has come up in the past. I
would like to report what are the facts.
They may not suit the desires of those
who wish, for their own purposes, to
hang the albatross of a new tanker about
the neck of the B-1, but they are the
facts:

First, the Air Force has continuously
and consistently planned for the B-1 on
the premise it would be supported by the
KC-135 tanker aircraft. The original
performance specifications for the B-1
were established around the EKC-135
capabilities and all subsequent investi-
gations have been worked on this as-
sumption.

Second, based upon the basic perform-
ance capability and the various missions
which the B-1 might be required to fly,
it has been determined that the B-1 force
could be supported by the programed
force of EKC-135's committed to the
Strategic Air Command. Comprehensive
analyses show that mission objectives
can be readily achieved with a force of
B-1's performing to these specifications
and supported by available KC-135’s

Third, confidence that the KC-135 will
be available in the same time frame as
the B-1 has been demonstrated by erit-
ical evaluations of KC-135 service life
remaining. Analysis performed as late as
1969 show that SAC’s KC-135 tankers,
incorporating only the currently pro-
gramed modifications, can be expected
to perform until at least the 1985-89
time frame.

With regard to General Holloway's
statement quoted in the June 20 issue of
the Armed Forces Journal, the general
was correctly quoted. I believe it would
be useful to understand the context of
h{s remark. After rechecking this matter
with the general himself and others in
the Air Force, I can report that the point
being made was that we would still have
a mix of B-52's, FB-111's, and B-1's in
the late 1970's. However, the more B-1's
we have in the above bomber mix, the
fewer tankers and less tanker off-load
would be required, because the B-1 will
have better range at low altitudes than
either the B-52 or the FB-111. If we
should buy enough B-1's to replace all
B-52's on a one-for-one basis, we would
not need a tanker with greater capacity
than the KC-135. One of the specific de-
sign requirements for the B-1 is that it
will be capable of deeper target penetra-
tion with less tanker support than our
current B-52's.

The distinguished Senator from New
Hampshire correctly states that the safe
escape times from a nuclear explosion
which are normally attributed to the
KC-135 are compatible with the escape
times of the B-52. He also correctly al-
ludes to the shorter escape time projected
for the B-1. Comparative data of this
nature, along with specific comments
pertinent to potential KC-135 modifica-
tions were provided to the Research and
Development Subcommittee in response
to direct questions by the subcommittee
stafl. Contrary to contentions of the
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Senator from New Hampshire, specific
cost estimates for KC-135 modification
were also provided.

Specific responses to the question of
modifying the KC-135 fieet to reduce the
escape time included cost estimates asso-
ciated with some modifications, the first
being thrust augmentation.

I might say in this connection that
they have changed the KC-135’s ability,
now, to start all its engines separately,
to the B-52's ability to start one engine
and then, by bleeding air off that one
engine, start all the other engines simul-
taneously. This would provide a greatly
increased B-1 escape time, because all
the engines would start automatically as
the pilot puts his foot on the lower rung
of the ladder to climb into the aircraft,
at least for those planes that would be
on standby alert.

Other modifications include hardening
the tail structure of the aircraft and
providing a quick start capability. The
purpose of such modifications would be
to decrease vulnerability to weapon ef-
fects and decrease the exposure time
prior to launch and during the eritical
phase of flight immediately after launch.

For the most part, modifications of
this nature involve state of the art tech-
nology and off the shelf equipment. In
the event the threat warrants such ac-
tion, these modifications could be per-
formed at reasonable expense,

More important, however, is the sig-
nificant reduction in escape time which
can be attained through the use of re-
vised alert procedures, coupled with the
quick start capability I previously men-
tioned. The cost estimates associated
with these two actions are quite modest
and the resultant escape time may well
be adequate without the other, more ex-
tensive modifications outlined above.

I might say also, Mr. President, that
I do not think we are talking about wak-
ing up and hearing an alarm some morn-
ing, without having had any previous
indication, that we might be ready to go
to war. We had this information prior to
Pear]l Harbor, but we did not use it. I am
sure we will not fail to use it in the
future.

So, as the time might approach where
war might open, our tankers could be
airborne at all times, providing, as we do
in South Vietnam, a 24-hour service sta-
tion flying thousands of feet above the
land.

Let me deal now with the questions
raised by the Senator regarding a $500,-
000 item for studies on advanced tanker
capabilities. He is simply incorrect when
he states that these studies “would di-
rectly support the initiation next year
of a new tanker development program.”
The facts are these:

There is a planning document that
shows an allocation in fiscal year 1970 of
$500,000 for air tanker advanced de-
velopment, Actually, the money for 1970
was not spent, and the Air Force intends
to use it in 1971 for studies exploring the
utility of multiple booms on KC-135's
for in-flight refueling of fighter aircraft.
In other words, the study money is not
to be spent this year on an advanced
tanker for use by strategic bombers, but
for research on refueling fighters.
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To explain it a little better, instead of
having one refueling hoom or probe, they
would have a multiple number of sta-
tions enabling the tanker to refuel sev-
eral fighters at a time, quickening the
time that the tactical aircraft could get
back on target. As Senators know, the
Air Force uses refueling quite extensively
in a variety of mission areas.

In later years, I am sure the Air Force
will perform continuing studies of ways
to improve and modernize the existing
tanker fleet as well as study the need for
new tankers in relation to other needs
within a constrained budget. This is only
right and proper. But to infer from this
study effort that the B-1 will require a
new tanker is just not correct, nor is it
fair.

Finally, there is the implication by the
Senator that the Air Force has plans
for a $7 billion program to procure a
tanker version of the C-5A. This is both
untrue and unfair. It is untrue because
there is no such program. It is unfair
because information supplied by the Air
Force has been misused. The Senator’s
staff submitted the following question to
the Air Force:

If the Alr Force were directed to procure
a new tanker, what options would it consider
and what, roughly, would be the respective
unit production costs of each?

The Air Force gave a classified re-
sponse to this question with a list of five
aircraft. But the response was not in-
tended to imply that these tankers are
needed for the B-1 or any other pro-
Eram.

In summary, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire has appar-
ently raised a sincere concern over the
ultimate fate of our strategic deterrent
and our Nation. However, I am puzzled
over his concern about plans for expen-
ditures on a new tanker and his apparent
reluctance to use information provided
to him in response to direct query by
members of his staff, The relevant facts
are easily checked and would hopefully
ease the degree of concern which the
Senator has expressed.

Mr. President, I intend to discuss the
B-1 at greater length as we go along. I
merely wanted to reply to this portion of
the Senator’s well rounded speech this
morning.

I might just comment in reply to some
of the aquestions that are constantly
raised about cost overruns. It seems to me
that in the domestic programs we do
nothing but pass supplemental bills to
handle cost overruns. In fact, as I recall
the health, education, and welfare bill,
and yesterday unemployment, and many,
many others, I cannot recall a single pro-
gram that has been passed in keeping
with the budget.

So we have to assume that even in
domestic programs we have giant over-
runs.

I would hope that some of my col-
leagues in this body who are so concerned
with the overruns and expense of mili-
tary equipment would concern them-
selves with the tremendously expanding
cost of the domestic programs which
have gone up over a thousand percent,
while the defense budget has increased
and it has now decreased; and according
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to information which will appear in the
REecorp in other remarks which I will
make today, this vear's will be the lowest
in percentage to the gross national pro-
duct at any time in our history.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. One more point:
This is a system that has long been
needed. When I was in this body before,
I recall listening to Secretary McNamara
promise us that the next year would
bring plans for an answer, and now we
are getting it. One of the big reasons, I
might say, is the fact that Secretary
McNamara did not believe in research
and development. Consequently we have,
for the first time in my memory, in avia-
tion, an airframe waiting for an engine.
It has always been the other way around.
We had engines that we did not have
airframes to match. These engines have
to be developed and researched prior to
that, and then they have to be tested.

I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin,

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator
from Arizona that again and again, not
just this morning, but previously, he has
raised the point that some of us have
been very critical of defense spending
but have been quite uncritical of much
bigger increases in nondefense spend-
ing. I think that to some extent that
is a point well taken. I think we have
not concentrated as much attention as
we should in the area of excessive spend-
ing, for example, in transportation,
highway trust fund, and many other
areas.

I invite the Senator's attention to a
report of a subcommittee of the Joint
Economic Committee which will be re-
leased within the next 2 weeks, which
details some of the waste in transporta-
tion we have in this country.

I also invite the Senator’s attention to
a statement I am going to make during
the morning hour on the conclusions of
some of the leading scientists in the
world on the environmental pollution
we are going to get from the SST, which
is not a defense appropriation, but for
which an appropriation of $290 million
is asked this year, an additional nonde-
fense, domestic spending item on which
I think we can cut back.

I think the Senator is correct in call-
ing attention to this, but I think many
of us have worked to cut down excessive
spending in other areas in addition to
defense. I think the Senator is right in
saying that we have not been as criti-
cal, perhaps, as we should have been in
some of these areas.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I look forward
with great interest to hearing the report
on the SST, because I have equally as
prominent scientists who will pooh-pooh
the idea that one SST, or if we make all
300 of them—which they have to make
in order to break even—will produce any
pollution of air or sound.

This is pretty much like bringing in
some of our well known corporation pres-
idents in this country who argue that this
war has caused this inflation. I have re-
marks for the Recorp foday which I hope
will bring this matter into focus.

So I am looking forward to the Sena-
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tor’s continued good work in all these
fields. I was not necessarily referring to
him, but I think if he checks his voting
record, he might find places where he
slipped a little in approving too high a
request,

Mr. PROXMIRE. I keep very close
track of this, and last year I voted for a
very sharp reduction—I mean a sharp re-
duction—in President Nixon’s proposals
for domestic spending, as I did in the
Eisenhower proposals for spending when
he was President, and as I did with Pres-
ident Kennedy and President Johnson.
I have consistently done that, both in do-
1r;nles!;ic spending and in military spend-

g.
Mr. GOLDWATER. I am happy to hear
the Senator say that. I recall when he in-
troduced approximately $23 billion worth
of bills.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That was the inter-
pretation of Ezra Taft Benson and some
other people who did not understand
what those bills would do. Authorities I
had showed they would save $9 billion.
That was a conservative estimate.

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS
AND CONSIDERATION OF UN-
FINISHED BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
able Senator from Arizona be permitted
to proceed for an additional 10 minutes
and that, notwithstanding the expiration
of the morning hour at 12 noon today,
there be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes; that
following the yielding of the floor by the
able Senator from Arizona and upon the
completion of the period for the transac-
tion of routine morning business, the un-
finished business be laid before the
Senate.

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

BOMBERS AND TANKERS

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

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield.

Mr. McINTYRE. I should like to say
to the distinguished Senator, who is a
long-experienced member of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, that I thank
him for his kind remarks about the Sub-
committee on Research and Develop-
ment.

I think he is wise enough to know that
this is a very difficult area for us to
probe. We do not want to go beyond the
pale of what is appropriate and proper.

I think his remarks relative to the
KC-135 are informative and helpful.

I probably will put in the REcorp to-
day a short statement, sort of in rebuttal.
I will send a copy to him.

Most of all, I appreciate the Senator’s
support in the committee, in the full
committee, where we are trying to take
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hard looks and where I certainly do not
have the expertise in my background
that I wish I did have. But I think we are
making some progress in trying to scru-
tinize these programs. The B-1 program
is one that, as I said in my speech, we
must continue to monitor at all times
so that we do not have any duplication
of the tremendous cost growths we have
run into.

I ask unanimous consent that my re-
buttal statement be allowed to appear in
the Recorp at this point:

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

REBUTTAL STATEMENT OF SENATOR MCINTYRE

Mr. President, I have studied with care
the remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Arizona In response to my earlier re-
marks. I would like to make only a few brief
points in rebuttal of them.

(1) The Air Force has reversed itself dur-
ing the past six months as re its re-
quest for funds in fiscal 1971 to study the
development of a new tanker. I trust that
the following chronology will serve to clarify
this point:

The “Descriptive Summary” submitted by
the Alr Force in February in support of the
fiscal year 1971 budget estimates states that
the $500,000 in the fiscal 1970 program covers
completion of “studies of simultaneous, mul-
tiple station refueling for a single tanker
and resolution of technical uncertainties
on re-engining the B-52 G-H.” It also states
the program planned for the 8500,000 re-
quested in fiscal 1971 “is to perform studies
that will directly support an FY 1972 go-
ahead on a new tanker alternative.”

General Glasser, when he appeared before
the Senate Armed Services Committee on
March 12, 1870, stated, “We are this year re-
questing funds in the amount of $500,000 to
conduct studles of an advanced tanker , . .*

The $500,000 shown in the budget as be-
ing available in fiscal 1970 was not available
but was anticipated to be funded by repro-
graming. General Pitts, in support of Gen=-
eral Glasser, stated that same day that “A
prior approval reprograming is now being
processed through DOD which will request
authority from the Congress to initlate this
(Advanced Tanker) program in fiscal year
1970." This reprograming action was not ap-
proved by the Congress.

Then, by letter dated June 12, 1870, signed
by Col. Willlam B. Arnold, Chief, Congres-
sional Investigations Division, Office of Leg-
islative Lialson, a package of twenty-four
answers was provided In response to ques-
tions asked by the Subcommittee on Re-
search and Development. Question No. 11
asked “Why is the Alr Force requesting 8500,-
000 for the study of a new tanker in FY
1971?" The Air Force answer, which is printed
below is the first evidence that the Sub-
committee was advised that the funds were
not to be used to study an advanced tanker.
It came, interestingly enough, only after
the Subcommittee began expressing some
concern about long-range tanker costs.

The $500,000 in Fiscal Year 1971 is for
studies exploring the utility of multiple
booms on KC-135s for refueling TAC fighter
aircraft. The study money is not to be spent
on an Adanced Tanker for use by strategic
bombers (KC-X) but for research on ad-
vanced refueling concepts; as advanced con-
cepts are studied for all existing systems
for which a continuing need is envisaged.

In the future, the Alr Force will continue
to perform studies of ways to improve and
modernize the existing tanker fleet as well
as the study of the need for new tankers in
relation to other needs within a constrained
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budget. It should be noted, however, that
the Advanced Tanker Program Element does
not presuppose the development of a new
tanker since other alternatives such as mod-
ification of new production airframes could
also result in an advanced capability tanker.
* (2) While the Air Force did submit cost
estimates in response to questions from my
staff regarding possible modifications in the
KC-135, these cost estimates were not com-
plete, covering only some of the modifica-
tions referred to. I felt that far more com-
plete data was required before an intelli-
gent assessment of total modification costs
would be possible. This absence of complete
information was one of the reasons I have
called for further study of this whole tanker
issue. The Senator from Arizona himself,
rather than provide hard data, has merely
repeated the unsupported Air Force asser-
tions that the modifications in guestion are
“quite modest” and can be performed at
“reasonable expense.”

(3) Finally, as regards a #7 billion dollar
C-5A tanker procurement program. I have
never claimed that it is the present plan of
the Air Force to adopt such a program or
that it will necessarily adopt it in the fu-
ture. The statement in my prepared remarks
was as follows:

The Air Force indicated, in response to a
written inquiry addressed to them by my
staff, that the procurement of 255 modi-
fied C-6A's for use as tankers—if needed—
could be expected to cost $27.5 million per
copy, for a total cost of over 87 billion.

It is my belief that neither I nor my staff
misused the information furnished us by
the Alr Force in making this statement. In
light of the changed Air Force position on
the need for funds to study a new tanker
this year and develop one starting mext year,
I wanted to probe deeper as to whether such
a tanker would in fact be needed in the fore-
seeable future and what its costs would be
if needed. So, I submitted the following
question to the Air Force:

If the Air Force were directed to procure
a new tanker, what options would it consider
and what, roughly, would be the respective
unit production costs of each?

I asked the question in this manner to
avoid an Air Force response saying simply
that no new tanker procurement was being
planned or. was under active consideration
at the present time.

In answer to my question the Air Force in-
dicated what I already suspected—that al-
ternative new tanker programs have been
given some consideration by it. The answer
listed several alternative programs; each with
a specific buy and specific total cost. One of
these alternatives was the EC-5A approach
I mentioned. I referred to that program spe-
cificially because it is the stated preference
of the Strategic Air Command. The costs of
the other programs mentioned—involving
the 707 and 747 airframes as well as new air-
frames to be developed—are also in the
multi-billion dollar range.

Mr. President, I am not trying to “hang
the albatross of a new tanker about the neck
of the B-1.” When the Air Force first states it
needs a new tanker and then changes its
mind, and when it is obvious that alterna-
tive programs have been sufficient considera-
tion to make specific cost and buy estimates
possible, the matter is one which warrants
raising. That i1s why I have asked for a study
in this area and why I still believe that such
further study is essential.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I could not agree
more with the distinguished chairman
of the subcommittee. I might say to him
and also to my good friend from Wiscon-
sin that the most valuable changes which
have come about in the Armed Services
Committee, in my estimation, have been
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not the total shift, but the shift in em-
phasis away from, “Do we need it?"” to
“Can we afford it2”

In this respect, the staff has been aug-
mented by men who are experienced in
auditing work and in cost problems. I
can assure my friend from Wisconsin
that I am not proposing to speak for the
distinguished  chairman, the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), but this
goes on constantly.

The weekend before last, I went out to
the McDonnell-Douglas -plant in St.
Louis for two purposes. One, to inquire
into the simulator, and the other to in-
quire as to how they were getting along
with the F-15 with relation to the mile-
stone process, which they agreed to, and
they are well within the bounds. I think
that is a great improvement over the
contracts we have been letting over the
past 8 or 10 years, one of which resulted
in the terrible condition of the Lock-
heed Aireraft Corp., even though we will
get a good airplane out of it.

Had this type of program been put into
effect 10 years ago, we would not have
been faced with the cest overruns other
than those occasioned by increases in the
cost of living, infiation, and so forth.

The Senator from Wisconsin is due a
great deal of credit in this fleld. I do not
always agree with him, but at least he
had the courage to step where others had
no courage to step. I salute him for that,
even though we will proceed to stand up
and debate each other at great length
on other subjects.

Mr. President, my time has abouf ex-
pired, but I did mention the other point
in my statement today, about the Peace
Through Law - Committee which has
again this year published a rather com-
plete and extensive and well studied book
and made it available to all Members of
Congress—certainly to Members of the
Senate.

Last year, I took the trouble to study
that book carefully and to write com-
ments where I felt they were due; name-
ly, where mistakes and misstatements
had been made.

I have only spoken today on the initial
subject, of their approach to spending
and some of their conclusions which I
feel are erroneous and misleading. I have
also prepared a report which I call “Com-
ments on the B-1 Section in.the Report
on Military Spending by Members of
Congress for Peace Through Law,” re-
leased July 15, 1970, and reads as follows:

I—THE NEED FOR BOMBERS

The opening paragraph of the sum-
mary of the peace through law report
states that:

With all the destructive deterrent power
represented by American ICBM's and SLBM's,
it is worth considering whether the manned
bomber should have any role at all in future
U.S. strategiec posture. This question deserves
much more scrutiny than it has received
thus far, especially since discussions to date
pretty much assumed the need for a bomber
and have gone more to the kind of bomber
to be acquired.

The Members are, of course, correct in
saying that the future role of the bomber
in our strategic posture deserves the
most careful scrutiny. Buf the Members
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are laboring under a serious misappre-
hension if they think that this question
has not been thoroughly considered and
discussed in the executive branch, as
well as the Congress. In fact, the argu-
ments advanced in the report against
the B-1 and bombers generally, were all
debated last year in the Senate. And,
they have been repeatedly studied and
analyzed in the executive branch, and
discussed with the appropriate congres-
sional committees, for at least the last
5 or 6 years. Nevertheless, the issue is
certainly important enough to warrant
a penetrating reexamination each year.

It is interesting to note that while the
bulk of the report is devoted to a refuta-
tion of arguments in favor of a continu-
ing role for the bomber in our strategic
force posture, the report very carefully
avoids an outright refutation of the
mixed force concept itself. In this re-
spect, the members displayed commend-
able prudence. :

There is every reason to believe that
the role of the bomber will be much more
important in the future than it has in
the recent past. Four or five years ago we
enjoyed a wide margin of strategic supe-
riority over the Soviet Union—with or
without bombers. That margin of supe-
riority- has now been greatly mnar-
rowed, and within the next 5 years may
actually be eliminated or reversed; unless
SALT is successful,or we greatly increase
our strategic forces. Since the prospects
for SALT are uncertain and major force
inereases are unlikely at this time, we
must continue to rely for our deterrent in
the foreseeable future on a combination
of strategic weapons systems, each of
which not only contributes directly to our
overall retaliatory capability but also
serves to enhance the survivability and
effectiveness of the others.

To this end, bombers in our sirategic
forces make a unigue contribution. In
combination with land- and sea-based
missiles, they provide a hedge against
future technological developments which
might severely degrade the capabilities
of any one of the major elements of our
strategic offensive forces. They provide
insurance against an unlikely, but pos-
sible, gross failure in our strategic mis-
sile systems, Together with strategic
missiles, they .compound and frustrate
Soviet first-strike attack planning, and
make the Soviet defensive .task much
more difficult and costly. They are more
appropriate and useful than strategic
missiles for less than all-out nuclear
wars, and they comprise the only major
element of our strategic offensive forces
which can be used in conventional wars.
Finally, their presence in the force pro-
vides the United States with a greafer
degree of flexibility in arms negotiations.

Contrary to the impression left by the
military spending report, these are all
very compelling reasons for wishing to
retain bombers in our strategic forces
posture.

Twice in little more than a decade we
have been confronted by major changes
in the Soviet threat which have seri-
ously increased the vulnerability of our
strategic deterrent. Many Members of
the Senate may recall that late in the
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1950’s the emergence of the initial So-
viet ICBM threat cast grave doubts on
the survivability of our bombers, which
were then the backbone of our strategic
deterrent. It was estimated by the SAC
commander at the time that with a force
of 150 ICEM’s the Soviets could destroy
virtually all of our bombers in a sur-
prise attack. The solution, then, was to
construct the ballistic missile early
warning system—BMEWS—disperse our
bombers over a greater number of bases,
and place a portion of the force on 15-
minute ground alert—the warning time
promised by BMEWS.

Now, with the -continued massive
buildup of the Soviet ICBM force, espe-
cially the SS-9's, our land-based missiles
as presently deployed may become vul-
nerable to surprise attack. Here, again,
a number of solutions are at hand
and one of them, the deployment.of
Safeguard for the defense of Minute-
man, is already being actively pursued.
Several others—including a new “hard
point” anti-ballistic-missile—ABM—de-
fense system to compliment Safeguard,
further hardening of the existing Min-
uteman silos and deploying the missiles
in a mobile or moveable mode—are the
subject of intensive research on costs
and capabilities.

Similarly, the continued buildup of
the Soviet SLBM force may in time in-
crease the vulnerability of our alert
bomber and tanker forces as presently
deployed. To cope with this threat the
Air Force has already installed new
coastal radars for early warning, and is
now developing a satellite system which
will provide even earlier warning of an
SLBM or an ICBM launch. In addition,
the alert bomber and tanker forces are
being dispersed over a still greater num-
ber of bases. And, if deemed necessary
later, the alert force could be deployed
exclusively at interior bases, away from
the more vulnerable coastal areas. Be-
vond these measures is the option offered
by the Safeguard ABM system. If fully
deployed, this system would still further
reduce the vulnerability of the alert
bomber force.

Although, today, our Polaris subma-
rines appear to be virtually invulner-
able to Soviet attack, that may no longer
be true 5 or 6 years hence. We all know
that the Soviets are building a large
number of modern nuclear-powered at-
tack submarines each year and are rap-
idly improving the other elements of
the anti-submarine-warfare—ASW—
forces. In fact, Secretary Laird has re-
cently reported that by the early 1970's
the submarine construction rate could
reach 10 to 14 units per year, of which a
large percentage would be nuclear pow-
ered. In his judgment, “a combination of
technological developments and the de-
cision by the Soviets to undertake a
worldwide ASW effort might result in
some increased degree of Polaris/Posei-
don vulnerability beyond the mid-1970’s".
He went on to say:

That is one of the reasons why we are
proceeding with the research and develop-
ment for a new sea-based missile system. . . .
Undersea Long range Missile System (ULMS).

Thus, the lesson to be drawn here is a
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very old one, namely, that we should
never place all of our eggs in one basket.
It should be clear to anyone who has
seriously thought about this survivabil-
ity problem, that no one of the three
major elements of our retaliatory force
should ever properly be considered en-
tirely, or even largely, invulnerable to
Soviet attack. Consequently, the only
prudent course we can follow is to con-
tinue to hedge against future develop-
ments by improving and retaining in the
force all three elemenits—land and sea-
based missiles and bombers.

The committee studiously avoids com-
ing to grips with this extremely vital
issue.

Another increasingly important reason
for retaining bombers in our force, which
the committee’s report completely ig-
nores, is that they greatly complicate
Soviet “first strike” attack planning.
That is, if the Soviets want to attack our
land-based missiles and bombers at the
same time with their ICBM’s and SLBM's
respectively, they have two basic choices:
First, launch their ICBM's first, then
their SLBM’s, so that both arrive over
the targets simultaneously, or second,
launch both forces simultaneously.

If the Soviets make the first choice,
then our bombers would have ample time
to clear their bases before the SLBM
warheads arrive. Our new over-the-
horizon early warning ;system has al-
ready extended the warning time of an
ICBM launch well beyond the 15 min-
utes provided by the line-of-sight radars
of the ballistic missile early warning
system; the satellite system will extend
it further.

If the Soviets make the second choice,
then there would be an inferval of about
10 to 15 minutes between the detona-
tion of the first SLBM warheads over our
bomber bases and the arrival of the first
ICBM warheads over our Minuteman
silos. This would give the President
enough time to launch our ICBM'’s before
they could be attacked. Whether he
would do so under those particular cir-
cumstances is, of course a matter which
would have be decided at that time. But
the fact remains that the decision to
launch our ICBM's could be made, trans-
mited and excuted within that 10- to 15-
minute time inferval, and then Soviet
planners would have to take that fact
into account in their calculations.

Thus, the presence of bombers and
land-based missiles in the force greatly
enhaneces the retaliatory capabilities of
both. And, by confronting the Soviets
with two mutually exclusive “first strike"”
alternatives, either of which would be
highly risky for them, we greatly
strengthen our strategic deterrent. The
central objective of our strategic pos-
ture, after all, is to deter a Soviet nu-
clear surprise attack upon ourselves and
our allies.

A third reason for retaininz bomb-
ers, which the committee acknowledges
as valid, is that a mixed force compeis
the Soviets to spread their resources over
two different types of defenses, instead
of concentrating them on one—or di-
verting more resources fo offensive forces.
While the committee is quite correct in
stating that this objective can be
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achieved with a relatively small force,
that is not the determining factor in the
size and character of the force required.

It is simply one good reason why bomb-
ers should be retained in our strategic

forces.

The committee unfortunately confuses
the issue of “missile unreliability.” No
one now argues that missiles are unreli-
able, But the fact still remains that we
have never fought a war with strategic
missiles. We have with bombers. We know
what bombers can do and cannot do.
And this is very important. The credi-
bility of our strategic force, as a whole,
Is greatly enhanced by the presence of
bombers. They provide insurance that
our force will be able to perform its
functions under all conceivable circum-
stances, including an unlikely, but possi-
ble, gross failure in our missile systems.

In this connection, we should not be
misled by calculations which purport to
show that bombers are not as cost-effec-
tive as missiles. Such calculations are
always based on the assumption that
missiles arrive first, and then the bomb-
ers. Thus, the bombers are assigned the
“clean up” role, after the major targets
have been attacked by missiles. But if
bombers are applied first, as would be
the case if missiles fail, then they turn
out to be guite cost-effective in these
calculations. Considering our current
strategic forces on normal day-to-day
alert, the bombers are loaded with about
35 percent of our tactical capability com-
pared to 50 percent for ICBM's and 15
percent for SLBM's,

The committee’s report hardly does
justice to the “flexibility” argument.
While the primary objective of our stra-
tegic forces is to deter the Soviet Union,
or any other nation from launching a
nuclear attack upon the United States
and its allies, that is not the only ob-
jective of those forces. As President
Nixon points out in his foreign policy re-
port to the Congress in February 1970:

The coverriding purpose of our strategic
posture is political and defensive: to deny
other countries the ability to impose their
will on the United States and its allles under
the weight of strategic military superiority.
We must insure that all potential aggressors
see unn.cceptab]e risks in contemplat!ng a
nuclear attack, or nuclear blackmail, or acts
which could escalate to strategic nuclear
war, such as a Soviet conventional attack
on Europe.

Inherent in this broader purpose of our
strategic forces is a capability to conduct
a limited, controlled nuclear exchange,
which, hopefully, could be terminated
before it escalates to an all-out exchange.
This type of capability can best be pro-
vided by bombers. Missiles, once
launched, are irrevocably committed and
they impose on the opponent a very
compressed reaction time—both of
which serve to invite uncontrolled esca-
lation. Bombers, in contrast, can be
launched and recalled. They can attack
designated targets with greater preci-
sion—that is, there is much less chance
of their going astray—and they provide
the opponent with much more time to
consider his response, or to react in a
deliberate, carefully controlled manner.

Bombers would also be particularly
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useful in third area conflicts—such as,
Communist, China—both in a nuclear
and conventional bombing role, In con-
trast to missiles, bombers can be recy-
cled repeatedly, and because air defenses
in those areas are far less formidable
than in the Soviet Union, bombers could
be employed in sustained campaigns

without the expectation of unaceceptable
losses.,

This factor will assume a much greater
importance once China acquires a signi-
ficant nuclear capability, including
ICM’s. The deterrent task would then
be much more difficult because China as
well as the Soviet Union would have the
capability to strike directly at the U.S.
homeland. Our strategic forces would
then have to be prepared to retaliate
decisively against both China and the
Soviet Union. Or, they might be called
upon to retaliate against Communist
China only, while maintaining their de-
terrent against the Soviet Union. In this
latter case, bombers would be especially
valuable, since, in contrast to missiles,
they could be used repeatedly against
China and still constitute a part of the
deterrent against the Soviet Union.

Bombers, in contrast to missiles, can
also be used in nonnuclear wars. In this
respect, they are unique among our
strategic weapon systems. They, alone,
have the flexibility and capability to sup-
port our national objectives across a
wide range of possible conflicts—from a
quick show of force, to small scale con-
ventional wars to global nuclear wars.
Strategic bombers operating from bases
within the continental limits of the
United States could provide the initial
support for an overseas ally under attack,
while our tactical aircraft, either land or
carrier based, are being deployed to the
combat theater.

This capability could prove to be of
even greater importance in the future
if the trend toward the use of fewer
U.S. overseas bases and forces continues
during the 1970’s. The strategic bomber,
because of its range, could very well be-
come our only immediately available
capability for timely application of force
in many parts of the world. Although of
secondary importance to its operational
utility, the bomber is also the least costly
method for delivering conventional ord-
nance to long ranges. Furthermore, this
conventional capability could be provided
with but a temporary and minor degra-
dation of our deterrent posture.

It is for all of these reasons, in com-
bination, that bombers should be re-
tained in our strategic forces for as far
into the future as we can discern the
threat.

II—THE NEED FOR A NEW BOMBER

While the committee report is some-
what ambiguous on the need for bombers
generally, they are clearly opposed to the
full scale development of a new bomber
at this time. The reasons stated in the
“summary” of the report are as follows:

First is the simple lack of necessity for
operational capability before the end of the
decade, deriving from the attributes of exist-
ing bombers and from the assured sufficiency
of U.S. missiles into that time period. Second
is the probability that a less costly bomber
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could be developed without loss of the most
important capabilities contemplated for the
B-1—service as a low-flylng platform for the
launch of stand-off missiles. Retention of the
basic B-62 design with some modification
would be one option, and it has also been
suggested that the C-5's potential for serv-
ice in this area should be investigated. Third
is the fact that current budgetary pressures
demand that expenditures be delayed or for-

gone in every possible case.
Elsewhere in its report the committee
?I;x:tes the Defense Department as say-

There appears to be no reason why the
B-52G’'s and H's cannot be maintained
through 1980, if that should prove necessary.

This statement is quite true. But the
B-1 is intended to serve in the force dur-
ing the decades of the 1980's and 1990’s.
By 1980, the earliest B-52G will be more
than 21 years old and the latest B-52H
about 17 years old.

With regard to the FB-111, only 60
operational aircraft are now planned.
Moreover, the FB-111 has nowhere near
the capacity of the B-52, not to speak of
the B-1. It has always been considered an
interim strategic bomber and never as
a replacement for the B-52.

As the committee correctly noted, the
B-52's were not designed for low level
operations. Very extensive structural
modifications were required over the
years to keep them in a safe operating
condition. Furthermore, new avionic
equipment had fo be installed to main-
tain their effectiveness against the stead-
ily improving Soviet air defenses. In
total, about $3 billion has been invested
in the B-52 force—including structural
modifications, capability improvements
and depot maintenance—to keep it op-
erationally safe and effective.

Even so the B-52 is not an optimum
aircraft for low altitude operations. It is
more subject to the effects of low altitude
turbulence in terms of loss of aircraft
control and airframe damage from fa-
tigue. Another decade of flight at low
altitude might well result in some struc-
tural damage which would require even
more extensive and costly struetural
modifications than have been made in
the past.

Accordingly, it is only a matter of
time before the B-52 G/H’s will have to
be replaced. Given the long lead time in-
volved in the development, production,
and deployment of a new intercontinen-
tal bomber—about 8 to 10 years—it is
not too soon to start an orderly devel-
opment program now.

Furthermore, the B-52's incorporate
an aireraft technology dating back to the
early 1950’s. Although the engines and
the avionics in the newer B-52's have
been updated, the airframe is basically
the same as the early B-52's. Aircraft
technology has advanced enormously
since that time and a much more efficient
and effective bomber can now be built.
The B-1, with better inherent stability,
better terrain avoidance equipment, bet-
ter control systems for low altitude flight
and a high tolerance to low altitude tur-
bulence, could operate safely much
closer to the ground than the B-52. The
normal speed of the B-1 at low altitude
would be about 60 percent greater than
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the B-52, an important factor in pene-
trating interceptor defenses. And, it
would have a far better navigational ac-
curacy and, therefore, much better ac-
curacy with the short range attack
missile—SRAM—than the B-52, Thus,
the B-1 would be able to cope with an
even more advanced low level surface o
air missile—SAM—system than the cur-
rent Soviet SA-3.

But perhaps more important, the B-1
would also have a much better penetra-
tion capability than the B-52 against a
possible new Soviet “look-down, shoot
down” air defense system involving the
use of airborne warning and control air-
craft and very high performance inter-
ceptors. One such interceptor, the Fox-
bat, may have already entered produc-
tion and the first few may be deployed
this year. And we have reason to believe
that the Soviets are also working on the
other elements of a “look-down, shoot
down” air defense system just as we are.

The extensive deployment of such an
air defense system by the Soviet Union
would present our bombers with a for-
midable threat. The employment of
subsonic cruise armed decoy—SCAD—
together with electronic countermeas-
ures, would help to alleviate that prob-
lem, since this subsonic cruise armed
decoy, if successfully developed, would
look like a bomber to the Soviet ground
and airborne radars. But even so the
penetration problem would still be very
serious for our B-52's.

The B-1, by virtue of its much greater
speed at high altitude and much smaller
radar cross-section, would have a much
better chance of penetrating at least the
leading edge of the Soviet air defenses
undetected. The effective radar range of
a Soviet airborne warning and control
aircraft would be considerably shorter
against a B-1 than against a B-52. And,
the B-1 could move through the extended
defense area considerably faster than a
B-52, at high or low altitude. This latter
feature would be particularly important
if the Soviets deploy a large force of Fox-
bats, which have a top speed at high alti-
tude of about Mach 3.

Indeed, if the Soviet air defense threat
becomes much more severe in later years,
our bombers may have to be equipped
with air-to-air missiles for self defense,
as the committee report suggests. The
B-1, because of its greater volume and
weight carrying capacity, would lend it-
self much more readily than the B-52 to
the provision of such a self-defense capa-
bility. In fact, the B-1 would be much
more suitable for the installation of any
type of new equipments, since provisions
can be made for them in the original de-
sign of the airframe. Moreover, their
installation in the B-52 would still leave
us with a very old basic aireraft by the
1980’s. If we are to make these large new
investments in avioniecs, and other equip-
ment, it would seem far more prudent
to install them in a new aircraft which
would have a much longer and more cer-
tain life expectancy.

In addition to its better penetration
capabilities, the B-1 would also have
better prelaunch survival characteristics
than the B-52. It will be specifically de-
signed for quick reaction launch and will
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be hardened, to the extent feasible,
against nuclear effects. It will also be
capable of being widely dispersed, thus
compounding an already difficult enemy
targeting problem.

The committee is quite correct in stat-
ing that, “the KC-135 tanker upon which
it—the B-1—would rely for refueling is
not blessed with a similar capability.”
The Air Force is well aware of that prob-
lem, and if the SLBM threat becomes
severe the tankers could be modified for
a quicker start capability, or relocated
on interior bases. Accordingly, the com-
mittee incorrectly concludes that mas-
sive new expenditures on a new super-
sonic short-takeoff tanker will be re-
quired.

The above quotaticn also reflects a
basic misunderstanding of the aerial re-
fueling task. Tankers assist in optimizing
the penetration tactics of a bomber force.
They accomplish this by supplying the
fuel necessary for low-level penetration
to deep targets, and the subsequent re-
covery with appropriate fuel resources.
However, this aerial refueling is accom-
plished at subsonie speeds, prior to pene-
tration of the enemy’s defensive system.
The tanker aircraft is not designed for
supersonic flight, and there is no foresee-
able need for such a design. Moreover,
the B-1 is designed to be used with the
KC-135 and has always been planned for
such use. A commitment to B-1 develop-
ment does not entail a commensurate
commitment to a new tanker aircraft.

The suggestion that a markedly lower
cost solution to the new strategic bomber
problem may be found, is entirely with-
out foundation. The Defense Department
has spent the better part of a decade and
several tens of millions of dollars seek-
ing such a solution. The idea of using a
large transport aircraft as a standoff
missile launching platform was inten-
sively studied in the early 1960's. It was
rejected because the Soviets could push
out their peripheral defense to a point
where the standoff missiles could no
longer reach most of their targets. And,
in fact, that is precisely what the Soviets
are now in the process of doing. Conse-
quently, any new bomber designed to
serve in the decades of the 1980’s and
1990’s should primarily have a capability
to penetrate the Soviet air defenses, and
that capability the B-1 will have in very
great measure.

A modified version of the B-52 would
be grossly inadequate for the 1980’s and
1990's, for the reasons discussed earlier.
And, a B-52H, even without major modi-
fication, would cost probably twice as
much now than it did 10 years ago when
it was in production.

Nevertheless, the Defense Department
is well aware of the current budgetary
pressures mentioned in the committee’s
report. In contrast to some large devel-
opment programs in the past, a continu-
ing review of design specifications in
relation fo costs will be maintained
throughout the development phase of the
B-1 program, Adjustments in specifica-
tlons will be made where the cost to
achieve them is not commensurate with
the performance benefits to be gained.
Also, a series of development milestones

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

will be established for each of the three
major work areas—aircraft, propulsion,
and avionics, These milestones will be
used to measure progress and to provide
a technical basis for decisions to pro-
ceed with succeeding phases of the pro-
gram. Milestones will also be identified
in the development process to serve as
reference points for the updating and
verification or production cost estimates.
A cost trace will be maintained through-
out the program.

Moreover, the B-1 development pro-
gram is geared to a very deliberate and
orderly schedule. First flight will occur
4 to 5 years after the award of the
engineering development contract, which
took place in early June. And, no com-
mitment to production is planned until
first flight is achieved. Thus, the Con-
gress will have ample opportunity to re-
view the progress and costs of the pro-
gram before a deecision on production
need be made.

The total cost to completion of the
R.D.T. & E. program is now estimated at
about $2.3 billion in 1970 dollars. Al-
though no procurement program has as
yet been approved, the Air Force esti-
mates that to provide about 200 aircraft
in operational units would cost about $7
billion in 1970 dollars, including initial
spares and the necessary additional air-
craft for training, attrition and com-
mand support. Thus, the total acquisi-
tion cost for a program of that size is
estimated by the Air Force at about $9.3
billion.

The committee’s report shows an esti-
mated acquisition of $9.8 billion for about
250 production aircraft. But in either
case the cost per unit, including
R.D.T. & E., would be about $40 million.
This is about twice the price of the Boe-
ing 747 airliner quoted in the commit-
tee’s paper; which presumably also in-
cludes the cost of development. Since
the B-1 is expected to be only about two-
thirds the size of the 747—based on the
committee’s figures of 500,000 pounds for
the 747 and a corrected figure of 360,000
pounds for the B-1—the cost per pound
would be more than 215 times that of
vhe 747. Thus, the Air Force estimate al-
ready reflects a reasonable allowance for
the greater complexity of the B-1, as
compared with the 747.

With regard to the alleged downgrad-
ing of the B-1 specifications, the com-
mittee’s report is quite inconsistent. On
the one hand the members complain
about the cost of the B-1 on the other
hand they complain about the elimi-
nation of marginal performance char-
acteristics which are not considered
worth their costs, The B-1, as presently
planned, will be fully capable of per-
forming missions for which it is being
developed, and that is the important
point. There are many other charac-
teristics which it would be nice to have
in this aircraft, but they are not essen-
tial to the proper performance of its mis-
sion and are not included in the current
design.

Another inconsistency in the report is
the committee’s contention on the one
hand that we have a large enough missile
force even without bombers, and on the
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other hand that we ought to buy more
missiles instead of the B-1. But what
we really need to insure is the continued
diversification of our strategic forces, so
that at all times we are properly pro-
tected against unexpected shifts in the
threat. This matter is discussed in part
I of these comments on the report.

And, it should be clearly understood
that the Defense Department is not de-
veloping the B-1 in order to maintain
a bomber superiority over the Soviets.
That argument is entirely inconsequen-
tial and is not worthy of any further
comment.

Whether or not we will want to go
forward with the production of the B-1
will depend upon future developments in
the Soviet strategic threat as a whole,
and, of course, the outcome of the stra-
tegic arms limitation talks now in
progress. In any event, we will still be
several years away from a decision on
production. Continuing with engineering
development at this time will keep open,
at a relatively reasonable cost, the option
to replace the B-52's by the early 1980’s.
It would, therefore, serve as a hedge
against further unfavorable develop-
ments in the Soviet as well as the
Chinese Communist threats, which might
require a major upgrading of our manned
bomber capabilities. Given the pre-
cariousness of the present strategic bal-
ance, it would be highly imprudent to
weaken or foreclose that option.

Mr, President, I yield the floor.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Long). Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

THE B-1 BOMBER

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, quite
briefly, I want to thank the Senator from
Arizona for his very fine coverage of the
matters which he has discussed this
morning, as well as to commend him for
further discussions that he may make.

The Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. McInTYrE) went over the entire
B-1 matter with great minuteness.

Just for the information of the Sen-
ate, and I want the Recorp to show this,
the B-1 was debated around the com-
mittee table twice—on 2 separate days.
I recall that two votes having been taken,
some additional information came in and
there was great consideration of it. Fi-
nally, it was put in its final form here,
on the $50 million of new money.

That illustrates that these things are
not taken just because they are asked
for. They are not taken on presumption
or on assurance. We act on the facts.

The facts are that we developed this—
as the Senator from Arizona said—with
our staff members who know the subject
matter, in addition to the knowledge that
the membership itself has. That is the
least that we should do, of course, be-
cause the public is entitled to that. The
membership here is, too.
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I want to say one word, as it was men-
tioned several times during the course
of debate this morning, about the matter
of the overruns.

I think, Mr. President, it must be made
clear, overall, that “overrun” is a bad
word, which is being misapplied some,
with reference to the cost of these
Weapons.

The cost of an overrun, or excessive
amounts of money, would, ordinarily,
apply to the building of a house, which
could have an overrun of 40 percent. In
that case, while we might think of that
as being bad management, waste, bad
judgment, incompetence, or something
like that contributing to it, that is cer-
tainly not the case with reference to our
weapons systems, especially those in the
beginning stage, such as the B-1.

There is no design of the plane settled
on as yet. They have not even decided
what the final form of the design, con-
tour, eapacity, weight, and what all will
be. Thus, there could not be any over-
runs now, anyway, as that word is ordi-
narily being used. Until we settle the
design and know something about what
we are going to try to build into a bomber,
we do not find a starting point to figure
a so-called overrun, or an actual overrun
for the future,

The word “overrun” is thrown around
here and used in connection with waste,
long before there is any basis for estab-
lishing a line as to where an actual over-
run might begin.

There is no bad faith in that on the
part of any Senator. The press uses that
term, too, and they do not do so in bad
faith. It is just an undefined item in mili-
tary construction. We are not trying to
build just a house, Many parts of intri-
cate weapons are just ideas in the be-
ginning, just as Alexander Graham Bell
had an idea for the transmission of the
human voice, and look how far that has
come, from his crude apparatus in the
beginning to the present vast telephone
system in this country.

Thus, we could hardly figure an over-
run on Alexander Graham Bell's initial
apparatus to what is now the local tele-
phone. I do not believe that is a far-
fetched illustration.

I think we have had a very fine debate
here this morning.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield at
that point?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The distinguished
Senator raises the overrun gquestion re-
garding the B-1. In the course of my
discussion with the Senator from New
Hampshire, I asked him about the fact
that that plane is still costing $29.5 mil-
lion per copy in spite of the fact that
there have been certain changes that
should save $5 million to $6 million per
copy. I asked ‘the Senator from New
Hampshire to explain this discrepancy in
the cost of the plane. I asked him why
this was not an overrun in the sense that
if we were getting the same plane it
would cost more money, inasmuch as
the saving was not reflected in the cost,
he said that he had asked the Air Force
again and again to explain it, but they
could not do it.
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If this is not a matter of mismanage-
ment but a matter of inflation, or some
other logical reason, it seems to me it can
be explained. Why cannot they give us
some reasonable explanation? We should
have it. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire said there was no explanation, even
though he persistently asked the Air
Force about it.

It seems to me whether it was a cost
overrun, a cost growth, a miscalculation,
whatever it was, the fact is that the
planning estimate on which the Senate,
in good faith, went ahead with the B-1
last year and provided an appropriation
of $100 million was wrong and in error.

I cannot understand why, under the
circumstances, we should not honestly
and properly call it an overrun. If that
term is wrong, I shall be delighted to
change it and use another term.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not
know the Senator’s question. But I have
tried to explain that these development
stages were so uncertain. They change
one and decide to puit on certain avi-
onics. That does not work and they then
decide to put on another one. That does
not work. In the process; they decide
that they will not put any avionics fea-
ture into the bomber. So it is dropped
out all together. That is the process of
what I call experimentation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand that.
This is $5 million or $6 million for each
copy, every single plane, as I under-
stand it.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, at some
point there, after they get through with
a lot of this experimentation, we can
find a valid base upon which to figure
it. We can figure if there is actually an
overrun.

. 'That is my point. As long as we have
these vagaries and there is experimenta-
tion being carried out and abandoned
and changes made, there is no proper
base on which we can figure an estimate.

When we do get our design, we have
something then on which to base an es-
timate. That is where the strict account-
ability starts, as I see it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
think that is very useful. What has hap-
pened in the past is that we have been
told we can go ahead and buy a weapon
system. In this case we were told the
cost would be about $9.5 billion. We as-
sumed that would be the cost. If we were
told that it was a guess and that it
could be twice as large or 50 percent
larger, we might very well have taken
a different view on appropriations.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I em-
phasize that in these early stages I do
not think we can get what I would call
an estimate.

I was the man who used the word
“guess,” and not the Senator from Wis-
consin, but some other Senators on his
side, jumped on that word ‘“‘guess.”

That is what it looks to me to be when
these matters are in their early stages.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, cer-
tainly the Senator would agree that when
we have something like the C-5A with
a contract agreement for $3.4 billion and
an increase in that amount, that that is
different from what we are discussing
now with the B-1.
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Mr. STENNIS. There is a great dif-
ference.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That was an over-
run. It was an increase over the contract
price.

Mr. STENNIS. On the C-5A they
started with the research and went into
the research and development and other
stages. So there are elements in there
when that uncertainty was prevailing.
However, after the design was adopted
and agreed on, from then on out, there
has to be soundness in their figures. We
have to allow for inflation and salary
increases and adding some changes there.

In the first part of the work there is
uncertainty and there are no definite
lines.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in the
case of the C-5A there were two prob-
lems. One was that it was decided to go
ahead on the basis of the estimate. The
second is that the contract was awarded
to a particular company because they
bid low. The Air Force finding was that
Boeing had a better plane while Lockheed
had a better price. So the contract went
to Lockheed solely on its lower price. It
turned out to be a buy-in. It was an over-
run that can be very damaging to the
taxpayers.

Mr. STENNIS. There are overruns, I
agree. My point is that we have to get
the right point to start the figures from.

I thank the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. SAXBE, Mr, President, if it is in-
deed true—as S8t. Paul contended in II
Corinthians—that we walk by faith, not
by sight, then surely, the families of our
men now held prisoner by the North Viet-
namese live in perpetual shadow, for the
enemy gives no sign of abiding by the
Geneva Convention. If the simple act of
releasing the names of prisoners, or al-
lowing the delivery of mail between fam-
ilies, is too much to ask, then it can
truly be said that the forces of inhu-
manity have triumphed at last.

PUBLICITY CONCERNING MANSON
TRIAL

Mr. SAXBEE. Mr. President, I have been
interested, as we all have been, in the
statement made by the President con-
cerning the Manson trial and the reac-
tion to that statement.

I am sure it was an inadvertent state-
ment. And I am guite certain that it is
regretted by all that the statement was
made. But it brings to our atitention a
situation that is not unique.

Having had considerable experience
as an attorney general, and I say that
particularly with respect to one of the
nationally discussed cases, the Sheppard
case, and prejudicial error in regard to
publicity, I cannot help tying it in to
what is happening in the Manson case
and pointing up that if we are to be
limited on the trial of serious crimes as
to prejudicial error, we are never going
to be able to try some of these people by
the standards set by some courts and
injustice will triumph.
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It points up further that we need to
change our rule and to accommodate
ourselves to the innovations in communi-
cations throughout the United States
and throughout the world, as far as that
is concerned. '

In the Sheppard case, if we recall, it
was contended, and successfully, in a
habeas corpus case, that the jury was
prejudiced because of newspaper pub-
licity.

This matter has been raised in a
famous Louisiana case that I am sure the
present Presiding Officer (Mr. Loxg) is
familiar with.

It has been raised in numerous other
cases, everything from confessions'on TV
to more or less the editorial comments of
newspaper editors.

In the Sheppard case, if this rule had
been strictly applied at the time of trial,
no county in our State would have been
capable of trying this man, because all
people had seen the newspapers and tele-
vision and heard the radio reports of
this crime.

The Sheppard case was very similar
to the Manson case in that the whole
world is aware of the crime that was
committed at the Tate residence, is aware
of the existence of this group, and is
aware of the confession of one of the
participants.

Where would we expect to get someone
who is completely free of any knowledge
of the case? We are not concerned here
about opinions. We are concerned about
knowledge of the case.

I submit now, as I did then, that if
we expect to get a jury that is com-
pletely free of any knowledge or opinion,
perhaps, in a case as notorious as this
case or the Sheppard case, we will wind
up with a jury of idiots, because only they
would live in such a manner as to be
completely out of touch with the news
media as it exists today.

Perhaps we should have a jury bank
established, in which we would put a cer-
tain number of people away each year
and keep them isolated or in cold storage,
so to speak, to get completely blank
minds concerning the events that have
happened within that year.

If we limit it to a year, we would have
to speed up the trials as we have them
today. I think it is unrealistic. We find
ourselves, in our effort to be completely
fair and to live within the original con-
cept of the English common law and our
jury system, working with an impossible
situation which is entirely weighted on
the side of the accused.

As I have stated many times, we are
dealing with a system today where we,
as the prosecutor and as the State rep-
resenting the people, are outgunned. We
are outgunned at every level. We are out-
gunned at the police level because we do
not have adequately paid and adequately
trained police. We are outgunned at the
prosecution level. I think Time magazine
this week commented on the judicial
breakdown in New York City. They have
a backlog of cases that is such that if all
the judges sat all day on the existing
backlog it would take 215 years to catch
up. The odds there are 200 to 1 that a
person who commits a serious crime will
ever go to the penitentiary.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

We add to this confusion by saying
we have to have a completely blank-
minded jury, and with respect to preju-
diece, whether it be by the editor of a
newspaper, by the prosecutor, or by the
President, if an opinion is expressed
which the jury hears about, we have to
wipe out the proceedings and start over
again.

As a matter of fact, the attorneys in
this case say the defendants should be
set free forever because it would be im-
possible to have a fair trial. If one were
to go by some of the decisions on cases
of this type, that would be true. What
a terrible mistake it would be if the ac-
cused in this case should go free and not
face a jury and not face a judge in the
matter with which they are charged be-
cause of the statement of an individual,
whether it be the President, me, or any-
one whose knowledge they would come
in contact with. If we are willing to go
down this road in our search for justice
and say, “Well, we cannot get a jury
free of prejudice,”” and the person
charged goes free, we are going to have
to live with this type crime.

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

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that T may proceed for 2
additional minutes.

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

Mr. SAXBE. Mr. President, we are go-
ing to deserve exactly what we get be-
cause our zealousness for the rights of
the accused, which we are all interested
in, has completely blotted out the real-
ity of a different set of conditions today.

I think the judge made a wise decision
to proceed with the trial. Obviously the
accused hopes to benefit by holding up a
copy of the headlines so the jury would
be aware of the President’s statement. If
that is so, the carefulness with which
they have been kept during the trial is
going to be pierced by this exposé by the
accused to the jury, which would be
completely out of keeping with the con-
cept of justice when he would profit by
his own aet in holding up this newspaper.
I think the judge has acted wisely, but
it brings to our attention something we
have too long avoided. What are these
rules? What should we be doing in this
area?

Of course, first, we have to have a
more speedy trial. Perhaps we need the
British system which provides that noth-~
ing shall be reported concerning the ac-
cused in a newspaper. If we were to do
this and did not have speedy trials, we
would do a great injustice to all our peo-
ple.

I hope we will respond by some rea-
listic action, not just by our courts, but,
also by our legislative bodies, which
gives us the power and the tools to make
justice work by speedy trial, by adequate
presentation of evidence, by good prose-
cutors, well paid and full time, and by
speedy trials, and, if necessary, as many
judges as we need.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

A REQUEST THAT SUPREME COURT
RECONVENE TO CONSIDER DE-
SEGREGATION IN SCHOOLS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, total and
massive integration has been and is be-
ing forced on the schools in the school
districts in the South by the Federal Gov-
ernment even before the Supreme Court
of the United States has decided, clari-
fied, and laid down the law with respect
to many basic practieal problems which
are involved. In many instances, school
trustees have been required to take dras-
tic action to bring about racial balance
in the individual school, including the
wholesale busing of children away from
their neighborhood or community schools
in the middle of the school year, thus al-
most totally disrupting, interrupting, and
ruining the school year for countless
thousands of children. These require-
ments are made of schools that are al-
ready integrated, so the purpose is racial
balance.

Let me make my point very clear.In a
concurring opinion in Northeross against
Board of Education of Memphis, decided
March 9, 1970, Chief Justice Burger
stated that he believed the High Court
should bring clarification to the legal
“confusion” which now dominates the
school desegregation question. The Chief
Justice said:

I would do this on the basis that the time
has come ‘to clear up what seems to be a
confusion, genuine or simulated, concerning
this Court’s prior mandates.

These are not my words. This Is what
the Chief Justice said. He also said:

As soon as possible, however, we ought to
resolve some of the basic practical problems
when they are appropriately presented, in-
cluding whether as a constitutional matter
any particular racial balance must be
achieved in the schools; to what extent school
distriets and zones may or must be altered
as a constitutional matter; to what extent
transportation may or must be provided to
achieve the end sought by prior holdings of
the Court. Other related issues may emerge.

Mr. President, here is the Chief Justice
with his solemn responsibility saying
these points have not been decided by
the Court and that they should be de-
cided. Nevertheless, after the Court was
augmented to its full membership, and
all members were hale and hardy and
sitting on the Bench, the Supreme Court
did not face up to the issue in the North-
cross case, where there were only seven
members on the Court at the time. Now
there are nine members. In addition there
is a long line of cases clamoring for de-
cision from Memphis, Charlotte, Nor-
folk, Richmond, and a long list of smaller
distriets.

Despite this and the statement of the
Chief Justice which I have quoted, the
Supreme Court later adjourned for 3
months and will not econvene until
October.

I do not speak disparagingly of the
Court, as such. I am pointing out here
that according to the belief of the Chief
Justice, these matters have not been
fully considered, decided, or defined and
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they should be. Nevertheless, this recess
is scheduled for 3 months and that criti-
cal 3 months is the very period when the
Department of Justice is moving full
tilt upon these school districts all over
the South to make this total massive in-
tegration for the term beginning in Sep-
tember before the Court even reconvenes.

Mr. President, we can have differences
of opinion about how a case should be
decided, but there should not be any
difference of opinion about the fairness,
it seems to me, in a situation like this.
If the Government is not going to func-
tion during that period, then these re-
quirements should be suspended during
that period.

As I say, I speak with great deference
to the Supreme Court as an institution,
and with respect to each member of it;
but something must be done in my hum-
ble opinion.

Frankly, I think that in the interest
of fairness to the South and to the entire
country, the Department of Justice
should select an appropriate case or
cases to'be heard by the Court, and make
a strong plea for the Supreme Court to
reconvene before October and before the
next school session begins, and decide the
issues which the Chief Justice said should
be resolved. They are not issues I have
said should be resolved; they are ques-
tions the Chief Justice said should be re-
solved.

This is not without precedent. The
Constitution does not provide that the
Supreme Court must take a long recess.
It is just a custom, a practice. There is
no requirement, and there is nothing in
the Constitution about it. Also, I think
it is the duty of the Supreme Court to
decide as soon as possible the question of
the legality or illegality of segregated
schools outside the South.

The basic point which I am making is
that some of these cases should be taken
to the Supreme Court and there should
be a definitive decision on the points
which Chief Justice Burger himself has
said should be decided.

Despite the fact that the law on these
“basic practical problems” is not clear,
the Court has adjourned until October,
far beyond the opening dates of schools.
As a result, the “basic practical prob-
lems” mentioned by the Chief Justice will
not have been decided before school re-
opens, and the school people in the
South will again be left holding the bag.
Basic justice and fairness, I think, de-
mand that we not condone this situa-
tion.

In addition, I think it is the duty of
the Supreme Court to decide just as soon
as possible the question of the legality
or the illegality of segregated schools
outside of the South. By refusing to face
up to this guestion the High Court has
given the legislative and executive de-
partments of the Federal Government
an excuse for taking the position that
they will not act in the areas outside the
South until the BSupreme Court has
passed upon the legality or the illegality
of the school policies involved. As a re-
sult, the failure of the Supreme Court
to act in such a case is institutionalized
into the law and is relied upon by Gov-
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ernment agencies in failing to move in
northern and eastern school districts.

‘We have found that when the question
of desegregating the schools outside the
South reached the point of decisions for
the people in non-Southern States thal
they decided that they were not willing
to accept for themselves what they are
now imposing on the South. Thus, as of
now, the “political decision” is to con-
tinue the desegregation pattern in and
against the South but leave the other
areas of the country virtually immune.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this
makes the proceedings, as of now, a
sham, as between one part of the coun-
try and the other.

Mr. President, in conclusion, I again
assert that the Department of Justice
should select a proper case or cases and
take them to the Supreme Court and
make a strong request that the Supreme
Court reconvene this summer before the
next session of school starts and decide
b_oth the “basic practical problem” men-
tioned by Chief Justice Burger in his
Northcross opinion and also the question
of whether or not segregation of chil-
dren in the public schools in States out-
side the South is legal or illegal. These
questions must and should be decided as
promptly as possible and the failure to
dec_icle them adds to the chaos and con-
fusion already existing. It also contrib-
utes to the injury being inflicted on the
South while other areas of the country
are allowed to go almost scot-free as far
as desegregation is concerned.

But of the two, the need to get some
definite determination on the constitu-
tional questions as pointed out by the
Chief Justice, in the South, before the
schools have to reconvene in September,
is by far the greater emergency of the
two subjects I have mentioned.

I plead for some kind of response to
give us the guidelines and the determina-
tion of the constitutional questions as
mentioned by the Chief Justice of the
United States, and in time to be of bene-
fit in the lower courts, before the next
school terms start.

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

Mr. STENNIS, I shall be glad to yield
if I may first ask unanimous consent to
have 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I would
like to say, without at all going into the
merits of the controversies that the Sen-
ator and I'have had our agreements and
disagreements on, that I do agree with
what the Senator from Mississippi has
said in reference to the comments of the
Chief Justice.

We have many things that are wrong
in the North, and particularly with the
de facto segregation situation. The prob-
lem is a national problem. I would like
the Supreme Court to act on it as soon
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as possible. Decisions in the gray areas,
the as yet unexplored legal questions
which need to be met and charted, ought
to be made as soon as possible, so that
all of our people may know where they
stand, what is expected of them, and how
they must conduct themselves in this
great search for an equality of treatment
and improvement in our educational sys-
tem. I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has a fine under-
standing of the law and a fine under-
standing of the human elements involved
and is a great supporter of education, so
I am most grateful to him for his interest.

I may say that I get telephone calls.
Last night I got a telephone call from a
school distriet in my State that has been
in compliance since 1964, Vicksburg,
Miss. Their school plan had been ap-
proved by HEW then and they had un-
derstood that their amended plan had
been approved by HEW several weeks
ago. All of a sudden they heard a news
broadcast that they are going to be in-
cluded in the lawsuit. They heard it on
television. They do not know what to do
or where to turn.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; I yield to the Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
aline myself with the distinguished mi-
nority leader. This is a question which
has been bothering me for years. Why is
it that the Supreme Court has to take 3
months off every year? If is a coequal
branch of the Government. Does the
President of the United States take 3
n-.i-;)‘?tlm off? Does Congress take 3 months
of

I understand the Associate Justices get
salaries of $60,000 a year, and I think
the Chief Justice gets $60,500 a year, but
I have read in the newspapers that many
of them take long trips during the 3-
month recess, with work piling up.

What applies to the Supreme Court
applies to the appellate courts and the
district courts as well.

It is my belief, and it has been for
many years, that these members of ther
judiciary, who are protected all the way
through, ought to consider at least oper-
ating under a 1-month recess schedule
rather than a 3-month recess year after
vear after year, decade after decade after
decade, while the work piles up—which
they were appointed to attend to, just as
our work piles up and which we are
elected to attend to.

I think something should be done
about it and that the initiative should be
taken by the Justices and judges them-
selves. There is no justification for a 3-
month recess.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Mississippi yield?

Mr. STENNIS. First, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have 3 addi-
tional minutes.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania,

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I know, as
we labor here, that at times we are a lit-
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tle sympathetic to ourselves, but the job
is here, and we have to do it, and the
public would not excuse us if we did not
hew the wood which had piled up await-
ing our efforts.

I believe that the present Chief Justice
would not, for himself, object to a longer
court term. I think the court has fol-
lowed lackadaisical ways, over the dec-
ades, as the distinguished majority
leader has said; but $65,000 is a lot of
money. It is not really contemplated that
the public pay that salary for 9 months
out of the year but for all of the year.
The backlog in the Supreme Court is im-
mense and is of concern to all our citi-
zens. The backlog in the lower courts
certainly contributes to the criminal
minded, who believe that the longer
their cases are delayed, the greater their
chance of avoiding being held responsi-
ble for their acts.

While I have no criticism of the Su-
preme Court as such in this context, I
think a colloquy of this kind is the only
proper and legitimate way of commu-
nicating to another branch of the Gov-
ernment the feeling of the executive,
which is working all the time, and of the
legislative, which is working all the time
with very limited recesses, that we would
respectfully submit to them that they
might assume some additional burden
of labor and of effort and put their own
fine, brilliant, collective talents—all

nine of them—to a more continuous use
so that the country will bask in the
effulgence of the Court over most of the
year rather than deny us the privilege
of enjoying or not enjoying their edicts

and ukases over a truncated period.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly?

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent fo proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I also say, in
connection with the 3 months that they
take off, they do not contribute anything
to their retirement, and when they re-
tire they get their full salary anyway.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly am not qualified, on the basis of
experience, to participate in such a
learned colloquy as has taken place on
the fioor, but I would like to observe,
nevertheless, that if the members of the
Court were to take advantage of the 3-
month recess in order better to under-
stand the temper of the country, to ap-
preciate the difficulties of trying to apply
the laws as they are handed down by the
Supreme Court, insofar as the activities
of prosecuting attorneys are concerned,
it might not all be a lost effort.

I call attention to the fact that it
seems, in the opinion of many, as though
in recent years the Court has almost de-
manded nothing less than complete ex-
cellence on the part of the prosecution.
If, at any step along the way, from the
time a person may have been observed
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in the commission of an illegal act until
he is arrested, arraigned, and brought to
trial—if there is any place along that en-
tire series of steps that less than com-
plete compliance with the law has char-
acterized the efforts of the prosecution,
the thrust of many of the Court’s deci-
sions seems to be that the case must be
thrown out, and the accused turned
loose.

I speak with some first hand knowl-
edge when I say this. In Wyoming, dur-
ing the time I was Governor, I had oc-
casion to witness the reaction that re-
sulted from the fact that a young man
who murdered a baby sitter, and ad-
mitted it, had not been accorded one of
the protections called for by the Court:
he did not have an attorney present
when he made a confession, which he
voluntarily made. There was no doubt at
all about his guilt; and yet, because of
that slightly less than full compliance
with all of the processes which the Su-
preme Court says must characterize the
efforts of the prosecution, he was turned
loose.

So I say, with all due respect, that if
the members of the Court were to be-
come more familiar with the difficulty
that has been imposed upon the law en-
forcement officials of this country in try-
ing to comply with some of the rather
extreme positions that I think have been
taken by the Court, the summer recess
might not all be lost.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 1
additional minute to conclude.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senators
for their very fine response.

I illustrate, Mr. President, with a
school district—and there are many of
them—ecrying for better definitions, bet-
ter constitutional guidelines, and more
definite guidance from the other courts.
Moreover, this school district—Vicks-
burg, Miss.—has been in compliance for
6 long years. It has been complying with
HEW and all that they exact, as I un-
derstand the facts,

Now, less than 4 weeks before time to
open school, they are jerked up here and
hauled into court about this matter, with
the question of constitutional guidelines
going begging for an answer while the
Supreme Court remains on vacation.

I think we could not have a more des-
perate or more regrettable situation ex-
isting for the youth of our country, black
and white, than we are faced with right
here, as illustrated by these remarks.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be permitted to
proceed for 6 minutes in the morning
hour.

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

SCIENTISTS VOICE GROWING CON-
CERN OVER THE SST

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call
to the attention of the Senate a very
alarming statement by some very dis-
tinguished scientists:
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A feeling of genuine concern has emerged
from [our] conclusions, The projected SST's
can have a clearly measurable effect in a
large region of the world and quite pos-
sibly on a global scale, We must emphasize
that we cannot be certain about the magni-
tude of the various consequences.

This statement on the SST represents
the conclusion of a month long study by
a group of scientists, professionals, and
public officials on ecritical environmental
problems. The study, known as SCEP,
was sponsored by the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology and chaired by
Carroll L, Wilson, professor of manage-
ment at MIT. Approximately 100 scien-
tists and professionals, with expertise in
meteorology, atmospheric chemistry,
oceanography, biology, ecology, geology,
physics, engineering, economics, social
sciences, and law, participated in the
study. They came from 17 universities,
13 Federal departments and agencies,
three national laboratories, and 11 non-
profit and industrial corporations,

Mr. President, if the SCEP conclusion
were made about some brandnew pro-
posal Congress was considering for the
first time, I doubt whether anyone in
this Chamber would contemplate voting
for it. At a time when we all are acutely
aware of the need to safeguard our air,
our water, and our right to a peaceful
existence, it would be be the height of
folly to embark upon such a project in
the face of such a warning.

But unfortunately, Mr. President, the
SST is not a new project. Funding for
this project has been going on since the
early 1960’s, with some $700 million al-
ready spent. This is.certainly no justi-
fication for throwing good money after
bad. But it has evidently provided a
powerful argument for continuing SST
funding in prior fiscal years—despite the
fact that ultimate Government costs for
the SST will probably run in excess of $4
billion; despite the fact that we are still
short of the 20-percent mark in funding
the SST; and despite the fact that the
Government is clearly receiving the raw
end of the deal in a “heads I win, tails
you lose” contract with the SST manu-
facturers.

Somehow, Mr. President, the SST is
not regarded in the same vein as other
projects funded by the Federal Govern-
ment—such as urban renewal, hospitals,
pollution control, model cities, or educa-
tion. The SST represents progress. In the
name of progress, it seems we must ex-
pect to tolerate a certain amount of en-
vironmental pollution.

But how much, Mr. President? The
MIT study found that a fieet of 500 SST's
flying 7 hours a day could produce “in-
creased temperatures in the stratosphere
with possible increase in surface temper-
atures.” Does the American public have
to put up with that, in order to have a
plane which will benefit fewer than 1 per-
cent of our population? The study group
also found that the SST’s could produce
“increased clouds from water vapor.”
Will the public tolerate this too?

What is more, the study group makes
it quite clear that these effects could well
be on a global scale:

Clearly such consequences are on a global
scale even though the most pronounced ef-
fects would be felt where the highast denslty




27382

of -traffic existed, i.e.,
Ocean.

Mr. President, how much more do we
have to hear?

Last year the ad hoc committee on
the SST, consisting of top-ranked offi-
cials from President Nixon's administra-
tion, warned of ‘‘a’ ‘significant increase
in eirrus clouds” and of *“‘a significant
inerease in the relative humidity from a
fleet of SST’s.” If also cautioned that
these effects could “alter the radiation
balance” and possibly affect “the general
circulation of atmospheric components.”

This spring Chairman Russell Train of
the Environmental Quality Council told
the Joint Economic Committee that the
water vapor emitted by the SST’s “would
affect the balance of heat in the entire
atmosphere leading to a warmer average
surface temperature,” and that the water
vapor “woilld react so as to destroy some
fraction of the ozone in this part of the
atmosphere.” The effect of destroying the
ozone, Chairman Train said, could be
“that the shielding capacity of the
atmosphere to penetrating and poten-
tially highly dangerous ultraviolet radia-
tion is decreased.”

And just a few days ago, the Airport
Operators Council wrote to the Trans-
portation Subcommittee urging the Sen-
ate to hold up funds for the SST until ac-
ceptable noise limits can be met. Refer-
ring to the fact that the SST’'s side-
line—airport—noise is at least several
times louder than existing jets, the Coun-
cil told the subcommittee that:

the North. -Atlantic

It is completely unrealistic to belleve that
the public would permit or tolerate the in-

troduction of an SST which requires new
and larger airports.

Mr. President, from the President’s ad
hoc panel, to Chairman Train, to the
Airport Operators Council, and now to
the MIT study group, the warnings are
all the same: the SST is a potential en-
vironmental monster, and there is no
way now known of alleviating its impact
on the environment.

I urge the Senate, as strongly as I pos-
sibly can, to heed the advice of those who
have studied this project very closely.
I urge the Senate not to appropriate any
more funds for the SST when the De-
partment of Transportation appropria-
tions bill (H.R. 17755) comes to the floor.

I might point out that we are asked
to appropriate this year $105 million to
reduce air pollution, and $290 million
for the SST, to increase air pollution.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the summary of the findings
by the MIT study group, a description
of the background of the MIT study, a
list of the participants in the study, and
an - article published in the Milwaukee
Journal of August 2, 1970, entitled “SST
Worries World Panel of Scientists,” be
printed in the REecorbp.

There being no objection, the re-
quested items were ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

GENERAL DISCUSSION OF THE STUDY OF CRIT-
ICAL ENVIRONMENTAL PrOBLEMS (SCEP)
(Sponsored by Massachusetts Institute of
Technology)

BACEGROUND OF ECEP

The need for the 1970 Study of Critical
Environmental Problems (SCEP) was per-
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ceived in June 1969 in discussions among.a
number of scientists, professionals, and pub-
Iic officials, Tn examining the status of gov-
ernmental ‘and non-governmental prépara-
tions for the 1972 United Nations Conference
on the Human Environment, they concluded
that an initiative such as SCEP would pro-
vide an important input into planning for
that Conference and for numercus other na-
tional and international activities.

The Steering Committee which planned
the Study during the Fall of 1969 and Spring
of 1970 was chaired by Carroll L, Wilson, Pro-
‘fessor of' Management at MIT. and in-
cluded John L, Buckley, Office of S¢lence and
Technology, Executive Office of the Presl-
dent; Richard A. Garpenter, Chief, Environ-
mental Policy Division, Legislative Reference
Service; Raymond L. Bisplinghoff, Dean,
School of Engineering at M.I.T.; Raymond
F. Baddour, Chairman, Departmenn of Chem-=-
ical Engineering at M.IT.; George W. Rath-
jens, Professor of Political Science, M.IT.;
Richard S. Morse, Senior Lecturer, School of
Management, M.LT,; Willlam H, Matthews,
Department of Political Science, M.LT.;
Thomas ¥. Malone, Professor of Physlcs,
University of Connecticut; Roger Revelle,
Director, Center for Population Studies,
Harvard University; and Paul M, Fye, Direc-
tor, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution.

By mid-November 1969, the Steering Com-
mittee had chosen as the toples for the
Study those problems arlsing from the im-
pact of man's activities on the global en-
vironment. Unlike many environmental
problems of more immediate or local con-
cern, global problems such as changes in
climate and in ocean and terrestrial eco-
systems had not been subjected to intensive
study and examination, SCEP was developed
to fill that gap.

The Steering Committee felt that a one-
month, multidisciplinary study of these
complex problems would provide citizens,
public policymakers, and scientists with an
authoritative evaluation of the present sta-
tus of sclentific understanding of present
or potential harmful effects of world-wide
pollution. But in addition to evaluation, the
Study was also undertaken to develop spe-
cific recommendations for new programs of
focused research, monitoring, and action
which will be required if more definitive
information is to be obtained and if poten-
tial crises are to be recognized and averted.
It was also hoped that if such a multi-
disciplinary and systematic study of this
specific set of global problems proved effec-
tive in raising the level of informed public
and sclentific discussion of and action on
these issues that this Study might serve as
a model for similar multi-disciplinary efforts
which could attack many of the other criti-
cal problems of our time.

During the Winter and Spring of 1969-
1870, support for the Study was sought and
obtained, participants were invited, and ex-
tensive background preparations were under-
taken. These background materials included
approximately two hundred papers and ar-
ticles of which about one-fourth were pre-
pared especially for SCEP. The Study was
conducted between July 1 and July 31 of
1970 at Willlams College in Willlamstown,
Massachusetts.

CONDUCT OF ECEP

Approximately forty scientists and profes-
sionals participated in SCEP for almost the
entire month of July 1970. In addition, about
thirty other part-time participants attended
for periods ranging from one to three weeks
and made substantive contributions to one
or more SCEP Work Groups. The Study was
also greatly alded by the work of another
tended for varying lengths of time as con-
thirty scientists and professionals who at-
sultants or observers.

SCEP participants represented expertise in
over a dozen disciplines including meteor-
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ology, atmospheric chemistry, oceanography,
biology, ecology, geology, physics, several
branches of engineering, economics, social
sciences, and ‘law; and they were drawn
from seventeen universities, thirteen Federal
Departments and agencles, three mnational
laboratories, and eleven non-profit and in-
dustrial corporations, The research and rap-
porteurial staff of the Study included eleven
graduate and law students from three uni-
versities.

' BCEP concentrated on the global climatic
and ecological effects of several speeific pol-
lutants in the atmasphere-land-ocean sys-
tem. ' The SCEP  Report will preésent the
scientific and technical judgements of the
participants on the present status of under-
standing of several global problems. In
addition, SCEP explored procedures and
programs of focused research, monitoring,
and action which will be required to under-
stand further the nature of potential threats
to the global environment so that effective
action can be taken to avert future crises.
The major findings and recommendations of
SCEP. are briefly outlined in the accompany-
ing document and will be discussed in more
detail in the SCEP Report.

The Study began on Wednesday, July 1,
1970, at Willlams College in Williamstown,
Massachusetts. During the first two days,
several participants made presentations to
the assembled group which established the
framework for the month-long effort. By Fri-
day, Work Groups for the first full week of
study had been ldentified. These flve Work
Groups, which met during the first week
(July 7-12), were concerned with evaluating
present knowledge of the rates, routes, and
reservoirs of several pollutants which might
have  harmful global effects. Two of the
Groups were concerned with routes and res-
ervoirs in the atmosphere and the oceans.
The other three Groups developed the data
base for the Study by determining the
sources and rates of relevant pollutants from
three major sectors of man's activities—in-
dustrial wastes; domestie, agricultural, and
mining wastes; and energy products.

During the second full week of the Study
{July 13-19), the participants divided into
four Work Groups—Climate Effects, Bio-
sphere Effects (on ocean and terrestrial eco-
systems) , Basellne Measurements and Moni-
toring, and Implications of Change. These
Work Groups continued into the third week
and then the participants mixed to some de-
gree to develop recommendations for pro-
grams of focused research, monitoring, and
action. The first three days of the fourth
week (July 27-29) were devoted to adoption
of Work Group reports and conclusions and
recommendations developed by SCEP.

PUBLICATION OF RESULTS

The SCEP Report will be published by the
M.LT. Press in mid-October 1970. In the late
Spring of 1971, a serles of edited volumes
will be published by the M.IT. Press which
will include many of the working and back-
ground papers produced by or for SCEP.
Comprised of papers signed by the indlivid-
uals or small groups which produced them,
those volumes will provide the substantive
support for the summaries contained in the
Report,

The SCEP Report will be divided into two
major sections. The first section will be a
distillation of major findings and recom-
mendations developed by the various Work
Groups of the Study. That section will be,
in a broad sense, the SCEP Report. All those
attending the Study had an opportunity to
examine these conclusions and the papers on
which they were based, but all participants
had nelther the time nor the expertise re-
quired to make an independent judgment
on/ each and every area discussed in the first
section, Therefore, it should not be assumed
that each Study particlpant subscribes to
every statement in the Report.
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The second section of the Report will con-
tain the reports of the seven SCEP Work
Groups (several first and second week Work
Groups combined to write single reports).
These Work Group reporis were developed
through intensive, full-time discussion and
study by the Group members. In some cases,
these deliberations continued for the entire
Study period. Those reports represent the
consensus of the members of the individual
Work Groups and will be signed by those
members. The first section of the book will
be based exclusively on findings and recom-
mendstions contained in the Work Group
reports.

SUPPORTERS OF SCEP

The following Federal Departments and
agencies, private foundations, and organiza-
tions supported the Study through prepara-
tion of background materials and profes-
sional participation in the Study and funded
the Study through grants or contracts:

Agricultural Research Service, Department
of Agriculture.

Atomic Energy Commission,

Department of State.

Environmental Sclence Services Adminis-
tration; Department of Commerce.

Forest Service; Department of Agriculture.

National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration,

National Air Pollution Control Adminis-
tration; Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

National Science Foundation.

American Conservation Association.

Ford Foundation,

Rockefeller Foundation.

Sloan Foundation.

Center for the Environment and Man,

Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

In addition, the following Federal Depart-
ments and agencies and organizations pro-
vided support for SCEP through prepara-
tion of background materials and profession-
al participation:

Coast Guard; Department of Transporta-
tion.

Federal Water Quality Administration; De-
partment of Interior.

Fish and Wildlife Service; Department of
Interior,

National Academy of Sciences.

National Center of Atmospheric Research.

Oak Ridge National Laboratory.

RAND Corporation.

American Electric Power.

Chemical Construction Corporation; Boise
Cascade Corporation.

Consolidated Edison Corporation of New
York.

ESSO Research and Engineering.

General Electric.

The extraordinary support provided by
the above organizations and many persons
within them and by numerous other indi-
viduals contributed greatly to the delibera-
tions of SCEP.

StUpY OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS
(SCEP) (SPONSORED BY MASSACHUSETTS
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, JULY 1-31, 1970)

Director: Carroll L. Wilson, Sloan School of
Management, and Program for the Social Ap-
plication of Technology, Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology.

Assoclate Director: William H. Matthews,
Department of Civil Engineering, and Pro-
gram for the Social Application of Tech-
nology, Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology.

PARTICIPANTS

Gelrmundur Arnason, Center for the En-
vironment and Man, Inc., 250 Constitution
Plaza, Hartford, Connecticut 06103.

Robert Y. Ayres, International Research
and Technology Corporation, 1225 Connect-
fcut Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 20036.
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Raymond F. Baddour, Head, Department
of Chemical Engineering, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts 02130.

John F. Brown, Jr., General Eleciric Re-
search and Development Center, P.O. Box 8,
Schenectady, New York 12301.

Richard D. Cadle, Head, Chemistry and
Microphysics Department, National Center
for Atmospheric Research, Boulder, Colorado
B80302.

Robert Citron, Director, Center for Short-
lived Phenomena 60 Garden Street, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts 02138,

S. Edelberg, Lincoln Laboratory, Massachu-
setts Imstitute of Technology, Lexington,
Massachusetts.

Gifford Ewing, Woods Hole Oceanographic
Institution, Woods Hole, Massachusetts
02543.

John Franklin, 40 Khakum Wood Road,
Greenwich, Connecticut 06830

Edward D. Goldberg, Scripps Institution
of Oceanography, La Jolla, California 92037.

M. Grant Gross, Marine Sciences Research
Center University of New York, Stoney
Brook, Long Island, New York 11780.

Edward Hamilton, Brookings Institution,
1776 Massachusetts Avenue, NW, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20036.

Bruce B. Hanshaw, Deputy Assistant Di-
rector, U.S. Geological Survey Room 5231
GSA Buillding, Washington, D.C. 20242.

J. B. Hilmon, Chief Branch of Range and
Wildlife Habitat Ecology and Management
Research Forest Service, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D.C. 20550.

Dale W. Jenkins, Office of Ecology Smith-
sonian Institute, Washington, D.C. 20560.

Milton EKatz, Harvard Law School, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts 02138.

Philip C. Eearny, Investigation Leader,
Pesticide Behavior in Soils, Crops Research
Service, Agricultural Research Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Beltsville, Mary-
land 20705.

Charles D. Keeling, Scripps Institution of
Oceanography, La Jolla, California 92037.

William W. Kellogg, Associate Director,
National Center for Atmospheric Research,
Laboratory of Atmospheric Sciences, P.O. Box
1470, Boulder, Colorado 80302.

Jules Lehman, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration Headquarters, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20546.

Julius London, Department of Geoastro-
physics, University of Colorado, Boulder,
Colorado 80302,

Frank G. Lowman, Head of Program of
Marine Biology, Puerto Rico Nuclear Center,
University of Puerto Rico, College Station,
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico.

Lester Machta, Director, Air Resources
Laboratory, Environmental Science Services
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SUMMARY OF MaJor FINDINGS aAND RECOM-

MENDATIONS, STUDY OF CRITICAL ENVIRON=

MENTAL PROBLEMS (SCEP)

(Sponsored by Massachusetts Institute of
Technology)

The findings and recommendations in this
document were developed by SCEP Work
Groups through intensive, full-time discus-
sion and study during the month of July
at Willlams College, Willlamstown, Mass.
Each statement has been subscribed to by all
members of at least one Work Group. All
those attending the Study had an oppor-
tunity to examine these conclusions and the
papers on which they were based, but all
participants had neither the time nor the
expertise required to make an independent
judgment on each and every finding and
recommendation. The summary was pre-
sented July 30-31 at the conclusion of the
study.

SST'S IN THE STRATOSPHERE
Discussion of findings

The stratosphere where supersonic jet
transports will fly at 65,000 feet is a very
rarified region with little vertical mixing.
Gases and particles produced by jet
exhaust may remain for one to three
years before disappearing.

Using FAA estimates of 500 SST"s operating
in 1985-00 mostly in the Northern Hemi-
sphere, flying seven hours a day, at 65,-
000 feet, propelled by 1,700 engines like the
GE-4 being developed for the Boeing 2707-
300, we have estimated the steady state
amounts of combustion products using GE
calculations of the amount of such prod-
ucts because no test measurements exist.
We have compared such amounts on a steady
state basis with the natural levels of water
vapor, sulfates, nitrates, hydrocarbon and
soot. All are belleved to form fine particles.
We have also compared these levels with the
amounts of particles put into the atmosphere
by the volcano eruption of Mt. Agung in
Ball in 19863.

In our calculations we wused jet fuel of
0.05% sulfur. We are told that a specification
of 0.01% sulfur could be met in the future at
higher cost.

We do not believe that CO, resulting from
such operations is likely to affect the climate.
We are genuinely concerned about the pos-
sibility of increased stratospheric cloudiness,
and about the fine particles, even using the
calculated amounts given us by GE.

Clouds are known to form in the winter
polar stratosphere. Two factors will increase
the future Hkelihood of greater cloudiness in
the stratosphere due to moisture added by
the 83T, PFirst is the increased stratospheric
cooling due to the increasing CO, content of
the atmosphere. Second is the closer approach
to saturation indicated by the observed in-
crease of stratospheric moisture,

The largest engine whose combustion prod-
ucts have been actually measured in static
ground tests was the P&W JT9D used on the
Boeing 747. It's fuel consumption rate is one
third that of the GE—4. Combustion products
from such tests of the JT9D, leading to par-
ticles, were much greater than the calculated
values for the GE-4.

It is claimed that the particle formation is
very small at 65,000 feet. Very, very little is

_known about reactions under such condi-

tions. One guess is now as good as another,
Depending upon the actual particle forma-
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tlon, the effects of 500 SST's could range
from a small, widespread continuous “Agung”
effect to one as big as “Agung"”.

The temperature of the equatorial strato-
sphere (a belt around the globe) increased
6-7°C and remained at 2-3°C above its pre-
Agung level for several years. No apparent
temperature change was found in the lower
troposphere.

Clearly such consequences are on a global
scale even though the most pronounced ef-
fects would be felt where the highest density
of traffic existed, i.e. the North Atlantic
Ocean.

Conclusions

SCEP concludes with respect to contami-
nation of the stratosphere by products of
85T's that:

1. ©O, creates no problem.

2. Global water vapor may increase 10%;
increases in regions of dense traffic may go
up 60%.

3. Particles from SO, hydrocarbons and
soot may double pre-Agung global averages
and peak at ten times those levels where
there is dense traffic.

4. Effects on climate could be increased
clouds from water vapor; increased tempera-
tures in the stratosphere with possible in-
crease in surface temperatures.

5. A feeling of genuine conecern has
merged from the above set of conclusions.
The projected SST’s can have a clearly meas-
urable effect in a large region of the world
and quite possibly on a global scale. We must
emphasize that we cannot be certain about
the magnitude of the various consequences,

Recommendations

1. That uncertainities about SST con-
tamination and its effects be resclved before
large scale operation of SS8T’s begins.

2. That the following program of action be
commenced as soon as possible:

a. Begin to monitor the lower stratosphere
for water vapor and particles and develop
means to measure SO, NO, and hydrocar-
bons.

b. Determine whether additional cloudi-
ness will occur in the stratosphere and the
effects of such changes.
~¢. Obtain better estimates of emission of
combustion products under simulated fiight
conditions and under real flight conditions
at the earliest opportunity.

d. Using data resulting from &, b, and c,
estimate effects on weather and climate.

SST WorriEs WORLD PANEL OF SCIENTISTS

WILLIAMSTOWN, Mass.—Sclentists from the
United States and Europe, after meeting for
a month at Williams College here on the en-
vironmental problems, recommended Satur-
day that large scale operation of supersonic
transport planes be delayed until serious
questions about the SST's potential for en-
vironmental contamination are answered.

The sclentists, concluding their study of
global pollution, its effects on the earth and
its climate, indicated that regular strato-
spheric flights by such planes could cause an
increase in cloud formation and stratospheric
temperatures, with unpredictable conse-
quences.

Environmental pollution has become a
heated question, with political overtones, in
the debate between advocates and opponents
of the supersonic jet. The more than 40 scien-
tists and professionals in the group here
emphasized that their concern was based
solely on sclentific observations in various
parts of the world.

EFFECTS UNENOWN

Fine particles from the jet engines ex-
haust would tend to double global averages
of such particles, with unknown effects, the
sclentists sald, The particles, which will be
distributed in the lower level of the strato-
sphere where the first jets will fly, will warm
the stratosphere by reflecting sunlight.
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The preliminary report of the sclentists”
efforts recommended that a monitoring pro-
gram be set up to measure the lower strato-
sphere for water vapor quantities and to
measure sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxide, and
hydrocarbons, which make up most of the
fine particle matter.

The report followed a recent recommenda-
tion by Willlam Magruder, who is in charge
of the SST program for the U.S. government,
that a $43 million study of the SST"s environ-
mental impact be made. The SST project is
awaiting Senate action on a $240 million
appropriation.

INDIRECT EFFECTS

The teachers, scientists and professional
men gathered here, who were recruited un-
der sponsorship of Massachusetts institute of
Technology, also studied and reported on
other aspects of worldwide pollution. These
included contamination by DDT and other
persistent pesticides, mercury, oll and fer-
tilizers and waste nutrients.

The study was primarily concerned with
indirect effects of pollution on man through
changes in climate, ocean ecology or in large
terrestrial life systems.

Among the study group's findings:

The effect of the increasing quantities of
carbon dioxide in the atmosphere (believed
to ralse temperatures by the “greenhouse ef-
fect”) has resulted in little climate change
in this century and future consequences are
not known.

Calculations show that the earth’'s oxygen
supply has remained fairly constant and
that burning all the world’s recoverable fos-
sil fuels would result in an oxygen reduction
of only .15 of 1%.

The effect of DDT on oxygen producing
phytoplankton in the ocean is negligible.

About 1.5 million tons of oil are intro-
duced into oceans each year by ships, off-
shore drilling and accidents.

The increasing use of [fertilizers and the
growing quantity of animal and Human
wastes will cause destructive runoffs of nu-
trients in rivers and streams, causing over-
fertility and oxygen depletion, unless recy-
cling technology is soon developed.

Findings of the study group, 1t is hoped,
may provide a better planning base for the
United Nations Conference on the Human
Environment in Stockholm in 1972 and will
also help in planning for other national and
international environmental conferences,

Evidence of the secarcity of data on en-
vironmental problems was frequently noted
in the summary.

“This is a question there are no avallable
data on,” was the comment several group
leaders made as they explained their findings
to newsmen at a two day briefing.

Because of this knowledge gap, the scien-
tists urged establishment of sophisticated
monitoring facilitles to determine facts
about air and water pollution and routes
that pollutants travel.

Global computer models showing atmos-
pheric motion and ocean-air interaction
were recommended. A drastic reduction in
DDT use was strongly urged, with a recom-
mendation that subsidies be furnished to
countries  unable to afford the more expen-
sive, nonpersistent pesticides.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

THE FARM LABOR SITUATION IN
CALIFORNIA

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I rise at
this time to make a few observations
with regard to a condition that has been
very much in the news in my State dur-
ing the past several weeks. It has to do
with labor contracts that affect the
farmworkers in the State of California.
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Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks two articles,
the first entitled “Lettuce “War’; Battle
Between Teamsters and Chavez Looms,”
published in the Los Angeles Times of
August 5, 1970, and the second entitled
“Chavez Checked as Farm Labor Boss
by Teamsters,” published in the Los
Angeles Herald-Examiner of July 29,
1970.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I should
like to point out that I am concerned
about these reports. As a former labor
man, probably one of the few Members
of this body who has ever been in a
labor union, and without question one
with longer experience in labor unions,
certain things disturb me about these
highly publicized contracts.

Many of the problems I have foreseen
and talked about in the past several
years are coming to pass. We are given
the impression that everything is settled
and all is going to be peaceful and pro-
ductive. I do not think this is exactly
the case. One very serious possibility is
the problem of a jurisdictional dispute
which is now building up between the
United Farm Workers Organizing Com-
mittee and the Teamsters Union, both
of which have been active for many years
in the areas of the agriculfure business
in California.

Almost lost in the triumphant an-
nouncements by the United Farm Work-
ers Organizing Committee is the fact
of the signing of a contract by the Team-
sters which covered approximately 5,000
fieldworkers in the Salinas Valley. Sa-
linas Valley is only a name to the people
in the Midwest and on the east coast.
It has a beautiful name and is a lovely
valley. Most of the lettuce that is sold
across the country comes from Salinas.

It seems that the Teamsters Union
has gone in and signed contracts just
as the United Farm Workers Organizing
Committee has gone in and signed con-
tracts with those growing table grapes.
The thing that concerns me most is the
fact that in both cases the desires and
the rights of the farmworkers have been
forgotten, seemingly. I do not know that
there has been any election in which the
worker had a chance to say whether or
not he wanted to join a union or have
& union represent him in bargaining for
his working conditions.

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

Mr. MURPHY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may proceed for an additional
3 minutes.

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

Mr. MURPHY. I do not know of any
case in which the same farmworker has
been given the opportunity to say
whether he wanted to be represented by
one union or another union. In other
words, the individual is being treated, if
at all, as a chattel, completely at the:
mercy of what we in labor used to call a
“sweetheart” contract. That is a situa-
tion in which the labor organizer goes in
and makes a deal with the boss, and the:
right of the worker is not considered.
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We had that condition in Hollywood
many years ago, when two gangsters
from Chicago came in with a contract to
represent everybody in the entertain-
ment industry. Some of us who were em-
ployed in the entertainment industry at
that time, such as the present Governor
of the State of California and the pres-
ent senior Senator from California, op-
posed this. We said, first, we did not want
to be represented by gangsters. We
wanted to have a union of our own
choosing. This we brought about through
the organization of the Screen Actors
Guild.

So this impending jurisdictional war
concerns me.

Now we are faced with the impending
possibility of a long, drawn-out jurisdic-
tional dispute between two groups, where
the rights of the individual, the prospec-
tive union member, are not considered.
Equally important, the housewife, who
has to make here budget work in the
marketplace, will have to pay extra
money for all the produce she goes to the
market to buy. If the jurisdictional dis-
pute becomes serious enough, she even
may not be able to purchase certain pro-
duce she wants.

Mr. President, while these charges and
countercharges and threats of lawsuits
are highly publicized, I wish that con-
sideration would be given to a bill on
which I have worked very hard for the
last 2 years, S. 2203, the Consumers Agri-
cultural Food Protection Act of 1970. It
would do away with the “law of the
jungle” in the agricultural area and pro-
vide, I believe, a proper, equitable, fair,
and practical manner in which the rights
of all eoncerned could be considered in-
cluding those of the consumer. At the
same time, it would provide for proper or-
ganization where the farmworkers want
to be organized and for proper collective
bargaining, and for the rights and con-
sideration of all concerned would be
properly protected.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Los Angeles Times, Aug. 5, 1970]
LETTUCE “WAR"”: BATTLE BETWEEN TEAMSTERS
AND CHAVEZ Loowms
{By Harry Bernstein)

The surprise collapse of grower resistance
to the unionization of California’s lettuce
workers has sparked what may be an all-out
war between the Teamsters Union and Cesar
Chavez’' farm workers union.

After decades of bitter resistance, nearly
100 California growers who produce the bulk
of the nation's lettuce crop gave in without
a struggle to the Teamsters' request to rep-
resent field workers.

The agreements between lettuce growers
and the Teamsters were reached within the
last two weeks, slmultaneous with Chavez'
historic victory in unionizing the state's

table grape growers after a five-year strike-
boycott.

Chavez' AFL-CIO United Farm Workers
Organizing Committee had reportedly
planned to move next into the melon indus-
try. But the Teamster agreement with let-
tuce growers has forced a change in strat-
egy. and Chavez has moved his headquarters

Salinas to lead the fight against the
sTa!e:‘msters and growers, a UFWOC official
CLAIM TO REPRESENT 9,000

‘The . Teamsters clalm to represent 9,000
lettuce field workers’ while UFWOC says it
has 12,000 grape pickers in its membership.
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Chavez and his supporters see the Team-
ster pacts as a deliberate move by the grow=-
ers to strangle the still-small farm workers’
union just as it is burgeoning in the wake
of the table grape victory.

Larry Itliong, assistant director of UFWOC,
saild the Teamster agreements were “a stab
in the back of our union.”

He sald plans are being made to strike
lettuce growers, and possibly use the boycott
weapon which was so successful in forcing
grape growers to recognize UFWOC as bar-
galning agent for field workers.

The intensity of the motions involved in
the fight was evidenced by a speech Chavez
gave Sunday to a mass rally of an estimated
2,500 farm workers in Sallnas at the end of
a march from Delano to protest the lettuce
growers' contracts:

“No longer can a couple of white men sit
down together and write the destinies of all
the Chicano and Filiplno workers.

““CALLS IT ‘GREAT TREASON’

“What has happened in the past week is
a great treason against the aspirations of
men and women who have sacrificed their
lives for so many years to make a few men
(growers) rich in this valley.

“And it is especially tragic that another
labor union should submit itself to this kind
of conspiracy to keep farm workers from
rightful representation by a union they so
overwhelmingly want."

Chavez then called on Gov. Reagan to set
up a secret ballot election to let the lettuce
workers decide which union they want.

A spokesman for the lettuce growers sald
no elections among field workers are needed
because “we have contracts with the Team-
sters Union, contracts which were arrived at
after bargaining talks that began when the
Teamsters began discussing renewal of their
contracts covering truck drivers and others
who do not work in the fields.”

He said the new contracts cover a five-year
period, and provide for a $1.85 hourly mini-
mum wage, plus annual raises of 6%.

Teamster officials remained silent in the
face of the attack from Chavez and Itliong,
but their position is well-known in labor
circles.

The Teamsters argue that they have long
represented over 60,000 workers in California
canneries, packing sheds and other phases
of food processing and shipping.

Therefore, they contend, anything that
Chavez does to affect farm production in the
fields inevitably affects Teamster members
in the cannerles, packing sheds and shipping
operations.

“In signing contracts for fleld workers,
then, we are merely protecting the interests
of our members in food processing and ship-
ping, one Teamster source explained.

And he predicted that most California
growers in all phases of agriculture are now
ready to sign contracts with the Teamsters.

A prominent grower, who asked that his
name not be used, sald “This is no sweet-
heart deal. We don't want any union for
field workers. But if there is going to be
one, we would rather have our workers rep-
resented by a union we have known for
years in contract negotiations for nonfield
workers."”

COMPARES UNIONS

Another said, “The Teamsfers are a re-
sponsible, disciplined organization while
Chavez’ UFWOC avolds traditional trade
union methods.”

To Chavez, these replies are all part of a
desperate move by the growers to stop him
and his AFL-CIO union at any cost.

In 1967, the Teamsters and UFWOC
clashed over union representation at the Di
Glorgio and Perelli-Minettl farms, but when
UFWOC won elections there, the Teamsters
backed away and signed a peace treaty with
Chavez.

The treaty was effective for only one year,
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but Itliong said that Chavez was told by the
Teamsters ‘'that we have a gentlemen’s
agreement to continue the treaty so that
the Teamsters leave fleld workers alone
while we stay out of the canneries and pack-
ing sheds.”

PRIDE IN REPUTATION

Teamster Union officiala take pride in
their reputation among many growers as a
“traditional trade union” in contrast to the
reputation of Chavez, who 15 accused often
of being a fanatic.

And some Teamsters contend privately
that it is this contrast in reputations which
helped them get the contracts for lettuce
workers.

Chavez, who once fasted 25 days to call
attention to his strike-boycott, does not
object to his reputation as a radical, al-
though his supporters say it is ridiculous to
denounce his methods as not being “tradi-
tional trade union tactics" since it was those
tactics which won the table grape fight.

In fact, Chavez told a reporter the other
day that he would “feel complimented if you
called me a fanatic. The only ones who make
things change are fanatics. If you are not a
fanatic around here, you can't cut it."

And he is clearly determined not to sur-
render to the organizing efforts by the Team-
sters, even if it means using the elaborate
worldwide machinery he set up to promote
the table grape boycott.

At present, that amachinery is being used
“to make the grapes sweet again,” he says,
meaning that the boycotters are now pushing
the sale of union-labeled grapes in markets
across this country and abroad.

The Teamsters can make a strong argu-
ment for their interest in organizing fleld
workers, and the 1.9-million member union
has enough strength to make the contest
with Chavez and the UFWOC a serious one.

But once again, Chavez seems to have
gained at least a propaganda advantage in
one of his battles.

In the grape dispute, he had the image of
a dedicated, almost saintly man working for
#56 a week, plus minimal expenses, in the
fight against wealthy grape growers.

Now his friends picture Chavez and
UFWOC as the small David fighting the Go-
liath of the giant Teamsters Union and the
lettuce growers.

Undoubtedly, efliorts will be made to bring
peace before a full-scale labor war breaks out
in the lettuce fields.

But as of now, the lines of battle have
been drawn and the final outcome is far from
certain,

[From the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner,

July 29, 1970]
CHAVEZ CHECKED AS Farm LABOR
BY TEAMSTERS

Spread of a move by the United Farm
Workers Organizing Committee to control
farm labor in California appeared checked
today after the Teamsters Union was named
collective bargaining agent for crop workers
in five northern counties.

The surprise agreement between shipper-
growers of the Salinas and Santa Maria Val-
leys, and elsewhere, extends for five years,
The California Council of Growers termed it
“a big breakthrough” against the forces of
Cesar Chavez's United Farm Workers Or-
ganizing Committee.

Some T500 workers in lettuce, carrots,
celery, strawberries, onions, tomatoes, and
more than a dozen other crops, now fall
under the bargaining aegis of the Teamsters.

“Chavez's attempts to organize field hands
in. crops. other than grapes has been frus-
trated by this contract,” sald Herb Fleming
and Rich Freeland, officials of the Growers
Couneil. “This is a master agreement, cover-
ing the majority of growers in the state’s No.
1 agricultural area.”

Hitting back at Salinas press conference,

Boss
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Chavez called it “a Pearl Harbor sort of at-
tack,” claiming collusion between the Team-
sters and producers, He said he would file
sult against “an unholy alliance.”

Chavez announced immediate picketing of
farms from Salinas through Monterey, Santa
Cruz, San Luis Obispo and Santa Barbara
Counties following signing of more than 200
growers with the Teamsters.

‘West Coast Teamsters head Einar Mohn
refused to reveal terms of the surprise agree-
ment, saying a statement is under prepara-
tion. One Salinas lettuce shipper said it pro-
vides a wage floor pegged at the prevailing
$1.75 an hour pald harvesters, open to early
negotiation.

Growers Council spokesmen sald that ob-
viously Chavez was “beaten to the punch”
by a move covering everything from multi-
million-dollar leaf crops down to such spe-
cialties as broccoll and garlic.

Previously, the Teamsters had not moved
heavily into farm labor in the Salinas Val-
ley. Only two past efforts, both successful, to
unionize local producers are credited to the
Teamsters by farm-association representa-
tives.

“The top architects of this conspiracy are
Einar Mohn and Gov. Ronald Reagan,”
stated Chavez. He claimed his UFWOC rep-
resented 95 per cent of the field workers in
the Salinas area. He called the Teamsters-
grower contract in direct violation of “an
explicit agreement” by the Teamsters in 1967
that they would not organize field workers.

Herb Fleming, president of the Growers-
Shippers Assn. in Salinas, called the 95 per
cent figure untrue. Through the Council of
Growers, he said that Chavez currently has
no operative contracts in the wvalley, other
than with grape producers.

In Los Angeles, a Teamster officlal claimed
that the 1967 agreement related to grapes
only.

Governor Reagan had no comment to
make on the situation, other than that the
collusion charge was “patently ridiculous,”
and to point out that Chavez recently re-
fused the governor's offer to introduce the
state’s Concilation Service into the grape
conflict.

FCC—FAIRNESS OR BIAS?

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, yesterday,
discussion on the floor concerned re-
marks made by Donald E. Johnson, Vet-
erans’ Administration ‘Administrator, in
a speech to the DAV National Convention
in Los Angeles on July 28.

Because of the furor raised, I would
now call attention to what I believe is a
unique letter, and share it with my col-
leagues. In fact, I would like to go a step
further and let what I say here suffice
as the reply to that letter.

Let me first say, it was written on Fed-
eral Communications Commission sta-
tionery and was signed by one, Gary
Gerlach, who identifies himself as legal
assistant to Commissioner Nicholas
Johnson. I can only assume that he
speaks for the Commissioner.

Mr. President, one thing that makes
Mr. Gerlach's letter unique is that the
Federal Communications Commission for
which he works is an arm of the Congress.
Another is that in that capacity he ac-
cuses me of being “pro-war.”

It is not often that an employee of an
arm of the Congress officially accuses a
Member of the Congress of seeking to
inaugurate a prowar television campaign.
In fact, it is not often that a Member of
Congress is accused of being prowar. We
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may differ here on what is the best way
to end the war in Vietnam, but I know of
no Senator who, per se, is prowar.

However, this does not bother Mr. Ger-
lach. His opening sentence is—

I read with interest in the July 27 issue of
Broadeasting of your campaign to get pro-
war spots on stations across the country.

Mr. President, I would hope that Mr.
Gerlach ecan substantiate what he says
I am doing.

For his edification I would like to take
a moment and explain what it is I am
doing.

The Amendment To End the War Com-
mittee and sundry allied groups are
running on television a number of slick,
professional prepared spots aimed at con-
vincing American citizens that, if the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment does not
pass, the war in Vietnam will continue
indefinitely.

Now, I happen to disagree with that
premise. Like Senators HATFIELD and Mc-
Govern I, foo, want peace. But like Presi-
dent Nixon, I want peace, not a pullout.
I want a peace with honor and justice.
So, do most of the Members of the Senate.
For that reason, I have asked those TV
stations running the McGovern-Hatfield
spots for time to reply under the fair-
ness doctrine, which states that both
sides of any controversial issue must be
fairly presented.

I will have more to say about this in a
later speech, but now I wish to get on with
Mr. Gerlach’s letter.

His next paragraph warns me that if
I am successful in gaining equal time
under the fairmess doctrine, that many
so-called peace groups will have the
right to seek equal time to reply to me.

Now this may be, however, most of
them are associated in some manner with
the Amendment To End the War Com-
mittee. If they have a right to time I do
not begrudge it to them. But I do resent
being warned against seeking time to
reply to McGoOVERN-HATFIELD on the
grounds that other so-called peace
groups will then get more free time.

Finally, Mr. President, Mr. Gerlach
tells me he is enclosing a recent Com-
mission opinion on the matter because—

I thought you might like to bring your-
self up to date.

The inference is obvious in that last
snide remark. Mr. President, I should
like to pose a question: How can we ex-
pect impartial and honest interpretations
of the broadeasting code and of the laws
when we depend on FCC employees who
show an obvious antagonism toward some
Members of the Senate and an equally
obvious bias against the views they
espouse.

I strongly believe, Mr. President, that
Mr. Gerlach is a detriment to the Fed-
eral Communications Commission and
has placed himself in a position where he
is unable to serve honestly or effectively.

Incidentally, I should point out here
that he is not what he implies. Though
he calls himself Mr. Johnson’s legal as-
sistant, files at the Commission show that
he was graduated from Harvard this
summer, is not a member of the bar, and
is, in fact, classified as a “legal trainee.”

It is obvious, Mr. President, that his
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training has included courses in neither
manners nor veracity.

I do not call for his resignation, Mr.
President. I do not believe he should be
offered that chance. I do call, however,
on Commissioner Johnson to fire him in
the best interests of the Commission and
the industry it serves if Commissioner
Johnson is unaware of his letter.

If Commissioner Johnson was aware of
the letter when it was written, then I be-
lieve he should examine his own con-
science carefully to see if he can continue
to serve as an effective and unbiased
member of the Commission.

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr,
Gerlach's letter printed in the Recorb.

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

FEDERAL COMMUNICATION COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 30, 1970.

Hon. RoBERT DOLE,

U.S. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR DOLE: I read with interest in
the July 27, 1970, issue of Broadcasting of
your campaign to get pro-war spots on sta-
tions across the country.

Ironically, there are many peace groups in
the country who wish you well, for if you can
establish yourselves under the Fairness Doc-
trine you will in turn help achieve access to
the media for peace groups such as San Fran-
cisco Women for Peace, the Baltimore
Friends, and Businessmen Against the War.
These groups and many meore have prepared
spots ready to roll—all they mneed is your
interpretation of the Falrness Doetrine.

You'll find enclosed a recent Commission
opinion on the matter. I thought you might
like to bring yourself up to date.

Sincerely,
Gary G. GERLACH,
Legal Assistant to Commissioner Johnson.

FROM EXECU-

COMMUNICATIONS
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

REPORT ON LoAN TO Corn Bert Power Co-
OPERATIVE, HuMmeoLDT, Iowa

A letter from the Administrator, Rural
Electrification Administration, reporting,
pursuant to Senate Report No. 497, on the
approval of a loan to the Corn Belt Power
Cooperative of Humboldt, Iowa for financing
certain generation, transmitting and related
facilities (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON LOAN To CENTRAL Iowa POWER
COOPERATIVE, MARION, Iowa

A letter from the Administrator, Rural
Electrification Administration, reporting,
pursuant to Senate Report No. 497, on the
approval of a loan to the Central Iowa Power
Cooperative of Marion, Iowa, for financing
certaln generation, transmission and related
facilities (with an accompanuying paper); to
the Committee on Appropriations.

ProPosED DisTrRICT OF COLUMBIA MOTOR
VEHICLE SAFETY AcT oF 1970

A letter from the Assistant to the Commis-
sioner, Executive Office, Government of the
District of Columbia, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to amend the Motor
Vehicle SBafety Responsibility Act of the Dis-
trict of Columbia and the Distriet of Colum-
bia Traffic Act of 1925, in order to promote
increased traffic safety, and for other purposes
(with accompanying papers; to the Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia.
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REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting pursuant to
law, a report on the assurances needed that
cost of the Celio-Mead transmission line
project will be recovered, Department of the
Interior, dated August 5, 1970 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the opportunity for acceler-
ating construction and reducing cost of low-
rent housing, Department of Housing and
Urban Development, dated August 4, 1970
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore (Mr,
ALLEN) announced that on today, Au-
gust 5, 1970, he signed the enrolled bill (S.
2484) to amend the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937 to author-
ize marketing agreements providing for
the advertising of papaya, which had
previously been signed by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, without
amendment:

S. 4083. A bill to modify and enlarge the
authority of Gallaudet College to maintain
and operate the Kendall School as a dem-
onstration elementary school for the deaf to
serve primarily the National Capital region,
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 81-1070).

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, with
amendments:

S. 3418. A blll to amend the Public Health
Service Act to provide for the making of
grants to medical schools and hospitals to
assist them in establishing special depart-
ments and programs in the field of family
practice, and otherwise to encourage and
promote the training of medical and para-
medical personnel in the field of family med-
icine (Rept. No. 91-1071).

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on Rules
and Administration, with amendments:

S.704. A bill to amend the Act of October
15, 1966 (80 Stat. 953; 20 U.S.C, 65a), relating
to the National Museum of the Smithsonian
Institution, so as to authorize additional
:.%)prc;priaﬂon; to the Smithsonian Institu-

on for carry out the purposes of sai
(Rept. No. 91—1(?'?2) . : gk

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
without amendment:

S. Res. 431. Resolution to print as a Senate
document the report “Manpower and Train-
ing Needs for Air Pollution Control” (Rept,
No. 91-1073) ;

o S. E;.ei; 43:5 ?‘.esolut-inn to provide addi-
onal fun or the Commi -
omp ol ttee on Appro

S. Res. 437. Resclution authorizing the
printing of additional copies of part 1 of
hearings by the Committee on Commerce on
"ansumer Profection” (Rept. No. 91-1074);
an

S.Res. 438. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additional coples of part 2 of
hearings by the Committee on Commerce on
“Consumer Protection” (Rept. No. 91-1075).

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time and, by ous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:
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By Mr. INOUYE:

S.4187. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
the Army to convey certain lands at Fort
Ruger Military Reservation, Hawaill, to the
State of Hawall in exchange for certain other
lands; to the Committee on Armed Services.

(The remarks of Mr. INouYE when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the Record
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. GRAVEL:

B.4188. A bill to amend title 23, United
States Code, relating to highways, in order
to authorize the construction of marine high-
way facllities as part of the Federal-ald pri-
mary or secondary system; to the Committee
on Public Works.

(The remarks of Mr. GravEL when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the Record
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. 8COTT:

S.4189. A bill to amend the Communica-
tlons Act of 1934 to provide for television
broadcasting of certain evening proceedings
of the House of Congress; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S. 4190. A bill to amend Section 235 of the
Housing Act of 1968; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

(The remarks of Mr., CransToN when he
introduced the bill appear later in the Record
under the appropriate heading.)

S. 4187 —INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO CONVEY CERTAIN LANDS TO
THE STATE OF HAWAIIL

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill that would authorize an ex-
change of land between the State of
Hawaii and the Department of the Army.

The Army land involved in this ex-
change is located at Fort Ruger on Oahu
and consists of approximately 57 acres
located near the State-administered
Leahi Hospital. In exchange for this par-
cel of land, the State will transfer to
the Army approximately 700 acres near
the Tripler Army Hospital. Two hun-
dred and twenty-five acres of this land
can be used for housing, of which 180
will be so utilized.

This transfer is important to the well-
being of my State, and I believe that this
bill merits the sympathetic consideration
of the Congress. It is the hope of uni-
versity officials that the Fort Ruger site
will become the location of the State
medical complex, which will include the
University of Hawaii School of Medicine,
hospital, and laboratories. Some of these
facilities already exist, but an expansion
of the center will require a large increase
in the number of buildings. Medical of-
ficials hope that the construction of the
medical complex will enable the uni-
versity to expand its program. In this
era of a severe shortage of medical per-
sonnel, I think this goal should be en-
couraged by the Congress.

The land which the Army will in turn
receive is located close to Tripler Army
Hospital. It is actually a much larger
tract and is better suited for military
housing than Fort Ruger, which is sev-
eral miles away across the city of Hono-
lulu, since it is closer to the major mili-
tary bases.

The land to be transferred to the Army
is currently owned by a Hawaiian estate.
The Hawaiian Legislature has already
demonstrated its commitment to this
project by giving the State authority and
funds to purchase the land that will be
transferred.
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This bill will cost the Federal Govern-
ment nothing. Under the terms of my
bill, the exchange must be equivalent in
value. However, since the State will also
be required to prepare the land in a
manner similar to the site which the
Army is surrendering, the actual cost to
the State for purchase and preparatory
services will be more than the market
value of the Fort Ruger site. Appraisals
and negotiations are currently being
undertaken now.

The objective of this bill is important.
I hope that the Congress will give the
measure its sympathetic and rapid
approval.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. ALLEN). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 4187) to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to convey certain
lands at Fort Ruger Military Reserva-
tion, Hawaii, to the State of Hawaii in
exchange for certain other lands, intro-
duced by Mr. INOUYE, was received, read
twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services.

S. 4188—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
RELATING TO THE CONSTRUC-
TION OF MARINE HIGHWAY FA-
CILITIES

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I intro-
duce legislation to authorize the con-
struction of marine highway facilities
as part of the Federal-aid primary and
secondary highway systems.

The pressing need for this legislation
became evident during the joint Com-
merce/Public Works Committee hear-
ings in Juneau, Alaska, on July 10, 1970.
However, this legislation would also have
application in many other areas of the
Nation.

In 1963, the State of Alaska took a
bold step in enlarging the range of its
surface transportation system—the ini-
tiation of the Alaska Marine Highway.
The system was first instituted in south-
east Alaska, a region where the glaciers
and mountains of the mainland and is-
lands of the Alexander Archipelago have
made conventional vehicular transpor-
tation between communities either pro-
hibitively expensive or physically impos-
sible. In 1964, another segment of the
system was initiated in southcentral
Alaska,.

The first four ferries used on the
Alaska Marine Highway, plus the neces-
sary terminal facilities, were financed by
an $18 million bond issue authorized by
Alaska voters in 1960. In 1966, the State’s
voters approved a further expenditure of
$15.56 million for the purchase of two ad-
ditional vessels, the lengthening of an
existing vessel, and new and expanded
docking facilities.

The Alaska Marine Highway was con-
ceived and is now operating as a sub-
stitute for conventional Federal-aid
highways. At the present time, it pro-
vides the only means of vehicular travel
between communities in southeast
Alaska, including to and from the State
capital; between Kodiak and the main-
land; between Seldovia and road-con-
nected towns on the Kenal Peninsula;
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and between isolated communities on the
Gulf of Alaska.

Much of Alaska’s basic industry, par-
ticularly its fisheries and wood products
segments, is located in relatively isolated
coastal communities. Since statehood,
these towns have expanded rapidly and
their need for regular vehicular trans-
portation to enable the movement of
goods and personnel became increasingly
evident. Yet, because of a variety of
physical barriers, conventional highway
and bridge connections were either not
immediately feasible or were beyond ex-
isting technology. A Marine Highway
System was therefore selected by the
State as the only financially feasible
means of connecting these isolated
coastal communities with existing “nor-
mal” highway routes.

The Marine Highway System was ini-
tiated as a transportation service in the
same manner that a formal highway
would be constructed, not primarily as
a moneymaking venture. The system is
presently being subsidized by the State
at an annual rate of approximately $2
million. However, if the capacity of the
major—Southeast—route is not ex-
panded to meet rising demand and to
provide a means of increasing revenue,
the State will find it increasingly difficult
to maintain a tolerable subsidy level.

In short, the system is a substitute for
Federal-aid highways and, as such,
should be authorized funding under title
23 of the United States Code relating to
highways. It has become an integral part
of Alaska’s transportation network,

serving as the “wheels” not only for the

movement of Alaskan goods and serv-
ices, but also for increasing numbers of
tourists visiting our State.

The Marine Highway System has pro-
vided a successful demonstration of the
potential of such a system. However,
Alaska’s citizens have expended more
than $33 million, unmatched by any Fed-
eral contribution, for capital improve-
ments in the system and are currently
subsidizing it at a rate of approximately
$2 million per year as a substitute for
highway linkages which do not exist.

Marine highway facilities are a vital
and essential element in vehicular trans-
portation, not only in Alaska but also
in many other areas of the country. As
such, they are deserving of assistance
under the Federal aid to Highways pro-
gram for the construction of new ves-
sels, for the building of loading ramps
and bridges, and for comprehensive long-
range planning of the various systems in
relation to existing and future land high-
way routes and to the general vehicular
movement of ‘traffic on the Nation's
waterways.

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

The bill (S.4188) to amend title 23,
United States Code, relating to high-
ways, in order to authorize the construc-
tion of marine highway facilities as part
of the Federal-aid primary or secondary
system, introduced by Mr. GRAVEL, was
received, read twice by its title and re-
ferred to the Committee on Public Works.
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S. 4190—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO AMEND SECTION 235 OF THE
HOUSING ACT OF 1968

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, in
1968 the Congress passed and the Presi-
dent signed into law the Housing and Ur-
ban Development Act of 1968. As you
know, there are many innovative and
constructive provisions in that act.

One of the most creative provisions is
contained in section 235. Under that sec-
tion, low-income persons with little or no
cash are given the opportunity to fulfill
the American dream of homeownership.

The mortgage on the so-called 235
homes are insured by FHA and all of
the interest on the mortgage but 1 per-
cent is paid by FHA. This FHA interest
subsidy allows a low-income person to
move into a home with no more than
$200 as a downpayment.

Clearly, the program has provided an
opportunity for many families to own
homes who otherwise would not have that
opportunity.

Since the passing of the Housing Act
of 1968, more than $165,000,000 has been
spent by FHA for the purchase of new
and existing housing under section 235.

This represents a total of 186,756 units
which were purchased with the assist-
ance of section 235 funds.

In my home State of California, over
$11.3 million has been expended since
1968 for section 235 subsidies. The actual
housing represented by this figure is 12,-
508 units.

Although a large percentage of the
funds spent under section 235 were for
the construction of new housing, a sub-
stantial amount of this money was used
to assist families to buy existing dwell-
ings.

Since 1968 a total of $22,856,562 was
used to assist families to purchase ex-
isting housing, representing a total of
29,743 units assisted throughout the
country.

In California, $2,511,600 was used for
FHA mortgage subsidies on existing
housing under section 235.

With these funds—9,758 new units
were assisted and—2,760 existing units
were assisted.

Last Thursday, Congressman WRIGHT
Parman revealed that many of the exist-
ing dwellings sold throughout the coun-
try under section 235 were substandard.
Moreover, he revealed that large profits
were being made on these dwellings by
speculators.

I am shocked that the FHA has al-
lowed funds appropriated by the Con-
gress to help eliminate slums to be used
instead to perpetuate slums.

There is no excuse for one penny of
the taxpayers’' money to go into the
pocket of speculators while many of our
low-income persons are again—under
the guise of a Federal program—denied
the opportunity to live in a decent home.

FHA appraisers have the primary re-
sponsibility to make sure that a home
sold under 235 is not over appraised.
Clearly if some speculators are making
a 100-percent profit on 235 homes as
charged by Congressman PATMAN, some-
one at FHA has fallen down on the job.

The law is clear that the Secretary
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shall prescribe regulations to prevent
profiteering by speculators in housing as-
sisted under section 235. Section 235(g)
reads as follows:

The Secretary shall prescribe such regu-
lations as he deems necessary to assure that
the sales price of, or other consideration paid
in connection with, the purchase by a home-
owner of the property with respect to which
assistance payments are to be made is not
increased above the appraised value on which
the maximum mortgage which the Secre-
tary will insure is computed.

I would hope that Secretary Romney
of HUD and Commissioner Gulledge of
FHA will take immediate steps to see to
it that the mandate of Congress con-
tained in section 235(g) is carried out.

In addition to the responsibility of
preventing undue profits on section 235
homes, I believe that FHA also has the
responsibility of insuring that any home
purchased under that section is a decent
safe and habitable place to live. For too
long we have allowed cruel hoaxes to be
played on the poor and downtrodden in
our society. I for one feel that the hoaxes
must be stopped.

As noted by Congressman PATMAN,
many families purchasing homes under
section 235 have upon moving into their
homes discovered unsafe and unhealthy
conditions. Many of these homes have
unsafe wiring, unsafe and leaky roofs,
peeling paint, cracked foundations and
floors, and lack fundamental facilities
in the bathroom.

Clearly, we cannot continue to allow
taxpayers’ dollars or buyers hard earned
savings and salaries to be squandered on
homes which contain fundamental de-
fects.

Today, I am introducing legislation
which is intended to make sure that any
existing home purchased under section
235 is in good condition.

Under section 1 of my bill, the seller of
an existing dwelling under section 235
is required to give a warranty to the
buyer that the dweling being sold com-
plies with all health, safety and zoning
requirements of State and local law.
Moreover, the seller must warrant that
the dwelling complies with any addition-
al requirements set forth by FHA.

Under section 2 of my bill, if an exist-
ing dweling sold under section 235 is
found in the breach of the warranty re-
quired under section 1, the FHA is re-
quired to reimburse the purchaser for
any reasonable expenditures which he
may incur in correcting the defects.

The last section of the bill requires
the seller of any existing dwelling under
section 235 to deliver to the purchaser a
written statement of the appraised value
and a notation of any condition in the
building needing repair.

I know that the legislation I am intro-
ducing today will not guarantee every
purchaser of a section 235 house that it
will be free from all defects.

However, I do feel that this legislation
will encourage sellers of 235 housing to
take steps to remedy known defects be-
fore their houses are marketed.

I hope and trust that the overall ef-
fect of this legislation will be to get more
families in decent housing at reasonable
prices.
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Mr. President, I 'ask unanimous
consent that the text of my bill be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SceweIker) . The bill will be received
and appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the bill will be printed in the
Recorb. 25

The bill (S. 41907 to amend section
235 of the Housing Act of 1968, intro-
duced by Mr. CrRANSTON, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

5. 4190

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress asembled, S. 235 is
amended by adding at the end thereof, a
new subsection as follows:

“{m) with respect to housing assisted
under this section, be it enacted that—

“1. Where the mortgage involves an exist-
ing dwelling the seller or such other person
as may be required by the Secretary shall
deliever to the mortgagor a warranty that
the dwelling complies with the requirements
of all state laws, or local ordiances or regu-
lations, relating to the public health or
safety, zoning or otherwise, which may be
applicable thereto and that it complies with
the requirements of any standards made ap-
plicable thereto by the Secretary.

“2. If an existing dwelling financed by
& mortgage insured under this Section con-
tains defective conditions in breach of the
warranty required under paragraph (1) of
this subsection, the Secretary shall compen-
sate the purchaser for the reasonable expend-
itures required to correct such defective con-
ditions and may recover from the seller such
amounts pald to the purchaser.

“3. With respect to any existing dwelling,
the seller, or any other person designated by
the Secretary, shall deliver to the mortgagor
prior to the completion of the sale along
with a written statement of the appraised
value a notation of any conditions in the
butlding needing repair or any similiar draw-
backs considered by the Secretary in arriv-
ing at the appraised value. The Secretary
shall make available to the seller or other
designated person all information needed to
make the required notation.”

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A BILL

8. 37

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the next
printing, the name of my colleague from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeE) be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 37, to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to econstruct and
operate and maintain the Polecat Bench
area of the Shoshone extensions unit,
Missouri River Basin project, Wyo., and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScuHwEIKER) . Without objeetion, it is so
ordered.

SENATE RESOLUTION 439—RESOLU-
TION REPORTED TO PAY A
GRATUITY TO AUBREY P. WILK-
ERSON, JOHN P. WILEERSON, DAN-
IEL S. WILKERSON, DAVID J, WIL-
KERSON, AND OLVIN M. WILKER-
SON

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, reported the following original
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resolution (S. Res. 439);
placed on the calendar:
S. Res. 439
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
hereby is authorized and directed to pay,
from the contingent fund of the Senate, to
Aubrey P. Wilkerson, John P. Wilkerson,
Daniel 8. Wilkerson, and David J. Wilker-
son, sons; and to Olvin H. Wilkerson, step-
son of Eleanora V. Wilkerson, an employee
of the Senate at the time of her death, a
sum to each equal to one-fifth of one year's
compensation at the rate she was recelving
by law at the time of her death, sald sum
to be considered Iinclusive of funeral ex-
penses and all other allowances,

which was

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A CON-
CURRENT RESOLUTION

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 74

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from
Maine (Mr. Muskie), I ask unanimous
consent that, at the next printing, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CuurcH) be added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 74, to affect
the treatment of prisoners in South Viet-
nam.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
riams of New Jersey). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 820

Mr. McGOVERN (for himself and Mr.
GoobpeLL) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize ap-
propriations during the fiscal year 1971
for procurement of aircraft, missiles,
naval vessels, and tracked combat vehi-
cles, and other weapons, and research,
development, test, and evaluation for the
Armed Forces, and to prescribe the au-
thorized personnel strength of the Se-
lected Reserve of each Reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

(The remarks of Mr. McGovERN when
he submitted the amendment appear
earlier in the Recorp under the appropri-
ate heading.)

AMENDMENT NO. 821

Mr. BROOKE submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him,
to House bill 17123, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF
1970—AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENTS NOS. 822 AND 823

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia submitted
two amendments, intended to be pro-
posed by him, to the bill (H.R. 17550) to
amend the Social Security Act to provide
increases in benefits, to improve compu-
tation methods, and to raise the earnings
base under the old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance system, to make im-
provements in the medicare, medicaid,
and maternal and child health programs
with emphasis upon improvements in the
operating effectiveness of such programs,
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and for other purposes, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance and
ordered to be printed.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON ENFORCE-
MENT OF THE FEDERAL COAL
MINE HEALTH AND SAFETY ACT

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, last year Congress enacted the
most comprehensive coal mine health
and safety law in the Nation's history.
Since enactment, however, there have
been numerous complaints about the en-
forcement of this law. In fact, it has been
alleged by many of the men who work
in the mines that they were better off
under the old inadequate law than un-
der an improperly enforced new law.

In June, these grievances led to a se-
ries of work stoppages in the coal fields
of Pennsylvania. At that time, the sub-
committee held hearings in Washington,
Pa. and Centerville, Pa., at which time I
heard firsthand from the miners the
complaints about the administration of
the law.

Fortunately for the Nation's power
supply those work stoppages ceased
shortly after our hearings.

I have also met with coal miners here
in my office and most recently in Charles-
ton, W. Va., where the subcommittee
held hearings last week. I might also note
that a work stoppage was in progress in
West Virginia's coal fields at that time.
Since then, it is reported that most
mines are back in operation.

It is my understanding that since the
enactment of the law, the Bureau of
Mines had conducted fewer inspections
than in the same period last year. And,
unfortunately, there have heen more
fatal injuries than in the same period as

.last year. This is completely inexplica-

ble to me and eannot continue.

The Subcommittee on Labor, in ful-
filling its legislative overview responsi-
bilities, will hold hearings on the en-
forcement of the Federal Coal Mine
Health and Safety Act of 1969 at 9:30
a.m. on Thursday, August 6 in room
4232, and Friday, August 7, in room 4200.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

SENATE INTERNS VISIT HOSPITAL-
IZED VETERANS

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, acting on
their own initiative, a group of Senate
interns has organized a visit to our hos-
pitalized veterans at Walter Reed Hos-
pital this Saturday.

The interns have enlisted the support
of several Senators, some of whom will
accompany them to the hospital on
Saturday.

The organizers and the other interns
who have indicated they will go to the
hospital are deserving of the highest
commendation. Whether this endeavor
receives publicity is beside the point, al-
though I hope they do get some press
notice. What is important is that young
people are demonstrating in clear and
unmistakable terms that they care. Their
concern is being expressed in their will-
ingness to give up the beach or a sight-
seeing trip in order to bring some friend-
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liness and warmth to the lives of these
veterans, hospitalized and far away from
relatives and friends.

The undertaking involves no politics;
it crosses partisan lines, as it should.
They come from offices both of Republi-
cans and Democratic Senators. They
have the support both of Democrats and
Republicans, including Senators MUSKIE,
BrookEe, PErcy, HuGHES, FonG, GOODELL,
BELLMON, CRANSTON, MURPHY, SAXBE,

SCHWEIKER, and MANSFIELD.
I would urge that all Senators support
this worthy endeavor.

WASTE IN GOVERNMENT
SPENDING

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ex-
posing waste in Government spending is
perhaps one of the most important en-
deavors that could be undertaken. One
who has undertaken that chore with the
greatest effectiveness is the able and dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
ProxMmiIrg) . Last Sunday’s edition of the
Boston Globe featured an article about
BiLr. ProxMIRe’'s outstanding efiorts in
this department, comparing his record
with that achieved by President Truman
during the wartime investigations into
Government contracts while still a Sena-
tor.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle, entitled, “Will Proxmire Follow in
Truman's Footsteps?” be printed in the
RECORD.

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

WiLr ProxMIRE FoLLOw IN TRUMAN'S
FooTSTEPS?

Back in World War II, Sen. Harry S. Tru-
man first came to national attention because
he was the tireless chairman of a Senate
committee that investigated scandals arising
from war contracts. His effective work in
keeping to a minimum the waste of taxpay-
ers’ money resulted in his becoming Vice
President in 1945 and entering the White
House the same year.

If exposing the waste of billions of dollars
in Defense Department funds still means
anything, Sen. William Proxmire (D-Wis.)
could be in a fair way to repeat Mr. Truman’s
performance. Just as tireless and effective
as was Mr. Truman, Sen. Proxmire has been
at it for years.

Tomorrow the General Accounting Office
will issue a 121-page report revealing that the
Federal government’s own watchdog is un-
able even to estimate how many billions of
gallons of fuel supplies sent to Southeast
Asia are missing or stolen. The report is the
result of an investigation requested by Sen.
Proxmire after receiving a letter from John
McGee.

McGee is, or was, a clvillan oil inspector
for the Navy who had earlier uncovered,
while stationed in Bangkok, the theft of
millions of dollars worth of US fuel in Thai-
land. His “reward” was a transfer with prac-
tically no warning, to make-work job in Ar-
lington, Va. There he described himself as
“radlioactive” and sald, *They won't look at
me. They won't talk to me.” Only pressure
from Sen. Proxmire's office won him a long-
overdue promotion recently, but he is still
regarded as a black sheep.

In the coming weeks the US Senate will
be hearing about more such scandals as it
begins sustained debate on a bill authorizing
$19.2 billion in weapons procurement and
Pentagon research in the current fiscal year.
Expenditures for ABM and MIRV missiles will
be part of it.
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Last week the Administration prepared in
two ways for that debate. It made public the
report of a presidential commission calling
for & major overhaul of the Pentagon. And
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird ordered
that his department adopt a “fly before buy™
policy, to make sure that a prototype of a
weapons system actually works before going
into production with it,

This action, perhaps unintentionally, spoke
volumes about what has been wrong for so
long with the Pentagon. And while he nat-
urally did not name Sen. Proxmire, the lat-
ter has been a persistent critic of the Pen-
tagon’s procurement policies and, in partic-
ular, of the Lockheed situation.

The subject of the Lockheed Aircraft Cor-
poration is sure to come up in the Senate
debate. Lockheed, the nation's No. 1 defense
contractor, is in serious financial trouble,
and the appropriation bill includes a highly
controversial $200 million “contingency
fund" for Lockheed which 24 of the nation’'s
major banks are insisting on before loaning
Lockheed another $100 million which they
want the government to guarantee.

Sen. Proxmire has vowed to fight both the
loan guarantee and the $200 million appro-
priation.

It should be gquite a battle. And it may
well go to the very roots of the military-
industrial complex against which President
Eisenhower warned the nation in his Fare-
well Address a decade ago,

One can read the sordid detalls of the
Lockheed scandal In the Aug. 1 issue of The
New Republic. It is a story of costs far in
excess of those agreed on, with the govern-
ment balling out the firm every time. Lock-
heed's C-5A jet transport program was an
unmitigated disaster, with at least $1.5 bil-
lion of its $2 billion cost overrun clearly
avoidable. “Thus far,” reports James G. Phil-
lips, “the Alr Force has spent $2.5 billion on
the program and has received one operable
plane!" Is it any wonder Secretary Laird now
speaks of “fly before buy"?

Perhaps even worse than the waste of
money was what happened to those who
merely reported it to their superlors, Air
Force Col. Joe Warren first blew the whistle
as a cost-efliciency expert four years ago. He
kept it up. Finally orders were cut sending
him to Addis Ababa. This was blocked by
friends, but he was still removed from the
Lockheed program and assigned to a Penta-
gon computer manager job. Col, Larry M.
Killpack was transferred to Vietnam. Col.
Jack W. Tooley, a clvillan adviser who had
reported incredible loafing and inefliciency,
quit in disgust.

Throughout all this, the press was de-
liberately bamboozled. Finally A. E. Fitz-
gerald, the Pentagon's deputy for manage-
ment systems, was asked to testify before
Congress, and the Pentagon hit the panic
button, warning him his testimony “would
leave blood on the floor.” It tried to substi-
tute another witness, but Proxmire ignored
the latter and called Fitzgerald, who con-
firmed Proxmire's estimate of the $2 billion
overrun. Fitzgerald was immediately removed
from the program, and later fired.

With the Senate debate now begun, the
nation has not heard the last of the Lock-
heed scandal. Nor has it heard the last of
Sen. Proxmire. He is a modest man and his
official biography in the latest Congressional
Record says only: “William Proxmire, Demo-
crat, of Wisconsin; married to Helen Hodges
Sawall.”

Some day it may be longer than that.

AIR POLLUTION: THE MENACE
GROWS, BUT STILL NO ACTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
morning’s Washington Post contains a
number of excellent articles which re-
fleet the truly frightening state of af-
fairs in which we find ourselves regard-
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ing the pollution of our air. For some
time, now, we have heard ominous warn-
ings that we were facing an air pollution
crisis. At first, these warnings made in-
_teresti._ng news. People talked about them
in ominous tones. Soon, however, these
warnings began to lose their freshness,
and we began to lose interest. Ecology
and the whole issue of the environment
was labeled as just another fad—an is-
sue, which like all others appears briefly
in the press, and then fades away as
everyone loses interest. This process goes
unnoticed with most issues. Unfortu-
ngtely. some issues do not just go away.
Air pollution is one of them. Despite all
our claims that we have lost interest in
the issue, air pollution continues to get
worse.

Several articles in this morning’s Post
point up the immediate threat. The first,
an excellent commentary by Nicholas
von Hoflman, reviews our efforts to date
to curb air pollution, In the articles, Mr.
Hoffman recounts the complete failure
of these efforts. The lack of progress is
truly appalling. In another article, en-
tiled “Air, Water Pollution Warnings Is-
sued,” the problem was brought down to
the local level. According to the Metro-
bolitan Washington Coalition for Clean
Air, we can expect much worse smog dur-
ing the coming months than we experi-
enced last week. A shift in weather pat-
terns will lead to massive buildups of pol-
lutants which could last for weeks.
Finally, an editorial entitled “Clean Air
and Automobility,” pointed up the need
for immediate action by the District
government to restrict the operation of
automobiles within the downtown area.

I ask unanimous consent that these
three excellent articles be printed in the
Recorn. I commend them to all Mem-
bers of Congress who are concerned
a_bout the need for strong, decisive ac-
tion to curb air pollution before it is
too late.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

AR, WATER PoOLLUTION WARNINGS ISSUED:
RivER SPoRTS HAZARDOUS

(By Stuart Auerbach)

Washington health officlals warned yester-
day against water skiing or other sports that
put & person in contact with water from the
polluted Potomac River and other local
waterways.

Health Director Dr. Raymond L. Standard
also cautioned against eating fish caught in
the river unless they are thoroughly cooked
to kill any potential germs.

“I wouldn't eat them,"” sald Arnold Speiser,
who is in charge of the city's water quallty
control program.

Although Potomac pollution has been an
issue for more than 20 years and swimming
has been banned there for at least that long,
yesterday’s statement is the strongest warn-
ing yet by a local health agency to restrict
water sports on the river.

The health officials singled out four areas
on the Potomac where they said untreated
sewage flows into the river. Standard sald
much of this is caused by mixing of sanitary
and storm sewage in an overloaded sewer
system, “due in part to the expanding subur-
ban population” whose sewage flows into
District facilities.

These areas are:

The foot of 36th Street NW., where a con-
tinuous discharge of sewage has flowed for a
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month into the river just west of Thomp-
son’s Boat Center.

Water Street NW, at Potomac and 36th
Btreets.

27th and I Streets NW., where the overflow
goes into Rock Creek on its way to the
Potomac.

13th Street and Ridge Place SE, where ob-
structions such as sticks and rags cause oc-
casional overflows into the Anacostia River.

“These areas should be avoided by boaters
and fishermen, and parents are urged to cau-
tion their children accordingly,” Standard
sald.

Speiser sald the water in the Potomac and
other rivers in the area is so polluted that no
one should let his body come in contact with
it.

He specifically listed swimming, wading,
and water skiing as “water contact sports”
to be avoided, and added that saillng and
canoeing constitute “a gray area.” Some sall-
boats and kayaks, he sald, sit so low in the
water that people In them “approach water
contact.”

Tests in the Potomac show that a fecal
bacteria found in raw sewage is more than
10 times the allowable limit for human con-
tact with water.

Spiser sald there should be no more than
200 fecal coliform (a bacteria found in the
human intestine) per 100 milliliters (one-
tenth of a quart) of water. The average
sample from the Potomac ranges from 2,000
to 3,000 organisms per milllliter,

FALL To BE HARDER ON LUNGS
(By Aaron Latham)

Respiratory illnesses were up sharply last
week when a noxious cloud of dirty air cov-
ered Washington, and clean-air crusaders
warned yesterday that this was only the be-
ginning,

They predicted that fall would be worse,
with longer, more severe air pollution crises.

The Metropolitan Washington Coalition
for Clean Alr told a press conference that
this fall and next spring weather conditions
will favor buildups of pollution blankets that
will e on Washington and other clties with-
out moving.

James Sullivan, Clean Ailr's weather ad-
viser, sald that in the summer the sun tends
to “burn off” pollution while winter brings
winds to clean the air.

But as the sun grows cooler this fall, he
predicted more and more stagnant masses of
polluted air.

Winter should bring some relief, but as the
winds die down, pollution is expected to in-
crease in the spring.

The gloomiest forecast was not for the im-
medlate future but for the next 15 years.

By 1985 half of all passengers will have to
ride buses or trains—not cars—if the city is
even to hold pollution at its current level, the
coalition said.

The coalition, an arm of the District Tuber-
culosis and Respiratory Disease Association,
reported that Prince Georges General Hos-
pital had 84 asthma patients brought to its
emergency room last week, double the weekly
average.

Children’s Hospital, Washington Medical
Center, Georgetown Hospital and the Wash-
ington Sanitarium and Hospital also re-
ported increases in emergency cases brought
on by dirty air.

The coalition sald that a check with private
physicians showed an Increase including
respiratory problems and eye irritation,

John S. Winder, director of the coalition,
sald that those seeking medical help rep-
resented only a small portion of the total
numbers who had health problems aggra-
vated by dirty air last week.

Last week's cloud of pollution was caused
by a temperature inversion. Normally the air
closest to the earth is warmer than that at
higher altitudes. As this warmer air rises
and cools, it carrfes away pollutants.
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But last week the cool air was on the bot-
tom while the warmer air rested on top like
& lid, trapping pollutants next to the earth.

There have always been inversions, espe-
cially in the fall and spring, but they did not
become pressure cookers for polluted air
until cars and industry began pouring forth
carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide and other
deadly wastes.

Last week, the Washington area recorded
some of the highest air pollution levels since
a coordinated monitoring system was estab-
lished three years ago.

The coalition sald that the District gov-
ernment asked both the Potomac Electric
and Power Co. and the Hopfenmaler render-
ing plant to cut back their activities but
that neither complied with the request.

The rendering plant said that it did shut
down for a short time last Tuesday but re-
fused to say how long.

Pepco said that they could not cut back
burning the coal and oil, which produces
their electricity, because their customers de-
manded a record amount of power last week,

The coalition, which opposes the con-
struction of the Washington freeway sys-
tem, predicted that by 1985 freeway traffic
would dump an additional 200 tons of pol-
lutants a day into the air.

Daniel Fisher of the coalition argued that
the proposed freeway system was in violation
of the National Environmental Policy Act
since to date it has not conducted the “study
of environmental impact' required by the
law,

THE POLITICS OF POLLUTION
(By Nicholas von Hoffman)

Each year the air grows worse, These past
few days New York, Philadelphia, and Balti-
more have been under gas attack. It happens
to every city in every season, and it's getting
worse. We can look forward to what our in-
effectual officialdom will call an “unfortunate
atmospheric incident,” a really horrible in-
version that seals off one of our major cities,
killing thousands of people at a crack rather
than what we have now—the invisible short-
ening of our life spans.

You will be reassured to know that, in the
event of such a contingency, the federal gov-
ernment is ready with no stand-by emergency
plans whatsoever. There is no preparation to
evacuate older people, infants, persons with
lung diseases or severe allerglic reaction to
the toxic gases which are replacing the at-
mosphere that millions of evolutionary years
have accustomed us to.

Although a chemical warfare attack
launched from Detroit's automobile factories
is much more a certainty than a Russian mis-
slle assault, our civil defense apparatus isn’t
plugged into any plan to repel environmental
assault. Washington is completely unready.

The annual budget for the National Air
Pollution Control Administration is $100 mil-
lion, which is less than what it costs to build
the flight deck of one of those militarily
useless atomiec aircraft carriers. Mr, Nixon,
Mr. Laird and many of our other officials who
style themselves leaders, yap like milk-starved
puppies about national security and, yet,
leave the nation defenseless against real and
immediate theats. We're ripe for an ecological
Pearl Harbor, and if it comes by air, the Na-
tlonal Air Pollution Control Administration
will have exactly 1,060 employees—counting
messenger boys and secretarles—to throw
into battle,

Although our officlals have spent billions
on early warning systems, DEW lines and
spy-in-the-sky satellites, no such system ex-
ists to monitor the quality of air over the
United States. Our computers are stuffed with
information about subversives, bad credit
risks and holders of public library cards, but
if the National Air Pollution Control Ad-
ministration wants to know what the breath-
ing is like in Boston, there's no automatic
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system of telemetry; they must phone up and
hope the municipal authorities are collect-
ing air samples, The NAPCA isn't national
and hasn’t got the power to control the
smoke given off by the District of Columbia
garbage Incinerators.

Like godless, international, materialistic
communism, bad air is a problem that can't
be licked at the local level. Washington must
do something, but in every aspect of the
problem, 1it's falling. New York City is
screaming it wants low-sulfur, North African
oil for its electric generating plants. But that
would mean loosening up on the oll quotas
and cutting high-sulfur, South American-
Rockefeller oil out of the market, so let
New York scream.

Between 60 and 80 per cent of air pollu-
tion is directly attributable to cars. The
Nixon administration killed off its suit
against the automobile manufacturers for
conspiring to withhold anti-smog devices,
deliberately settled out of court, leaving the
public with nothing but bronchifis and a
wracking cough.

The June issue of Environment points out
that cars could be made considerably less
hazardous to health if the manufacturers
were forbidden to outfit them with grand
prix racing motors: ‘“The major obstacle
facing the automoblle companies in their
attemptis to solve the emission problem is
their commitment to large automobiles,
with large, high-speed, high-compression en-
Eines. A change to smaller cars with smaller,
low-compression engines would accomplish
more than all of their anti-pollution efforts
to date.”

The Detroit engine not only throws more
garbage out of its exhaust into the air, but
also, the magazine says, demands the most
lethal kind of gasoline, which is loaded with
anti-knock compounds, high and low speed
additives, scavengers, deposit modifiers, anti-
oxidants, metal deactivators, anti-rust
agents, anti-icing agents, detergent additives
and lubricants. And we have to breathe all
of that bleep.

Beyond failing to regulate the death-deal~
ing capacity of automobiles, the fine gentle-
men who run the country are still hard at
work accommodating the monsters. Since
1947, the year we got serious about beginning
to choke ourselves to death, all the govern-
ments of the United States—local state and
national—have spent $249 billion on high-
ways. The largest single source of this money
is the inviolate Highway Trust Fund, which
is s0 holy that, in years when some of it is
left unspent, the Treasury is actually obliged
to pay interest on the unused portion of this
vast amount of dough which flows from the
federal tax on cars, tires, gas, etc.

Sen. Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis.) remarks that
no other governinent activity gets this kind
of treatment, not even the war budget. The
Senator has calculated that 75 per cent of
all the moey spent by the government on
transportation in the last generation has
gone into highways, while one per cent has
gone into urban mass transportation; yet
B4 per cent of all automobile driving is short
trips, commuting to work, going to the store,
taking the kids to school, the kind of things
that mass transit can do without rulning our
lungs.

CLEAN AIR AND AUTOMOBILITY

With smarting eyes we read last week that
Tokyo has a bad air pollution problem, too.
There is comfort in shared misery, But now
we read that Tokyo Is doing something about
it—it is banning all cars from 122 of its bus-
iest streets on Sundays, the busiest shopping
day in Japan—and we have yet to hear of
any drastlc new measures our lethargic city
is taking. Or the federal government, for that
matter. It would be tragic and irresponsible
if, just because, thank heaven, last week’'s
smog has cleared, our officials were to clear
their minds of its potential hazards as well.
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Hot air inversions and double inversions,
such as this city and the entire Atlantic
seacoast experienced last week, can recur at
any moment, meteorologists say. Hot, pol-
soned air can get trapped as easily as fresh
winds arise to dispel it. It can happen in fall
Just as it happened in summer,

‘We are therefore supporting the appeal of
Environmental Action, the antipollution
lobby that coordinated last April's Earth Day
(which in contrast to some, seemed to us &
wholly constructive “confrontation”) to work
toward curbing combustion engines in our
major downtown centers. Or rather, we sup-
port “pollution free” downtown areas “in
principle,” as the diplomats say, recognizing
that in actual fact this city, for one, is not
ready for any such drastic measure until the
Metro, ideally supplemented by steam-en-
gined buses, can bring people downtown to
enjoy the delights of car-free shopping and
city bustle—plus clean alr.

By “working toward” we don't mean more
evasive weaseling. We mean, first of all, that
this city and region take a hard look at the
instant lessons of Tokyo. One of them, it ap-
pears, 1s that by banning automobiles in just
one congested area, the downtown pollution
level has dropped to half the normal read-
ing. Tokyo has a lot of polluting industry.
Washington does not.

The other lesson is that banning cars from
shopping distriets, contrary to conventional
merchant wisdom, does not hurt but con-
slderably helps business. As city planner
Victor Gruen has argued for years, “Not even
8 Cadillac, has ever bought a nickel’s worth
of merchandise.” Car-free shopping streets,
as Fresno and more recently the merchants
along New York’s Fifth Avenue (where cars
are now banned on Saturdays) have found,
draw large crowds. People can crisscross freely
and shop on impulse. In Tokyo, sales ran as
much as 50 per cent above the usual figure.

What follows from these lessons is that we
can and should be far bolder and more deci-
sive about curbing the automobile, render-
ing it less noxious and returning downtown
streets to the people. Yes, we know. Our fed-
eral government 1s working on all this. But
there is also no doubt that local government,
in this area and elsewhere, can do more to
hasten the day when we can breathe freely

Why can't this eity, for instance, ban cars
from at least one downtown shopping street—
the F Street Mall seems ideal—on Saturdays,
as part of the “Go Downtown” promotion?
Why couldn’t the City Couneil pass an ordi-
nance to encourage, if not enforce, commuter
car pools? If we double the number of pas-
sengers in private automobiles, we automati-
cally halve the amount of carbon monoxide
in the air. Why can’t we pass local laws, as
the California State Senate did last year, that
prohibit the use of gasoline combustion en-
gines three years from now? And why, among
other things that might be done, can’t we de-
mand that Metro comstruction be speeded
with emergency funds? An increase of three
million tons of sulphur dioxide in the Wash-
ington area is surely an emergency.

We admit that such efforts may turn out
to be largely symbolic. But we are not yet
ready to admit that the declared will of citl-
zens as expressed by their local government
is but a futile gesture.

NATIONAL DISARMAMENT PRO-
GRAM IS DANGEROUS

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
an article published recently in the Ari-
zona Republic, columnist Joseph Alsop
reports that the United States is “ooz-
ing" into a program of national disarma-
ment so dangerous that it presages an
upset in the world power balance. Need-
less to say, the upset described by Mr.
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Alsop would be unfavorable to the
United States and beneficial to the So-
viet Union.

As he explains it:

The current crisis-center of the bad news,
of course, is to be found in the Middle East.
But in totality, the bad news consists of a
huge web of facts stretching from the Krem-
lin outward around most of the world.

The major point of Mr, Alsop’s article
is his belief that President Nixon is al-
most helpless in the face of these grim
facts.

The article is so important, that I ask
that it be printed in the REcorp.

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

Nixon's CHIEF FAILURE AS THE PRESIDENT

(By Joseph Alsop)

WasHINGTON.—"“Vietnam? Oh, that's the
only place where the news is really very
good!”

This literal quotation from a very high offi-
clal of the Nizxon administration is pretty
luridly revealing. It does not reveal untruth-
fulness, however. The news from Vietnam
really is very good, although it is little re-
ported and seldom understood. And before
the summer’'s end, with any luck at all, the
news from Vietnam should get a lot better.

What the quotation reveals, rather, is the
enormous difference between the way this
country’s affairs now look to the insiders and
the way the same affairs look to the outsider.
Here, in truth, is President Nixon's chief
failure in office to date.

The President is being blamed for all sorts
of other failures, with great vociferousness.
His failure to scuttle-and-run in Vietnam
has probably given the most displeasure; al-
though his failure to ignore military realitles,
pre-Cambodia, has aroused much indigna-
tion, too. Then Sen. Strom Thurmond says
he has failed the South. The Negro leaders
answer that he has failed the blacks. And so
it goes.

But a president’s primary task is to lead,
and especially to lead the country when the
going gets really rough. All the commonly
charged failures, cited above, have to do with
problems that will sort themselves out in
time, On present prospects, moreover, they
will sort themselves out without doing fatal
damage to this country or to any of this
country’'s vital interests overseas.

Meanwhile, the very bad news from all sorts
of places, except Vietnam, quite clearly
threatens to do fearful damage to this coun-
try and its vital interests overseas. This was
what the high official was thinking about
when he made the above remark.

Essentially, all this news concerns the truth
of an immense and appallingly dangerous up-
set in the whole world balance of power. This
upset will surely occur, moreover, unless the
United States does something drastic to stop
it.

The current crisls-center of the bad news,
of course, 1s to be found in the Middle
East. But in totality, the bad news consists
of a huge web of facts, stretching from the
Kremlin outward around most of the world.
This web will be tackled in a forthcoming
series in this space.

For present purposes, however, the impor-
tant point is the President’s apparent help-
lessness in the face of these grim {facts
that so horribly worry the insiders. It is as
though Vietnam had somehow:used up all
the President's time and largely exhausted
his resources of sturdiness and courage.

S0 we are dithering about the Middle East.
We are ocozing into a program of national
disarmament so grave that the Sixth Fleet
may have to be pulled out of the Mediter-
ranean. And in many other ways we are doing
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nothing about the huge web of facts above-
mentioned, although these facts clearly pre-
sage the kind of unfavorable upset in the
world-power balance that this country has
never in its history experienced.

In this situation, to be sure, the President
deserves both sympathy and understanding.
We are cozing Into the most dangerous kind
of national disarmament, for instance, for
two interacting causes, both very hard for
the President to tackle.

One cause is the built-in annual increase
in spending for social purposes, for which
the President and his budget-boss, George
Shultz, have got to find the money some-
where. The other cause is the concerted at-
tack on the national defense, from many
political quarters, which makes it far easler
to cut defense spending than any other
kind of spending.

Or take the main current crisis point, as
another illustration. In the Middle East, as
the Soviets themselves are passing the word,
this country faces a problem that is worse,
in some ways, than the problem that the
Eremlin created for itself by gambling on
the Cuban missiles. And if the problem is
not successfully solved, Israel will be the
first casualty, but the most vital American
and Western Interests will also be fatally
damaged.

Yet what would happen if the President
proclaimed a national emergency, reinforced
the Sixth Fleet and warned of possible mo-
bilization? Or what would happen Iif the
President asked for large increases in in-
direct taxation (as he would probably like
to do) In order to meet our defense and
soclal needs?

The fact Is that he now faces a dilemma
that resembles Stanley Baldwin's. But it is
better to tell a deaf country the plain truth,
and to ask an unwilling country to make the
needed efforts, than to choose the horn of
ﬁl;‘?ﬂma that Baldwin chose in the early

'S,

U.S. FRIGATE “CONSTELLATION”

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the old-
est American ship constructed for the
Navy, the U.S. frigate Constellation, ap-
pears to have another first. Since it was
decommissioned by the U.S. Navy in
1955, the ship has been under the sole
care of the citizens of Maryland. Unlike
the U.S.S. Constitution, which is still
commissioned and thus manned by Navy
personnel, the restoration of the U.S.
frigate Constellation is a civic project.

The Constellation, which was con-
structed in Baltimore, was launched in
1797, 9 weeks ahead of the Constitution.
By reading the ship’s log, one can follow
the course of American seapower.

It was the Constellation that captured
L’Insurgente and sank La Vengeance.
She carried the first marines to Tripoli
to end the maraudings of the Barbary
pirates, and her swiftness earned her
the nickname, “Yankee Race Horse.”

The proud ship is now open to visitors
at pier 4 in Baltimore. The Metropolitan
Civic Association and the Ensign C.
Markland Kelly, Jr., Memorial Post No.
174 of the American Legion, both of Bal-
timore, are working hard for the issu-
ance of a commemorative postage stamp
in 1972 in tribute to the 175th anniver-
sary of the Constellation. I am pleased
to have supported their efforts, and I am
hopeful that this distinguished vessel,
now a national historic landmark, will
be appropriately commemorated through
the issuance of a special stamp in 1972.
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OIL IMPORT QUOTAS: THE OIL
LOBBY'S FINEST HOUR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
month’s Washington Monthly contains
an excellent and revealing article on the
oil lobby by my Legislative Assistant,
Martin Lobel. The article cites chapter
and verse on the lobby’'s successful at-
tempts to maintain a massive Federal
subsidy for the oil industry consisting of
such devices as permitting the offsetting
of tax payments to foreign governments
against their Federal tax liability; al-
lowing all intangible costs of oil explora-
tion and development to be written off
for tax purposes in 1 year; condoning
State production controls which regulate
supply and demand rather than conserve
oil; and finally—the prineiple subject of
the article—regulating the importation
of cheaper foreign oil at great cost to
the American consumer.

Every thoughtful Senator will want to
read this article because it gives a clear
example of how an industry can buy
benefits worth billions with just a few
cents on the dollar through campaign
contributions to indvidual candidates as
well as the party in power. The article is
a very serious indictment of a system of
governing that permits a high pressure,
highly paid, lobby fto distort national
aims and purposes for its own selfish
ends through a misuse of such terms as
“in the national interest” and “for na-
tional security purposes.”

Fortunately the American people as
well as their elected representatives are
more than ever before looking behind
sloganeering labels for true substance.
We are all beginning to ask is this or that
or the other program truly in the na-
tional interest. Mr. Lobel's article shows
clearly that the oil industry fails this
test when it is applied to the import
quota program. I ask unanimous consent
that the article be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

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

RED, WHITE, BLUE AND GoLD: THE OI1L
IMPORT QUOTAS
(By Martin Lobel)

The American consumer pays high prices
for oll products so that the United States can
save its oil in the interest of mational secu-
rity—but the nation is using up its oil faster
than is the rest of the world.

The consumer pays more for oil so that
the ollmen will search more diligently for
oll—but they aren't spending as much time
looking as they used to.

The consumer is denied access to all but
a fraction of the cheap oll produced over-
seas by American companies—even though
the consumer, in his role as taxpayer, sub-
sidizes those companies’ payments to foreign
rulers for the right to extract that oil.

These are highlights of the oil import
quota system—a federal giveaway that has
grown to be by far the largest of the public
favors granted to the oil industry. The cur-
rent estimate 1s that oll quotas alone cost the
public 85 to &7 billion a year, and that the
bill will grow to at least $8.4 billion by 1980.
For the consumer at the gas pump that
means, today, close to an extra 5.7 cents a
gallon.

The expensive absurdities of the oil quotas
have not gone entirely unnoticed. Complaints
from consumer-oriented Senators, such as
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Hart, Kennedy, Muskie and Proxmire led in
1969 to the reluctant formation of a Presi-
dential task force to study oil imports. Early
this year the task force recommended a shift
from quotas to tariffs that would have re-
duced the amount of the giveaway. President
Nixon then sent the task force back to the
drawing board with instruections to report
again after the November election—ample
time for the oil industry to demonstrate its
generosity to Republican candidates. (Ample
time also for the oil lobby to work on Con-
gress for some addltional insurance. At pres-
ent, a simple executive order could alter or
abolish the program; but the ollmen have
already pushed a bill through the House
Ways and Means Committee which would re-
guire an act of Congress to change the quota
system,)

The struggle over the Import quotas is
taking place against the background of a long
government involvement in the oil industry,
an involvement that has always falled to
meet its stated objectives, but has always
met the desires of the industry. Each subsidy
obtained by the industry has only weakened
its ability to compete, requiring further sub-
sidy, so that the American oil business today
is an economic cripple dependent on govern-
ment support—a wealthy welfare case.

COME IN THE BACK DOOR

The history and operations of the oil im-
port quota program illustrate the ability of
special interests to get what they want by
administrative fiat and to retaln it because
few people are aware of what is going on.
Establshed 11 years ago by President Eisen-
hower, the program was Immediately decked
out in the unassailable armor of national se-
curity and later brought within the provi-
sions of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.
Ostenslbly, the restrictions imposed on the
importation of oil from abroad were for the
purpose of encouraging the development of
sufficient available domestic reserves to meet
any shortage caused by an Interruption in
the flow of foreign oil.

The real reason for the establishment of
the quota system was considerably less lofty.
It was simply that oilmen in the United
States were having trouble competing with
imported oil. Partly by design, American wells
produce at a comparatively slow rate; and the
result is that domestic crude oil costs East
Coast refineries roughly $3.90 a barrel, while
comparable oil from the Middle East costs
only about $2.25, including freight and
tariff.

Rather than argue for assistance on the
floor of Congress, under public serutiny, the
oil industry managed to prevail on President
Eisenhower to help them out through the
back door by means of an executive order.
Today, the industry is still careful to discuss
the program in the most plous of terms. “It
is almost Incredible,” wrote EKerryn King,
Texaco's vice president for public relations,
in a fund-raising letter not long ago, “how
many Congressmen are willing to sacrifice the
national securlty of this country to the siren
song of low-cost foreign oil. Those of us in
the oil industry know that the strength of
our nation s dependent on an adequate sup-
ply of energy that cannot be cut off, inter-
dicted, or held back according to political
whim or national emergency. . . ."

Few people In the government have ever
realized what the import quota system en-
talls, Only those most intimately involved
knew the extent to which profit, not emer-
gency preparedness, was the issue. “The
imposing of import quotas on oil,” Sherman
Adams writes in his memoirs, “was primarily
an economiec decision.”

The quota program limits imports east of
the Rockies to 12.2 per cent of estimated
domestic production. For the five states west
of the Rockles, the limit is the estimated dif-
ference between demand and domestic sup-
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ply. Domestic producers are fully protected
from foreign competition since lmports are
limited to the oil needed afier all domestic oil
is sold. In practice, foreign oil constitutes
about 20 per cent of total U.S. oil consump=-
tion—about one billion of five billion barrels
used annually—because of special exemp-
tions like the one for residual oil. Residusal
oil, which is a cheap crude product, is used
by utilities, industrial plants, apartment and
office buildings, schools, hospitals, and other
institutions. It has been exempt from re-
strictions since 1966, primarily because of
its low profitability and the political power
of its users,

The right to import any portion of the oil
quota into the protected American market
is indeed valuable, for it gives the importer a
margin between the world price and the U.8.
price for erude oll worth about $1.60 a barrel.
The government could have decided to sell
the import licenses to domestic refiners at
$1.50, reaping a turnover profit of about $1.5
billion on annual imports of one billion bar-
rels. This bonanza could then have been re-
turned to the taxpayers in the form of lower
taxes or lower deficits—take your pick. In-
stead, the government decided to give the
import licenses to the oil industry, allowing
the beneficiaries to gather a double profit
from the protected market: higher prices
for oil produced domestically and the profit
on retailing imported oil at the high domestic
prices.

Import quotas are figured by the Interior
Department’'s ©Oil Import Administration,
which is headed by ex-Oklahoma oilman Jake
Simmons, and “allocations’ are made to re-
fineries - on a sliding scale: the smaller the
refinery, the larger the percentage of its
output that may derive from imported oil.
Import tickets (each ticket representing per-
mission to acquire one barrel) are allocated
to all domestic refineries, including those too
far inland to economically use foreign oil.
Forbidden to sell their rights to the oil, these
inland refinerles “exchange” their import
tickets with refineries on the East Coast, re-
ceiving in return the equivalent value of
domestic oil—usually that produced in the
inland area by affiliates of the coastal refinery.

The import quota system might be slightly
more tolerable if it worked—that is, if the
maintenance of high prices gave oil pro-
ducers enough incentive to explore for new
sources of domestic oil. It doesn't. On the
contrary, import quotas protect a labyrinth
of state proration laws which have proved
inefficient, perhaps even counterproductive,
as stimulants to oil discovery.

Proration, or the setting of quotds for do-
miestic production, is the cldest form of gov-
ernment intervention in the market mecha-
nism of the oil industry. The practice grew
out of the wasteful methods which charac-
terized oil extraction until after World War L
Before that, oil producers often engaged in
mad scrambles to get ofl out of the ground,
regardless of waste, because the courts had
established that .any number of drillers could
tap a single pool of oll and that the:riches
belonged to whoever pumped them up.

Oklahoma enacted the first conservation
statute in 1919, but such legislation was
largely ignored in the Twenties because high
oll _prices made producers extremely wary of
any regulation. The federal government
prodded the states and oil companies toward
conservation measures during the roaring
years, partly by hinting to the fiercely inde-
pendent oil corporations that they were over-
looking the virtues of regulating productlon.
The Oil Conservation Board, created by Pres-
ident Coolidge in 1924, pushed this line
through such documents as the February,
1929, report, whose principal recommenda-
tlon was: “Federal legislation which shall
(a) unequivocally declare that agreements
for the coopérative development and opera-
tion of single pools are not in violation of
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the Federal Antitrust laws, and (b) permit,
under suitable safeguards, the making in
times of overproduction, of agreements
among oil producers for the curtailment of
production.”

Conservation legislation lay dormant until
the Depression and the discovery of the East
Texas oilfield (1930) dreve oil prices as low
as 10 cents a barrel in another round of cut-
throat drilling and heavy waste. Oklahoma,
Texas, and Louisiana began to enforce laws
designed to stop the physical waste by set-
ting maximum eflicient rates (MER) of pro-
duction. Such MER proration sets quotas for
all rigs drilling into a single reservoir, so
that each rig can pump efliciently.

MER proration is undoubtedly the most
benign of the government interventions in
the oil market, for its conservation provi-
slons were sorely needed. But the machinery
of conservation was extremely vulnerable to
a second kind of proration—market de-
mand—which used conservation regulations
to curtail production in the interest of arti-
ficially high prices, Texas led the way with
the Market Demand Act of 1932, allowing
the Texas Rallroad Commission to expand
its duties as the administrative arm of MER
proration to prevent “economic’ waste by
rationing production to meet demand. In
effect, the Railroad Commission held to-
gether a cartel of Texas oil producers, re-
stricting output and raising prices. Other
oll states followed suit, and by the end of
the Depression the proration system was too
lucrative to be abandoned. Enforcement of
the state restrictions has been alded by the
Connally “Hot Oi1" Act, which prohibits in-
terstate shipments of oil produced in excess
of state regulations.

The oll companies and oil state officials
employ some of the most specious economic
reasoning on record to deny that market de-
mand prorationing has any price-fixing ef-
fect. They argue that the restrictions merely
insure that no more oil will be supplied
than consumers demand, Thus, William J.
Murray, Jr., chairman of the Texas Rail-
road Commission, told the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly that
“market demand proration simply means
that the production of crude oil will be re-
stricted to that amount which, when refined
into petroleum products, will supply the
needs of all the consumers of the na-
tion for each and all of the multitude of
petroleum products.” He ignored the basic
economic law of supply and demand—Iif the
price is low, users will demand more oil. In
reality, the major oil companies set a high
non-competitive price for crude oil, and then
the state regulatory authorities protect that
price by making sure no excess oil is pro-
duced.

By the end of World War II, prorationing
had Insulated the domestic oil industry from
competitive price cutting. At the time, for-
elgn oil did not seem to be a threat to do-
mestic prices. In 1948, the United States pro-
dueed about two-thirds of the world’s crude
oil and possessed one-third of the world’s
proven reserves, so we set the trends in world
petroleum’ prices. We imported only about
200 million barrels annually; few foreign
companies could produce oil more cheaply
than the Americans, A decade later, in 1958,
the United States produced only one-third of
the world’s oll and possessed one-ninth of
the proven reserves, New oil flelds were open-
ing in Canada, North Africa, and EKuwalt.
The proration system held U.S. oil prices up,
even though the prevailing world price be-
gan a long downward trend. High American
prices, combined with rapidly growing do-
mestie consumption, caused fmports to triple
over the 10-year period. i

The oil industry realized that domestic
prices could not be kept high without pro-
tection from inexpensive foreign oil. Having
built market demand proration on the back
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of conservation measures, the crowd from
Texas determined that yet a third form of
government intervention was required—im-
port guotas to make sure that a free mar-
ket would not operate, This was sold to the
public (insofar as it was impossible to avold
saying anything) on the grounds that do-
mestic production was essential to national
security and high prices stimulated the dis-
covery of new oil reserves.

NOTHING OF VALUE

The high prices have not succeeded in pro-
tecting the domestic supply. Each year, Amer-
icans consume more than one-third of the
14-plus billion barrels of oil used in the
world. We do so by using about one-ninth of
our reserves, at high prices, while the rest of
the world uses only 1/39th of its collective
reserves, at low prices. The margin between
U.B. and world prices has continued to grow
behind the barrier of the quota program as
foreign oil prices fall. A burrel of Arabian
light crude, for example, could be delivered
to the United States for $2.48 in 1959, $2.08
in 1963, and $1.87 in 1966.

United States proven oil reserves, which
had risen from 20 to 30 billicn barrels be-
tween the end of World War II and 1958, are
still at about 30 billlon barrels, and we are
now using oil more rapidly than it is being
discovered. Seismographic crew time, a meas-
ure of the basic oil seeking activity in the in-
dustry, has declined from about 7,000 crew
weeks per year in the middle Fifties to 3,337
crew weeks in 1967. The success ratio of wild-
cat drillings has declined.

Moreover, government intervention in the
oil market actually discourages the seeking
of new low-cost oil. State proration restric-
tions exempt small wells from the gquotas
and restrict larger wells in proportion to
their size, Thus, small marginal producers
are allowed to pump at full capacity, but
large producers, who are more efficient be-
cause of economies of scale, must restrict
their output. The result is that average costs
are much higher than they would be in a
free market. There Is accordingly less loose
capital which might be used on exploration.
Furthermore, underuse of existing capacity
reduces the industry’s Inclination to seek
new sources. And underutilization has often
been quite extensive. In 1968, for instance,
proration required that Texas wells be shut
down 201 days, or 55 per cent of production
time. In 1962, Texas wells were shut down
268 days, or T3 per cent of production time.

The import quota system was to have pro-
vided an additional spur to exploration, since
the revenues from the Import tickets would
be largely devoted, in the industry’s reason-
ing, to the guest for cheap oil. But that never
happened, for the federal government de-
cided to allocate the tickets to the refiners,
not to producers. The distinction would not
be important If most domestic exploration
were done by the integrated major com-
panies such as Standard Oil and Gulf, which
can shuffie funds at will among their sub-
sldiary producers, refiners, distributors, and
retallers. But nearly 80 per cent of onshore
exploratory drilling is done by non-inte-
grated independent producers, who receive
no benefit from import tickets. As one In-
dependent Kansas producer put it, “Giving
import tickets to refineries is like giving a
grain subsidy to the miller.” The result is
that the refinery makes higher profits, but
the scattered thousands of oll producers have
little incentive to increase production. In
fact, far from helping the small producer,
the guotas put him at a disadvantage in
competing for the lucrative domestic sources,
offshore and Alaska, with the major com-
panies who are in effect capitallzed by the
quota subsidy.

As the Eansas oilman’s statement dem-
onstrates, the petroleum industry is not uni-
filed In its support of the present import
quota system. The independents, who origi-
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nally pushed for the program because their
small size made them wvulnerable to foreign
competition and because they had no hold-
ings of foreign oil, are now split over the is-
sue. The independent refiners ardently sup-
port the quotas, becoming nearly apoplectic
whenever anyone verbally tampers with the
import ticket system. Independent producers,
however, find that much of the government
money is siphoned off elsewhere and are con-
sequently disgruntled, but they cannot agree
upon an alternative. Several small producers
have suggested that the government directly
subsidize the exploration for mew pools of
cheap oll. Such subsidized wells could then
be capped as stand-by sources of oil for
emergencies.

The major oil eompanies see little humor
in the capping proposal. It threatens their
profits from domestic production. The majors
have found that they benefit enormously
from the quota system—world markets con-
tinue to expand for their foreign oil, while
domestic price supports augment their coffers
at home. They have it both ways, and the
major oil companles (the top five of which
had net incomes of more than $5 billion in
1967) combine with the independent refiners
to provide the muscle of the import guota
lobby.

The petrochemiecal companies (including
Union Carbide, DuPont, Monsanto, Dow, and
Olin Mathieson) which make plastics, chemi-
cals, fibers, and rubber from oil derivatives,
object to the system because it deprives them
of access to cheap raw materials, making
competition in the international petrochemi-
cal markets difficult. Their opposition, how-
ever, could probably be quleted by spectal
dispensations from the quotas.

COUNTING OIL'S BLESSINGS

For the American taxpayer, the import
quota system is a disaster. The import ticket
program provides an indirect transfer pay-
ment of $1.6 billion from taxpayers through
the federal government to the oil companies.
In addition, a 1870 study for the White
House Office of Science and Technology estl-
mates, the import quotas transfer $4.3-85.6
billion from consumer pockets to the oilmen
by protecting their cartel-level prices for
domestic petroleum. Thus, the total cost to
consumers is estimated at $5.6-$6.9 billion
per year. There are slightly lower estimates,
such as the 1969 Office of Emergency Pre-
paredness figure of $5.2 billlon (and which,
to illustrate the influence of the industry, was
the first cost analysis of the program ever
made) . Even this conservative estimate means
the average American family of four pald
$86 more for oil in 1969 than it would have
without the guota system, although on a
state-by-state basls the cost varies from a
high of $228 in Wyoming to a low of $44 in
Hawaii.

The quota systems (domestic proration and
import restriction) are far from the whole
blessing bestowed by the government upon
those who traffic in black gold. There is, of
course, the oil depletion allowance, which,
before it was reduced this year, transferred
$2.25-$2.8 billlon from taxpayers to the oil-
men, according to different estimates. Now,
after a fierce Congressional debate, which
somehow fixed the bounds of discussion
around whether to leave the depletion alone,
reduce it from 27.5 percent to 20 percent, or
compromise, the 22 percent depletion affords
the oilmen only $1.6-$2.5 billion.

As another incentive to discover more of
that low-cost domestic oil, the government
throws the “intangibles” allowance on to the
heap of subsidies. This provision of the In-
ternal Revenue Code allows oil producers to
capitalize all the intangible costs of oil ex-
ploration and deyelopment; lease rentals,
wages, fuel, power, materials, supplies and
repairs. The oilmen get speclal treatment
in_that they can write off these items in
one year (whether the exploration is suc-
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cessful or mnot), whereas other buslnesses
must depreciate them over a period of years.

Finally, the government allows the major
oll companies to write off their “tax" pay-
ments to foreign governments dollar-for-dol-
lar agalnst their U.S. income tax lability
(not their taxable income). These payments,
which are often in the range of 85 cents per
barrel, would be treated as rents or royal-
ties—normal costs of doing business—if they
toock place within the United States. Oll
companies generally do not bargain hard over
these royalties, since they pass the entire cost
on to the American taxpayer.

There is a superordinate layer of absurdity
to the foreign tax credit arrangement. Na-
tional security, when defined for purposes of
the import quota, requires that we forego the
much lower prices on foreign oil. But the
foreign tax credit law is defended with the
argument that the Russlans or some other
unscrupulous forelgn power will get the oil
if we don't. In other words, national security
demands that the American taxpayer under-
write the acquisition of foreign oll that na-
tional security prohibits him from using.

In addition to insulating the oil industry
from competition and subsidizing its activi-
tles, the federal government allows the oil
industry to virtually escape paying taxes.
In 1965, ihe Internal Revenue Service found
that only 44 to 51 per cent of the oil indus-
try's actual income—depending on how one
treats the foreign credit—was considered tax-
able, whereas 97 per cent of the actual In-
come of all other manufacturing concerns
was considered taxable. In 1968, the petro-
leum refining industry paid only 11 per cent
of 1ts pretax earnings in federal income taxes,
whereas other industries averaged 40.8 per
cent. There are some particularly egregious
tax blessings among corporations with for-
eign oil holdings. Atlantic Richfield Com-
pany, for example, reported net income of
$377,942,000 from 1965 through 1967 but pald
no federal corporate income tax. Texaco re-
ported a net income of $892,986,000 in 1967
and paild only 1.2 percent in corporate income
tax.

The economie return to the citizenry for
this package of goodies for the oil industry
hovers around zero, and there are costs not
included In the list above, such as oil slicks.
Oll slicks come from offshore drilling, most
of which would not be economical without
the import quota system and domestic. pro-
rationing. The average offshore oll well costs
nearly $250,000, while the average onshore
well costs about $60,000. Drilling in the ocean
stems from one of the true economic costs
of oll quotas: artificially high prices allow
otherwise Inefficlent operations to stay in
business. Residents of Santa Barbara and
the Gulf Coast can chalk up their recent
disasters to the import quota system.

The economics of the guota system, indeed
of the entire oil industry as it relates to the
government, are so patently contorted that
the ollmen must owe their favors to some
cruder, less refined sclence. Such a massive
boondoggle must rest on political founda-
tions, where raw clout and the mystical
shroud of national security can dignify the
sourest of frauds.

The national security argument has always
been the backbone of the rationale for im-
port quotas. In dissenting from the 1970 re-
port of the Cabinet Task Force on Oil Im-
port Control, Secretary of the Interlior Hickel
and Secretary of Commerce Stans objected
that reducing quota protection “would risk
the national security in fundamental re-
spects. It would make us dependent on in-
secure foreign supplies by discouraging the
exploration and development necessary to
build our own reserves of oil and gas.” These
two Cabinet members, who generally repre-
sented the oil industry on the task force,
also managed to conclude that reducing gov-
ernmental controls to let the price of domes-
tic oil fall toward world market levels was
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“not only impractical, but would be a fur-
ther retreat from a free market.”

The task force had a difficult time con-
celving of a situation in which foreign oil
supplies could be cut off long enough to
threaten the United States. A nuclear ex-
change would be short-lived, and refineries
at home would be much more vulnerable to
“interruption” than foreign supplies of crude
petroleum. In order to make even a strained
securlty argument, the task force had to pos-
tulate a prolonged, World War II-type con-
ventional war, or an international political
conspiracy agalnst the United States. The
prolonged conventional war was considered
(a) unlikely, (b) unlikely to persist without
nuclear exchange, (c) unlikely to persist
without rationing, and (d) unlikely to persist
without a major increase in domestic oil
production.

The political conspiracy hypothesis has at
least three weaknesses. First, the boycott
would require the sustained cooperation of
at least six diverse governments (Saudl Ara-
bia, Libya, Kuwait, Iran, Iraq, and Algeria)
to even approach effectiveness. Major pro-
ducers such as Venezuela, Canada, Nigeria,
Indonesia, and Mexico, would still be export-
ing. Second, the conspirators could not boy-
cott only the U.S. (we could get oil from our
allies), but would have to boycott most of
the major world markets. On these two
grounds, the Cabinet task force concluded
that “a difficult world supply problem would
arise only if all or most of Mlddle Eastern
and North African supplies were to be cut
off to all major markets."” The third weakness,
of course, is that most oil exporters could not
shut off their buyers for very long without
destroying their own economies. Many Mid-
dle Eastern countries derlve more than 50
per cent of their GNP from oil exports.

Short-term crises could scarcely produce a
security crunch. The petroleum Industry
normally maintains production stocks of 1.5
billion barrels, or about three times the an-
nual oil requirements of the military at the
peak of World War II. Anyhow, there may be
plenty of domestic oll. One possible source is
the petroleum which can be extracted from
shale, Witnesses before Senator Philip Hart’s
subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly
estimated that the richest shale deposits in
Colorado alone contain about 600 billion bar-
rels of oil more than 100 years' supply at
current consumption rates,

Even if there were a massive, prolonged
curtailment of foreign oil combined with no
major new domestic oil pools, removing im-
port quotas would not lower domestic pro-
duction below emergency needs. The Charles
River Report for the Office of Science and
Technology estimated that free trade in oil
would lower the price of crude petroleum to
about $1.756 per barrel and increase domestic
consumption to 5.9 billion barrels. Of the
5.9 billion barrel figure, 3.4 billlon barrels
would be produced in the United States and
2.5 billion would be imported. Of the im-
ports, 1.3 billion barrels would come from
the Middle East and North Africa, 1.0 bil-
lion from Venezuela, and 0.2 billion from
Canada. The report estimated that one year's
total embargo of Middle Eastern and North
African oll could be offset by increased pro-
duction in the United States, Canada, and
Venezuela from existing reserves. The Cabi-
net task force concurred Iin this general
assessment of the national securlty argument
for import controls. Its report found that if
the Middle East were to shut off oil for one
year in 1980, we could still supply 104 per
cent of our domestic oll needs without ra-
tioning.

In short, with appropriate estimations of
the counterveiling factors, with crosscutting
discounts for unforeseen negative develop-
ments, and with conservative estimates of
operations requirements and foreign power
macro-intentions, the national security ar-
gument may be classified as idiocy.
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THE THREAT OF REFORM

The structure of the gquota program was
clearly not sturdy enough to survive unques-
tioned forever. As the public slowly awak-
ened to some of the most glaring incongru-
ities, pressure for change began to build up.
The catalyst was Machiasport,

Machiasport is a little town in a depressed
county of Maline. Its only economic asset
is that its harbor, among the best on the
East Coast, can accommodate the largest
oli tankers yet envisioned. It was this har-
bor which, early in 1968, caught the eye of
Occidental Petroleum Corporation as a po-
tential solution to some problems of its
own. Occidental, a newcomer to the ranks of
the majors, had gigantic reserves of low
sulfur oil in Libya, but, because it had no
refineries,; it lacked acces to the rich Ameri-
can market. Machiasport offered a way in;
and Occidental was so anxious that it was
willing to share some of the bounty with
New England consumers. In the summer
of that year the state of Maine, on behalf
of the company, applied to the Department
of Commerce for the establishment of a for-
eign trade zone at Machlasport into which
oil could be freely imported, refined, and
then “exported” into the U.S. If it were
granted the right to ship 100,000 barrels a
day of home heating oil, residual oil, and
gasoline into the New England market, Oc-
cidental pledged, it would give a 10 per cent
price reduction and about 87 million a year
to a conservation fund.

Obviously, this scheme had great appeal
to New Englanders. It would promote eco-
nomic development, alleviate the shortage
of home heating oil, and lower oil prices
throughout the region. Just as obviously, the
other major oil companies were made ner-
vous about the possible disruption of their
marketing patterns. During the long wait
for a decision on the Occidental proposal,
which has still not been made at this writ-
ing, the industry girded itself for a fight.
It was not long in coming. For after many
years of ignoring the subject, unwelcome
attention and opposition were developing in
Congress.

Galvanized by Machiasport, New England
Congressional representatives vigorously at-
tacked the quotas. Senator William Proxmire
also took up the cudgel against subsidizing
an entire industry to the point of inflation.
Senator Hart provided the forum in the
Antitrust and Monopoly subcommittee hear-
ings for attacks on the quota system by a
number of academic economists,

Two groups led the fight to retain tight
oil import controls: the independent pro-
ducers and the major integrated companies.
They were represented by the Independent
Petroleum Assoclation of America and by
the more powerful American Petroleum In-
stitute, headed by a former member of the
House Ways and Means Committee, Frank N.
Ikard.

The oil lobby hit upon a familiar method
of burying a problem one doesn't want dealt
with—have it studied into obscurity. Frank
Ikard and Mike Haider, Chairman of both
the API and Standard Oll of New Jersey, met
with Arthur M. Burns, Counsellor to the
President, to request such a study. On March
25, 1969, the President announced the ap-
pointment of the Cabinet-level task force to
investigate oil import controls, It was com-
posed of Secretaries of Labor Commerce,
State, Treasury, Defense and Interior, and
the head of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness. Secretary of Labor George J. Shultz
(now director of the Office of Budget and
Management), a noted economist, was to
serve as chairman. The staff of the task force
gave the industry something of & shoeck. It
was headed by Harvard law professor Phillip
E. Areeda, who proceeded to appoint a col=
lection of lawyers and economists generally
acknowledged as both brillilant and inde-
pendent of the industry. 5
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The oll industry began to have serious mis-
givings about having pushed for the study
in the first place. Industry concern over the
fate of the quota system grew so intense, in
fact, that at one point the companies ap-
peared willing to accept a cut in the oil de-
pletion allowance in return for saving the
quotas. Although not the most extravagantly
sacrificial gesture on their part, this offer
nevertheless won them the sympathy of Rep-
resentative Wilbur Mills, whose Ways and
Means Committee was then mulling over leg-
islation that Included the depletion cuts.
Mills sent a telegram to the task force, urg-
ing them to be lenient. As the members of
the task force met in theoretically secret ses-
slon to consider the staff recommendations,
they were reminded who supported the Re-
publician Party with money and votes. At-
torney General Mitchell is sald to have told
Chalrman Shultz, “Don't box the President
in."” The oll state Senators and Congressmen
Inundated the White House with expressions
of support for the oll industry. The squeeze
Was on.

At the moment of truth the task force rec-
ommended that the quotas be replaced by
tariffs which would keep domestic prices at
about the same level they were before the
last price increase. However, the task force
report was something of a Trojan Horse for
reform. Tariffs, although not giving the con-
sumers any direct benefit, do have same ad-
vantages over quotas, The tariff system would
offer an environment in which any company
that wanted to compete could do so and
might even be tempted to cut prices—the
situation most feared by the oil industry. It
would also allow the federal government to
set ofl prices directly rather than letting the
oil states set them and thus would give con-
sumers at least the chance to be heard. And,
finally, tariffis would put into the federal
Treasury the $1.5 billion a year that now
goes to the oil companies via the Iimport
tickets. All this was more than enough to
set the industry against the task force pro-
posal.

Choosing a specific level for the tariff was
where political reality weighed heavily on
the members of the task force. The majority
rejected the professional staff’s recommenda-
tion of a tariff that would let the price of oil
sink from $3.20 a barrel to $2.50 a barrel,
which would have been a considerable gain
for the consumer. Chairman Shultz went
along with the professional staff. (The strug-
gle over the import quotas did not deter the
industry from seeking ever greater gains. In
March of this year, it raised the price of gaso-
line by one cent a gallon, an added cost to
the consumer of $800 million a year. This was
in keeping with the philosophy set forth by
oil consultant Richard J. Gonzalez of Hous-
ton that “the import program must not be
perverted to impose unauthorized price and
profit controls that would be discriminatory
against the petroleum industry ..., and con-
trary to the national interest.”)

President Nixon seized on the fact that
the report was not unanimous as a reason for
“restudying” the issue. He also set the date
for ultimate decision after the November
elections and named his campalgn manager,
John Mitchell, as chairman in place of
Shultz, who had voted for low tariffs. These
circumstances gave the impression that the
President’s message to the oll industry was
“fill 'er up.” The President seemed to be say-
ing that, unless the industry heaps high its
campalgn contributions, he might consider
the proposal to abandon quotas.

The sheltered oil Industry is clearly un-
willing to give up its government subsidy
for, as is well known, living on welfare saps
the abllity to compete, instead, the oilmen
prefer to reurn a small portion of their fa-
vors to the party in power giving consumers
the rare honor of paying protection money
for their own exploitation. All that remains
to be determined, when the campalgn con-
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tributions are added up, is this: what Is a
proper payment for subsidies worth five bil-
lion dollars a year?

A BALANCING ELEMENT IN POLITICS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, during this
session of the Senate I have had occasion,
as have many other Senators, to com-
ment on certain statements, viewpoints,
and positions of the Vice President. On
several issues, I have felt Mr. AcNEw has
displayed a blunt honesty which has too
long been missing from the Washington
scene. I have always felt the Vice Presi-
dent is motivated by the highest prin-
ciples, and I feel that his remarks—
especially those concerning the news
media—have lent a much-needed ele-
ment of rebuttal and balance to the po-
litical dialog in this country.

I find it somewhat remarkable that
those whose voices went so long un-
answered by any opposing spokesmen
have reacted to the Vice President with
such indignation and such hypocritical
accusations of intimidation and proph-
esies of impending facism.

John P. Roche, in a column published
by the Washington Post today, has in-
terpreted Vice President AGNEW’s role in
the political process with a much less
dramatic but eminently more sensible
pen than many of his colleagues in the
publishing world.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the Recorb.

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

AGNEW’S PoLEMICS BRING Barance TO U.S.
PoLITICS

(By John P. Roche)

I wondered how long it would take for the
high theorists to catch up with Spiro Agnew.
Now the parade of analyses has officially be-
gun with a8 New York Times Magazine plece
by Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and one can pre-
dict that before the year is out every jour-
nal in the Western world will feature a sim-
ilar exercise. It will be discovered that Agnew
is a symbol of American “status displace-
ment,” a paradigm of the “paranoid style”
in American polities, a model of the “au-
thoritarian personality,” and—of course—a
harbinger of “facism.”

This is good, clean fun and keeps a num-
ber of people off the streets, but one can
anticipate with considerable accuracy that
the results will tell us more about the anx-
iety of the asuthors than about Spiro Agnew.
Take, for example, the statement that “Ag-
new s terrifylng dissenters” (or TV producers
or professors or effete snobs). I can easily
imagine a dissenter being terrified by a tough
cop or a longshoreman or a hard-hat. But
only a person born terrified could possibly
flee an onslaught by the Vice President of
the United States. It is in the same class
as fear of college presidents.

Take the quote from Orson Welles that
Schlesinger seemed to take serlously. Asked
how anyone today could scare people the
way his “War of the Worlds"” radio drama
did 30 years * * * say unlimited air time to
Spiro Agnew.” It is possible that Agnew
scares hell out of Welles, but again I sub-
mit that this tells us something about Welles,
not Agnew.

The key to Agnew’s success is not that he
touches some profound psychic nerve in
the American character, triggering authori-
tarian, fascist reflexes. It is rather that he
has provided someé rough entertalnment,
some polemical balance fo American politics.
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I don't know who started the rumor that
Americans thrive on consensus—perhaps
President Lyndon Johnson, who had his own
patented consensus in mind and was de-
lighted to let others have his way. In fact,
Americans have always looked on politics
as a body-contact sport and were by 1969
extremely bored by the one-sidedness of the
match.

Everywhere the average citizen looked
from about 1966 onward, the President and
his administration were getting the leather.
The antiwar groups escalated their rhetoric
to a level that would constitute sedition
Just about any place else in the world.
When you turned on the tube, what did you
see? Some militant calling the President a
“murderer” and calling for a revolution.

Americans, contrary to rumeor, are not pas-
sionate devotees of sedition laws (or, for that
matter, of any other kind of laws). But
when the rhetoric gets rough, they expect
a good verbal brawl with two contenders in
the ring. Thus when the antiwar spokesmen
started laying it on the Johnson adminis-
tration, the citizenry waited for some solid
counterpunching. But aside from a refer-
ence to “nervous nellies” and a couple of
other side shots, the President “hunkered
up like a jack rabbit in a hailstorm.” This
was no bout!

Into this polemical vacuum came Spiro
Agnew. Actually his first “hard” speeches
were pretty mild, say, by comparison with
any of FDR's assaults on his opponents. By
19th century standards, Agnew wouldn't even
have made it into the big ring. But his vic-
tims responded as though they were en
route to labor camps, and the populace sud-
denly awoke to the fact that a brawl was on.
Agnew achieved the status of a dragon killer
without ever drawing his sword. He be-
came first-class entertainment.

Yet the American people are quite ca-
pable of keeping their categories straight.
Asked If they think Agnew is doing a good
job, a majority will say “yes”; asked if they
think he would make a good President a ma-
jority will say "“no."” Thelr attitude reflects
that of the frontier woman in Abe Lincoln’s
story who saw her husband wrestling with a
bear: “Go it husband,” she would yell—then
“Go 1t bear!” The jackrabbit in a hail-
storm is not the American ideal of a poli-
tician, and Spiro Agnew is capitalizing on our
fondness for a scrap, not our desperate quest
for an authoritarian womb,

NATIONAL BLOOD DONOR MONTH

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to the im-
pending crisis threatening our time-
honored voluntary blood donor system.
Some disturbing facts have been re-
vealed to me, and I should like to share
them with the Senate. Blood banks
throughout our Nation are facing crit-
ical shortages. Since blood is a living
resource which cannot be manufactured
or synthesized, this situation demands
our serious attention.

In the fall of 1969, representatives of
the American Association of Blood Banks
testified at hearings conducted by the
House Committee on Ways and Means
and estimated our current need for blood
at more than 6,500,000 units, or pints,
annually. This need is increasing at the
rate of 10 to 12 percent a year. We have
been told that each year one out of every
80 Americans will require a blood trans-
fusion. The rise in the number of auto
accidents, the casualties of the Vietnam
war, the increasing longevity of persons
with blood diseases—all these factors
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contribute to the heightened demand for
blood supplies.

Yet in the face of this growing de-
mand, we are unfortunately being con-
fronted with diminishing sources of sup-
ply. It has been estimated that while
more than 90 million Americans between
the ages of 18 and 60 are medically eligi-
ble to donate blood, only 3 percent ac-
tually do so. What is more, it is becom-
ing increasingly difficult to recruit vol-
untary donors.

The situation is particularly acute in
the large cities of the East. Not long ago
in one major city over two-thirds of the
blood used was supplied by voluntary
donors, Now, however, more than 50 per-
cent must be bought from commercial
donors, many of whom are reported to
be more likely candidates for transmis-
sion of the dreaded hepatitis virus. Very
disturbing are the findings of a recent
National Institute of Health study. Out
of 110 open-heart surgery patients, 51
percent of those who received commer-
cial blood were found to develop hepati-
tis—whereas the disease occurred in
none of the recipients of volunteered
blood.

Every day, researchers are discovering
vital new uses for blood and blood
plasma. Unless we can supply ever in-
creasing gquantities of these essential re-
sources, we shall seriously undercut our
breakthrough medical advances, such as
organ transplants, transfusion treat-
ment of cancer, and prevention of

hepatitis and measles.

The need for blood grows more crucial
every day. From 12 to 20 pints of blood
are necessary to prime the heart-lung

machine used in open-heart surgery. An
artificial kidney machine requires eight
pints of blood just to start. The vietim
of a serious gastrointestinal hemorrhage
may need as many as 40 pints of blood.
Replacement transfusions are a matter
of life or death for infants born with the
RH incompatibility factor.

Why is it that in this Nation we must
rely so heavily on commercial donors,
with the greatly increased risk of trans-
mitting debilitating viruses? Part of the
problem may stem from confusion in the
minds of many as to where the respon-
sibility lies for blood donation. We live
in a society which makes great demands
on our time, such that unless the life of
a friend or loved one is in danger, it
becomes all too easy to shift the respon-
sibility to someone else. Many of us may
regard the donation of blood as an un-
pleasant experience, one to be avoided
unless absolutely necessary for the sur-
vival of someone near and dear. But by
avoiding our responsibility, we ignore the
fact that blood cannot be manufactured,
and that blood reserves, which can be
stored safely for only 21 days, must be
constantly replaced.

What is vitally needed are new ap-
proaches, increased communication to
alert the public to the need for increased
voluntary blood donations. For this
reason, Mr. President, I am pleased to
give my support, as a cosponsor, of the
Senate resolution this year to establish a
“National Blood Donor. Month.” The
month to be so designated is January
when the Nation has repeatedly faced
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especially critical shortages of blood,
owing to the sharp reduction of potential
donors because of the high incidence of
respiratory illnesses.

Americans have long been known for
their public-spirited support of human-
itarian and community-minded causes.
Volunteering one’s blood represents one
of the highest and most personal forms
of giving. I am confident that the estab-
lishment of “National Blood Donor
Month"” will have significant impact in
awakening Americans to this urgent
need.

STRICTER REGULATIONS BY CIVIL
AERONAUTICS BOARD NEEDED
FOR CHARTERS

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, the re-
cent unfortunate experience of many
students in Europe this summer which
resulted from the bankruptey of World
Academy, a tour operation in Cincinnati,
Ohio, and the conseguent disappoint-
ment of thousands of young people who
had paid for a summer of study and
travel abroad underscores, in my opin-
ion, the need for stricter regulations by
the Civil Aeronautics Board with respect
to charters.

An initial step toward more stringent
regulations in this area was taken re-
cently when the CAB announced its pro-
posals which call for more vigilant and
forceful efforts in the future in order to
preserve the essential distinction estab-
lished by Congress in 1962 between
scheduled and supplemental air opera-
tions.

The law passed at that time required
the Board to maintain the difference be-
tween individually ticketed services and
charter services and to make certain
that individually ticketed passengers
would not be permitted to pass them-
selves off as members of a charter group.
There was no distinetion intended be-
tween the scheduled and supplemental
carriers insofar as charters were con-
cerned; the preposed provision would
apply to all classes of carriers operating
pro rata charters.

The international air transportation
policy recently issued by the President
is most timely in reasserting the differ-
ence between supplemental and sched-
uled operations and to make certain that
the carriers, both scheduled and supple-
mental adhere to the distinction which
separate them. The text of the policy
statement clearly sets forth these dis-
tinetions as follows:

Scheduled services are of vital importance
to air transportation and offer services to the
public which are not provided by charter
services. Only scheduled services are expected
to offer regular and depéndable frequent
schedules, provide extensive flexibility in
length of stay, and maintain worldwide
routes, including routes to areas of low trafiic
volume. Substantial impairment of scheduled
services could result in travelers and shippers
losing the ability to obtaln these benefits.
Accordingly, in any instances where a sub-
stantial impairment of scheduled services
appears likely, it would be appropriate, where
necessary to avold prejudice to the public
interest, to take steps to. prevent such im-
palrment. 1

The statement clearly underscores the
philosophy adopted by the Congress that
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the supplemental carriers should *‘sup-
plement” and not duplicate the scheduled
system. This is precisely what the Board
is attempting to do—to prevent a dis-
tortion of the charter principle and, at
the same time, prevent an undermining
of the scheduled system.

By preventing practices which blur the
distinction between scheduled and sup-
plemental operations, the Board is carry-
ing out a mandate established not only
by Congress, but by the infernational air
policy enunciated by the President.

THE FB-111

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, dur-
ing the course of the current debate much
will be heard about the FB-111. In fact,
I intend to speak at some length on the
subject myself.

It is interesting to note, however, that
last week the first FB-111 returned to
SAC after completing its inspection proof
test and mod cycle. Since that time, the
340th Bomb Group at Carswell has made
seven training flights, They expressed
themselves as most pleased with its oper-
ation.

Last week the first TAC airplane to
complete the inspection was ferried to
Nellis Air Force Base by Colonel Bobbett
of the 474th Tactical Fighter Wing. Both
SAC and TAC have now resumed F-111
combat training activities,

I always like to go, as they say, to the
horse’s mouth to get to the truth of any-
thing, and there is no better way to get it
when talking about airplanes than dis-
cussing them with the men who fiy them.
The Fort Worth Star-Telegram in its
issue of July 20, 1970, indicates what
many of us close to the Air Force have
known for a long time, that the men
who fly this airplane think highly of it.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REcorbp.

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

FB-111's Given HicH Praise By MEN WHoO
FrLY THEM
(By Ernest White)

Who likes the FB111?

The pivot wing plane built by General
Dynamics-Fort Worth has its crities, but
the persons who fly and maintain the planes
are not among them.

Col. David Chacey, cigar-puffing com-
mander of the 340th Maintenance Section at
Carswell Air Force Base, sald “I have been
in the bomber business most of my life
and have never seen anything like it.”

Lt. Col. James L. Hodge, an Air Force
veteran with. 1634 years of avionics, said
he has nothing but praise for General Dy-
namies: “This is the first plane in which
maintainability was engineered into the air-
plane.”

Master Sgt. Ward Hogue uses two words
when he talks about the plane: “Utterly fan-
tastic.”

“It’s a digital world now,” Hogue sald as he
explained some of the highly complicated
digital computer systems of the F111.

Col. Eennéth Green, commander of the
340th Bombardment Group, says the FB111
is the first plane used by the Air Force
which makes the navigator feel he 1s part
of the crew. Previously, he sald, the navi-
gator has been put in a dark corner with
his instruments, away from the other crew-
men.
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In the FB111, Col. Green said, “the navi-
gator is just as knowledgeable of the plane’s
systems as the pilot.”

Col. Green said the first ride an experi-
enced navigator takes In an FBI111 during
a Terraln Following Radar flight “is good for
a gulp factor.” TFR flights are made at
low levels with the plane flying itself over
obstacles, like mountains, without the pilot
touching the controls,

Maj. Bob Reynolds, an instructor, stated,
“I am thoroughly impressed with the com-
plete program. It is a more stable airplane
and can operate very well on short fields, and
with the TFR system it is quite effective.”

“I would take the F111 because of the
TFR, Reynolds replied. “Sure you could fly
at 60,000 feet and get to the target faster,
if you got there at all. The TFR system is
th2 best piece of navigation equipment that
I have ever seen.”

MRS. MAXINE VANDEN, VOLUNTEER
TO WALTER REED HOSPITAL

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, recently
I read a story in the Washington Sunday
Star which illustrated to me the capacity
of man for goodness—a capacity which
far too often we forget. Every week for
over 3 years—for no more reward than
“just a smile and a thank ycu”—>Mrs.
Maxine Vanden of Savage, Md., visits
hospitalized veterans at Walter Reed
Hospital.

After losing one son in Vietnam and
finding another wounded, Mrs. Vanden
began her hospital rounds as a living
memorial to her eldest son, Marine Cpl.
Thomas O. Green.

Cne of the most gratifying aspects of
her work is the fact that many:individ-
uals and companies have joined her
initial efforts.

I ask unanimous consent that the fea-
ture article about Mrs. Vanden be printed
in the REecorp. I hope that the story of
her visits may be an example for others.

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

A Living MEmoriaL To HEr Son TomMmy

(By Ruth Dean)

Maxine Vanden probably doesn't think of
herself as “a profile In courage,” but her
husband George, and youngest son Kirk
think so, and so do about 150 hospitalized
veterans at Walter Reed Hospital.

The blonde mother with eyes the color of
corn flowers and sunshine smile has been
visiting six wards at the Army hospital for
the last three-and-a-half years as “a living
memorial” to her eldest son, Marine Cpl.
Thomas O. Green, killed in Vietnam in No-
vember, 1965.

It was the wounding just a year later of
her second son, Army Capt. Ronald A. Green,
that started Mrs. Varden on her hospital
rounds.

BITTERNESS

“I'd accepted the death of the first one,
but I wasn't prepared for a second blow in a
year. When Ronnie was brought back wound-
ed I felt bitterness,” she recalled.

“I'd worked hard to raise the three boys.
Kirk was 8 and at the age when he hero-
worshiped his two brothers. Now all of a
sudden something had happened to both of
them.

“All T could think was that I had no right
to infliet' my bitterness on him. One had
died for his country, and it wasn't my right
to take that away from him.

“They wouldn’'t let me see Ronnie, An 81~
millimeter mortar had gone off three feet
behind him and his Teg wounds were so
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severe they had to keep him in isolation for
four months to avoid any danger of in-
fection, even from his family."

As she sat in the sunny kitchen of her
Savage, Md. home individually wrapping the
pieces of ple and cake she takes on her hos-
pital visits, she recalled:

“Those were hard days, long days of walt-
ing. So, for time consumption I started visit-
ing Ward 35, where the amputees are.”

It was about then that she and her hus-
band, a National Becurity Agency employe,
began thinking of a fitting memorial for her
son.

“We hadn't decided just how we would
remember Tommy. I don't believe in marble
and grass. They don't do a lot for humanity
and In five years who would know that boy’s
name on a plague,” she said.

So the Vandens chose Mrs. Vanden’s visits
to the hospital as “a living memorial” to
Tommy and set aside $156 a week with which
to purchase edibles like popcorn, candy and
bubblegum to take to the men in the ward.

GOODY CART

“I didn't feel it was right to solieit, and it
was hard work at first stretching that $15,"
she sald. “But soon word got around, and
people came to me with things to take to the
men. Some brought me money,

“Now I visit six wards with my goody cart
and still spend only $15 a week to feed 150
men. I'm not a religious fanatic but I believe
in bread coming back upon the waters. A
chain grocery store in Laurel gives me sur-
plus pies, cakes and doughnuts each week.
And people call bringing me books and maga-
zines all the time.

“I found that visiting these men was good
therapy. I forgot my own troubles,” Mrs.
Vanden said. “There's a lot of humor, a lot
of good times and very little gloom in those
wards, and so much courage."

Mrs. Vanden realizes she is one of several
civilian volunteers who donate their efforts
to the hospital in additlon to the regular
staff of more than 200 Red Cross volunteers.

Jokingly she says the Red Cross calls her
“their competition.”

“I kind of sneak in and sneak out,” she
says of her Sunday afternoon stint through
the wards.

She has two rules she abides by. She ob-
serves the hospital's visiting rules to the let-
ter, and she doesn't make a definite commit-
ment to be there at a certain time, or day.

Usually Mrs. Vanden chooses Sunday to
visit “so I won't interfere with hospital rou-
tine, and because parking's easier.” Her day
begins at 7:30 am. when she goes to her
kitchen to pop the popcorn, and bag it. "It
takes about six pounds of popcorn and four
pounds of margarine,” she said with a laugh.

The “goody lady” arrives at Walter Reed,
usually accompanied by son Kirk, about 2
p-m. to begin her six-hour rounds. With his
help she loads the goodies from the car trunk
onto an aluminium hospital cart. Then
they're off up the corridor. 8he heads first for
Ward 35, “‘my home base” she affectionately
refers to it now.

She goes to each bed, often with a different
occupant from the previous week because of
the rapid send-home turnover, and repeats
her cheery spiel of her cart’s wares.

When they ask how much they owe her, she
grins and says: “Just a smile and thank
youw.”

BRIEF VISITS

Sometimes she’ll tell one she had a son
in' this hospital a few years ago, more times
not because she keeps visits brief.

She sees an old friend and stops by his bed
to ask how his leg is. She learns he’s beén on
home-leave and is back for an operation on
the other leg. He is cheery and kids with her,
but like so many of the others it is:all too
brief a light moment in a long, long day.

In another ward, a veteran in & chest cast
chides her' on her fattening wares. “Don't
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give me too many of those sweets,” he jokes,
“or I'll pop this cast right openl!"

A patlent in the paraplegic ward marvels:
“You've got everything on that cart,” and
finds the detective mystery he's been looking
for. Mrs. Vanden jiggles a coffee can con-
talning a miniature jigsaw puzzle for takers,
and another patient eagerly raises his hand.

Another patlent kiddingly calls her cart
“the traveling PX" and it is almost that. In
an old straw handbag she carries bubblegum,
and chewing gum for those diet watchers.
And in what she calls her “grab bag” she car-
ries an assortment of key chains, pencils,
note pads and gadgets.

“I brought you some blueberry ple,” she
calls to a blind, one-armed young man who
lies face down on a Stricker frame electro
bed, which allows him to be turned without
disturbing him,

And to another she says, “take two pleces.
It's not mother's pie; it's just bakery and I
know only the filling's worth eating.”

Her rounds include the officers’ ward where
her son Ronnie was hospitalized. She likes
to point out the room where he was. And to
recall the happier moments after the dark
months of walting when “my husband and
I couldn’'t get in the door because of the
student nurses crowded around it.”

MARRIED NURSE

Ronnle married an operating room nurse
he met at Walter Reed, and both volunteered
to go to Vietnam, he for the second time
she's proud to relate. They're back in the
States now,

By the time she drives around to the sepa-
rate building where the eye patients are,
sometimes to leave a box of cakes If it's get-
ting late, it's close to 8 o'clock.

When a friend notes she’s spent nearly six
hours straight on her feet, she laughs and
recalls how she almost wore out another
friend who told her "Maxine, you must have
the constitution of a plough horse!'

Mrs. Vanden feels her “living memorial"”
to Tommy, coupled with the knowledge that
Ronnie is all right now, has wiped away all
the bitterness she once had.

As for the war itself, she says: “I've tried
very hard not to get involved in the pros and
cons. I want peace just as everyone else does.
But the dissent about the war has been up-
setting to me.”

“All & mother can do is teach her children
right and wrong, and I'm glad both my sons
were men encugh to make their own deci-
sions,

“A lot of youngsters go through life giv-
ing absolutely mothing to humanity; then
they're killed in an auto accident and what
have they left behind. I'm pleased my sons
felt loyal enough to their country to serve it.

“It would have wounded me deeper to see
a son I'd worked for and reared, creep out of
the gutter than to see him laid to rest with
honor.”

INTERNATIONAL CONFLICT AND
THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION:
THE NEED FOR SENATE INITIA-
TIVE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
section on individual rights and responsi-
bilities of the American Bar Association
has made many significant points. in
favor of Senate ratification of the Geno-
cide Convention. In their recent report
on the convention, they discuss the con-
vention and its relevance to all man-
kind. As they so eloguently state, one
massive horror anywhere on earth af-
fects everyone and every country; and.
the kind of issue comprehended by the
term “genocide” is nearly always as-
sociated with threats to or breaches of
international peace or security.
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The chief example of genocide, which
gave rise to the convention, was the
massive and comprehensive extermina-
tion of at least 6 million Jews by the
Nazis during the Second World War.
This was, most certainly, one of the
worst holocausts that the world has ever
seen.

Just a glance at some of our more re-
cent disputes, such as between India and
Pakistan, between Nigeria and Biafra,
the Greeks and Turks on Cyprus, be-
tween black and white in Rhodesia and
South Africa, between Arab and Jew in
the Middle East shows dramatically how
closely ethnic hatreds, national combat,
and world peace are tied together. Thus,
the relevance of concern over genocide,
seen as an international problem, ean-
not be ignored. When genocide is seen
as a threat to international security and
peace, its occurrence anywhere in the
world is as much a matter of interna-
tional concern as is the spread of nuclear
weapons.

The responsibility for ratification rests
now, after 20 vears, on the shoulders of
all of us. We must take the forward step
to peace that is so long overdue. As the
world shrinks in size, and the interde-
pendency of nations becomes more evi-
dent, we must act on our responsibilities
as a world power. As Chief Justice War-
ren has said:

‘We as a nation should have been the first
to ratify the Genocide Convention. . In-
stead, we may well be near the last vk

This sad record and the responsibu.ity
for it lie squarely with those who have a
parochial outlook on world problems. They
have falled to measure the element of change
in the world. They have failed to recognize
men and their institutions do not stand still
in the face of great changes. We are not so
uncertain of ourselves and our future that
we cannot make our institutions conform to
our needs as a progressive people.

INTERNATIONAL PROBLEMS FAC-
ING THE NATION

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, Prof.
Stefan Possony, director of the interna-
tional studies program at the Hoover
Institute on War, Revolution, and Peace
at Stanford University, has been kind
enough to prepare for me a series of
memorandums setting forth his views on
various aspects of the most vexing inter-
national problems facing the Nation.

So that all Senators may be exposed to
Professor Possony's thinking, I ask unan-
imous consent that two of his memo-
randums be printed in the REcorp.

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

POINTLESE WAR?

On May 18, Senator Church stated that
the United States spent over a 100 billion
dollars on this “pointless war"” in Vietnam.
He added: “It honestly can be sald that
never in the history of our country has
s0 much been spent for so little.” I belleve
myself that we spent too much in Vietnam
and that the objectives we are looking for
can be obtalned at lesser cost.

It is well known that, for example, the
selection of bombing targets was not done
professionally. I do not imply that destruc-
tiveness and lethality are the criteria of ef-
fective bombing; far from it. Twenty years
ago I published a text book on selective
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bombing which, to a large extent, was based
on the findings of the United States Strategic
Bombing Survey. In Vietnam we ignored
many of the lessons that were learned In
the strategic air war against Germany and
Japan, We did not lack professionals but
those men were often over-ruled, sometimes
from ignorance.

Some limitations were Imposed because of
legitimate political considerations, others
were due to the unsatisfactory command
structure which has developed during the
last decade. The alr weapon was often used
skilifully (for example at Khe Sanh) but,
on the whole, a reduction of effectiveness
was imposed by the top civilian echelon. The
rationale of this self-denial was very shaky.

I think the U.S, Army has a long way to go
before it will make optimal use of guerrilla
forces which are the key instrument of
ground operations in most Asian theaters.
The Army probably needs a special guerrilla
command. It also is a pity that the pioneer-
ing work in the field of civic action which
was done in I Corps area by the Marine
Corps was not followed up. The original
technigue may now have been overtaken by
events but we still have much to learn about
“economic weapons" and related tacties.

This list could be lengthened but I do not
care to discuss operational strategy. I agree
that the overall price tag was too high.

I emphatically disagree that we accom-
plished little iIn Vietnam. How do we meas-
ure such accomplishments? Do we measure
the distance from the starting polnt or from
the ideal goal? How do we estimate time
requirements?

In such measurements it is necessary to
ask oneself first, what the enemy was trylng
to do in 1965. Their aim, briefly, was to take
over the whole of Southeast Asla including
Thalland, to selze Indonesia and Malaysia,
and to initiate operations in the Philippines
and India, not to mention diversions in
Africa and Latin America.

This world-wide strategy did not get very
far. The communists had correctly estimated
that the battle for South Vietnam was deci-
sive for the entire undertaking—and this
battle was mot won. I do not ascribe the
strategic failure of the communists exclu-
sively to our intervention in 8. Vietnam, but
I affirm that without the U.S. intervention
in South Vietnam, the communists would
have achieved very substantial successes.
They probably would have seized Indonesia,
one of the richest areas in the world; if so,
a larger conflict probably would have been
unavoidable,

I accept the objection that this is an
“iffy"” argument. But the contrary assertion
that nothing was achieved is equally as
“iffy"”. If our strategic achievement is to be
evaluated, we must consider the enemy's
plan, we must take into account events that
occurred throughout the reglon, and we
must assess the happenings In the battle
zone, If we only gaze at the fact that this
very difficult confiiet is not yet terminated
(and while gazing forget that counter-in-
surgency is always time-consuming), the
analysis is anamnestic, 1.e.,, Incomplete.

Military successes are never the sole cause
of important events, but military events al-
ways are very potent contributing factors.
If our intervention in South Vietnam only
“gontributed” to protecting Indonesia
against communist take-over, it would have
pald for itself.

I will now add that the escalation in Viet-
nam severely aggravated the sino-soviet con-
flict and was followed by the soviet military
deployment along the Chinese borders. In a
hearing of March 17, 1970, I presented the
data to the Senate Internal Security-Sub-
Committee.

It should, furthermore, be added that the
combined impact of the U.S. intervention,
the communist failure in Southeast Asia
and Indonesia, and the soviet deployment
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against China have been major inputs into
the “cultural revolution”. No doubt, Mao
launched this incredible undertaking for
many reasons, but it was obviously one of
his objectives to steel his followers for the
conflict against "social imperialism" and
“capitalist imperialism". The cultural revolu=-
tion, of course, destroyed the magic of Mao-
ism and discredited the myth that the Mao-
ist regime is forever going to rule China.

I doubt very much that these portentous
events would have taken place If, once agaln,
we had abandoned containment, had dis-
regarded our commitments and had sacri-
ficed 8. Vietnam.

I will not discuss what was accomplished
in South Vietnam. If despite the war, we
increased the GNP, as we did despite infla-
tion, and created the “Honda economy", we
didn't do so badly. Some of the articles in-
serted by “dovish” Senators illustrate the
economic Iimprovements Iimpressively even
when their authors don't want to admit
them. (See Robert Shaplen’s plece In Congres-
sional Record, May 22, 1970, pp. 168759-16763.)

What is the value for the United States
if the population of South Vietnam which is
not much smaller than that of California,
is saved from a terroristic and totalitarian
dictatorship and is permitted to grow into
a modern and functioning free state? The
tendency of many liberals—who are persua-
sive proponets of political liberty—to ignore
this elementary point and to seek refuge in
a rather superficial version of Realpolitik, is
hard to understand and even harder to
swallow.

The notion that in Vietnam we are fighting
for a very small stake and that that country
is not worth our efforts, is based on a rather
elementary misunderstanding of strategy.
Battlefields rarely possess intrinsic value.
What was the intrinsic value of Waterloo or
Valley Forge? The Suez Canal had an intrin-
sic value during World War II but its fate was
decided at El Alamein, the value of which
was zero. Japan fell because of naval battles
in the Pacific and of surface battles for small
islands whose value was negligible.

It is a strateglc advantage if the decision
for a big area can be achieved through battle
in a small area. Surely, a small battle is
cheaper than a big battle. Battles in thinly
populated rural areas also are cheaper than
battles in industrial areas. Why complain if
such a situation prevails?

For that matter, South Vietnam does not
lack value. Value Is a relational term and the
question is—wvalue for whom? The United
States obviously doesn’t need South Vietnam,
but for Hanol, whether acting alone or as a
stalking horse for China, South Vietnam with
its capable manpower, its food, and its po-
tential as major food producer, as well as its
geographic position, is indispensable if the
communists want to establish control over
the whole of Indochina and South Asia.

Laos is the key to South Vietnam, the uni-
fication of Vietnam under Hanoi is the pre-
liminary to the selzure of Thailand, which
in turn is the bridge to the very substantial
resources of Burma, Malaysia, and Indonesia.
I don't want to spin out this simple course In
geography. The artichoke strategy could
easily be applied through a different se-
quence, I am making this argument on
purely geographical terms without any im-
plications pro or con with respect to the so-
called domino theory. The resources of
Southeast Asia are large and South Vietnam
is the place where the decision is presently
being made whether those resources will be
controlled by the communists or will be
utilized by the local people themselves.

Robert 8. Elegant recently interviewed B.
Rajaratnam foreign minister of Singapore
(San José Mercury, June 9, 1970). Rajarat-
nam oxpnnded his thesis “admittedly ‘not
very original,’ that history is entering the
‘Pacific Age,' having passed through the

Mediterranean and Atlantic Ages.
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“All the powers are now represented on
the shores of the Pacific, where the destiny
of mankind will evolve. Raja hopes coopera-
tion will spring from the unprecedented
gathering of representatives of major civil-
izations. He fears ‘confrontation’ if the U.S.
withdraws from the new arena of world his-
tory, shrunk by technology to the ‘propor-
tions of a lake.

“+ ., Can the United States really opt
out of Asia? he questions. ‘For to opt out
of Asia is to opt out of the Pacific; to opt
out of the Pacific is to opt out of world
history. It can opt out politically and emo~-
tionally, but it cannot remain unaffected
for better or worse, by what happens on the
other slde of the Pacific.

“ ‘History will not come to an end merely
because the Americans have withdrawn from
the arena. It will be made by others more
determined to go on with the game—for the
smaller countries, the game of survival; for
the bigger countries, the relentless pursuit
of global influence. The big power with the
will to carry on the struggle’ (Russia, China
and Japan) ‘will determine the course of
world history, even for those who think they
have opted out’.”

Singapore is a unique spot for gaining an
overview of Asia as a whole,

As a country we understand the impor-
tance of Western Europe and to a somewhat
lesser extent that of the Middle East. We
hardly understand the significance of East
Asia, nor of the confrontation of the two
communist super-powers with one another
and with Japan, now the second power of
the Free World. Strange though it may seem,
Americans don't quite grasp the implica-
tions of the fact that the United States, too,
is a Pacific power.

Senator Stevens has ably re-stated the so-
called domino theory. (Congressional Record,
May 28, 1970, pp. 17396-17400.) He explained
that “there are two conditions which must be
present if the ‘domino theory’ is to apply.
Pirst, there must be a serles of contiguous
states whose geography and ethnic and po-
litlcal structure provide no substantial op-
position to engulfing conquest. Second, there
must be a force with the desire and the
ability to carry on this extended conquest.”

Senator Stevens stressed the importance
of ethniec factors, geographic obstacles like
high mountains and open seas, the nation=-
alist orientation of Hanoi, the lack of a
North Vietnamese navy, and Hanol's unwill-
ingness to be “an extension of Chinese will
in Southeast Asia", He concluded that “while
the ‘domino theory' does extend to Indo-
china and northeastern Thailand, it does not
extend outside this area”. This area in-
cludes—in terms of Hanol’s “desire and abll-
ity for extended conquest”—the Mekong
river basin. But, the Senator argued, “North
Vietnam’s national interests are not served
by expeditionary incursions into southwest-
ern Thalland or Malaysia. Nor does North
Vietnam have the navy to carry revolution
to the Philippines.”

I agree that the entire Mekong river basin
is at stake—and this would be dangerous
enocugh. But the domino theory is applicable
to an area larger than assumed by Senator
Stevens. In ethnic terms, quite a few Thais
are llving in North Vietnam, Laos is a Thal
state, and so is the Shan state in Burma,
there also are several milllons of Thals in
southern China. The Thals are more numer-
ous than the Vietnamese and a confliet be-
tween the two groups is likely. The North
Vietnamese would, therefore, be interested
in communizing and/or dismembering Thai-
land.

This single addition renders to Senator
Stevens' parameters the contention of the
domino theory—namely that conquest would
be continued—more significant:

I agree that North Vietnam's own terri-
torial ambitions are limited, But Hanoi wants
communist neighbors and will be desirous to
Instigate communist expansion. It will be
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eagerly facilitating the operations of com-
munist guerrillas and helping them wherever
feasible. The unrest created by a major com-
munist vietory would produce the climate in
which the guerrilla operations that already
are underway would prosper. High mountain
ranges and open seas are no obstacle to ex-
porting people's wars. North Vietnam has
been providing training to Palestinians and
Algerians. The exporting is done mosily by
propaganda which nullifies geographic hin-
drances. The North Vietnamese can place in-
structors and “cadres” anywhere throughout
the entire reglon, and they wouldn't need to
take care, alone, of the logistics indigenous
forces require.

Senator Stevens’' analysis is logical and it
defines the minimum range of Hanoi's in-
tentions, assuming Chinese concurrence. But
the scope of intended communist conquest
would be much larger, The Lao Dong party
is not the only communist combat party in
Southeast Asia.

VIETNAM AND ISRAEL

A maljority of U.S. Senators have come out
in support of supplying aircraft to Israel.
But if it is right to help Israel, why is it
wrong to help Vietnam? If the Israelis are
right in attacking the areas from which they
are being struck, why is it wrong for us to
attack the communist staging bases In Cam-
bodia?

Israel does not own more resources than
Vietnam. It does have a productive agricul-
ture and an excellent industry which, pre-
dictably, would fall to pieces if the country
were destroyed. (Israel’s aviation industry is
now on the same level as that of Italy.)
Israel is ahead of Vietnam which, however,
will develop its agricultural resources and
light processing industry.

In terms of manpower, Vietnam is sub-
stantially larger than Israel. The educational
levels of Vietnam, although they have been
lifted during the war, still are low. The Viet-
namese are very gifted and in due time will
greatly improve the quality of their man-
power. About 80% of their school-age chil-
dren are now going to school.

In terms of location, Israel is close to the
Suez Canal which is important, but otherwise
Israel is not a significant location in the
Middle East: Israel could disappear in the
Dead Sea and there wouldn't be much change
in the geography of the Middle East. This
remark is directed at phoney yardsticks that
are used to measure the importance of an
area. Size, place, topography, and the whole
set of physical data are important, but they
should not determine strategy.

Some Senators have pointed out that
Israel has a growing and modern democracy,
while the BSouth Vietnamese government,
which usually is described in pejorative
terms, is not to their liking. Thus Senator
Goodell (Congressional Record, May 19, 1970,
p. 16086) explained that Israel is a democ-
racy, “a tiny democracy”, which is fighting
all alone against the “intrusion of the Soviet
Union."” This is correct. He added that “we
sent American troops into a civil war within
South Vietnam.” The Senator regarded this
assessment as not debatable at all and said:
“If there were a civil war in Israel, I wouldn't
be in favor of sending American troops into
that civil war.”

This is unsatisfactory thinking: (1) The
utilization of ‘“civil war” in international
aggression is improper. (2) The full com-
munist strategy can hardly be described as
only a -civil war in South Vietnam: it also
embraces North Vietnamese military opera-
tions in South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.
(3) The North Vietnamese instigated the
civil war in South Vietnam. Since these are
two different states such instigation is an
act of international aggression. (4) The two
states are ethnically more or less the same
but this does transform the international
conflict into a civil war, just as little as the
German aggression on Austrla was a clvil
war or & war between Syria and Lebanon
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would be civil war. (5) The South Vietnamese
also are fighting against forces which are sup-
ported by the USSR. (6) Since the Palestinian
Arabs were or are citizens of the same state
as the Israelis, there also exlsts a civil war
element in the Middle East conflict, in spite
of the fact that there are ethnic differences.
One can argue about the respective import-
ance of the external and internal factors in
the two conflicts, yet in both cases insurgency
is related to external aggression and is a tool
of an external aggressor.

Note that in terms of U.S. security, it does
not matter one whit whether the commu-
nists conquer through the technique of civil
or international war. Strategically speaking,
the means are really irrelevant, and only the
outcome counts.

The point that “the Government of Israsl
is a democracy,” was made by six Senators in
a letter to President Nixon urging him to
sell aircraft to Israel. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
pp. 16875-16876.) I am quite willing to
given an A— or A4 grade to the govern-
ment of Israel, but there are people who
would discern a far lower grade. I have been
told that there are some Arabs who belleve
the Israeli government shouldn't exist at
all . . . In any event, the United States does
not engage in military operations as reward
for excellence in government but for the at-
tainment of strategic purposes.

I do not question the judgment of pro-
fessors and Senators who would give D or F
grades to the Salgon government, but per-
sonally I would not grade in this fashion. If
I have a student from a university in a de-
veloping country, I surely don't grade him as
severely as a graduate from Harvard or Stan-
ford. This type of grading is actually diffi-
cult; and it is easy to misunderstand
foreigners.

Israel is not much older than South Viet-
nam, but from the very start it incorporated
the know-how of a modern democracy. The
Israell state was established in 1948 but it was
not at that time created from scratch, and
it already had a large stable of first-class
administrators. By contrast, South Vietnam
was created from scratch in 1954, in the sense
that the state organisms had to be built from
the bottom up and the top down, and that
a modern political structure had to be carved
out of a Confucian soclety organized largely
in the form of autarkic and self-reliant iso-
lated villages. The new state had to overcome
enormous diffculties and obstacles such as
lack of cadres, ethnic and religious diversity,
private armies, lack of communications and
schools, ete., etc. Israel had its military and
ethniec troubles but it never lacked cadres,
roads, schools, capital, and help.

It is easy to say the Vietnamese should
have done a better job. Unfortunately, the
critics never mention that communist guer-
rillas systematically murdered government
officials, village leaders, policemen, teachers,
and educated people. No less than 50,000
cadres were killed—an equivalent of 600,000
persons in comparative American terms,
Moreover, there was war. Thus, the develop=
ment of a modern state in South Vietnam
was rendered triply difficult. Not surprisingly,
there is a long way to go.

In the face of the difficulties they were
facing, the South Vietnamese have done &
rather remarkable job. Who says they should
have reached perfection after 16 years of
unceasing trouble and against the power of
military traditions? What 1s any person's
authority for such criticism?

Bix Senators who wrote to the President
in favor of Israel, believe that the U.S. “must
disengage from the Indochina war.” One rea-
son for the differential treatment is that
Israel only wants to buy “the military equip-
ment she needs to defend her freedom."” I
applaud this, too, and I know a little bit
about economic hardships in Israel. But
Vietnam has a per capita income of $140,
against Israel’s income of $1,400, and it has
little chance to earn enough dollars soon.
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Do we subordinate strategy to the purchasing
power of our allies?

The Senators “are concerned that the
Soviet Union may be misinterpreting ‘the
spirited national debate in America . . . as
a sign that our nation will not take effective
steps to protect our yital national Interests
in the Middle East.” It follows from this ex-
cellent statement: (1) It is mandatory to
prevent communist misecalculation. (2) Since
delivery of alreraft to Israel 1s deslgned to
“protect our vital national interests," pre-
sumably the Senators would advocate such
delivery also if Israel would not pay. (3) Vital
national Interests must be defended; and
obviously we have major vital interests in
the Far East.

Consequently, the statement that “South
Vietnam, Cambodia and Laos ask that we give
them . . . the military equipment to defend
their own forms of repression against other
forms of repression,” is irrelevant, aside from
being a gratuitous insult. If the communists
must be warned off in the USSR, they also
must be warned off in East Asia, and they
must not be stimulated to further aggression.

Even if the South Vietnamese are not as
non-repressive as the Israelis, they are not
guilty of aggression. They simply want “to
defend their own forms of repression,” while
Hanol wants to impose its form of repression
on others.

The arguments for protecting our national
interests in the Middle East are neither better
nor worse than those for protecting our in-
terests in Southeast Asla and the Far East.
National interests must be protected wherever
they are threatened. Period.

The courting of American defeat is not a
way of defending national interests.

The structure and performance of a gov-
ernment must necessarily be a factor in our
strategic calculations. But this factor must
be assessed with objectivity. I will not even
start presenting a comparison between the
governments of South and North Vietnam.
If South Vietnam is “corrupt” because there
is fixing and nepotism, is this a reason to
turn it over to a totalitarlan dictatorship?
The doves avold the question. If, naturally,
totalitarianism is no improvement, then,
if one deplores Saigon's deficiencies, the log-
ical conclusion would be to help South Viet-
nam overcome its handicaps and shortcom-
ings. This is what we have been doing.

Let those who think that the communist
dictatorship is preferable to a fledgling and
struggling .democracy, be happy with their
predilection, But I do not accept such per-
sons as spokesmen for freedom and democ-
racy.

Mr: George W. Ball, former Under Secre-
tary of State, formulated four questions
which, in his judgment, must be answered to
decide for or against deployment of U.B.
military forces. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
p. 17044,)

*{1) Is the geographical area at issue vital
to the United States national interest?” The
answer is “yes' for both Vietnam and Israel,
despite significant differences in the under-
lying situation. But the question is for-
mulated far too narrowly because the case for
help to Israel is only secondarily geographical
or geopolitical: the primary arguments are
moral and political. If the question is prop-
erly enlarged beyond location and material
factors, the case for Vietnam will be seen
in a more revealing perspective.

*({2) Does the struggle threaten to:result
in the extension of the power of one of the
great communist powers beyond the post-
war lines and in a manner that could seri-
ously affect- the power balance on which
world. peace still unhappily depends?” The
answer to the main thrust of the question is
that the fall either of Vietnam or Israel, or
both, would increase communist power and
would have dangerous repercussions all over
the world. But the question is improper.
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(a) It should not have been restricted to
“the great communist powers” but it must
apply to all aggressive communist powers,
for many obvipus reasons including the need
to deter aggression by proxy. Note that on
the strength of Mr. Ball's criterion, the US.
would not have any reason to help Israel.
(b) The criterion of the “post-war lines”
seems to reflect the existence of an often
suspected secret understanding on Soviet
and U.S. spheres of influence. I'll let this
pass but if we adhere to this particular rule,
we should ask for the freeing of North Viet-
nam. (¢) Peace does not depend on the bal-
ance of power—we have such a balance now,
and there are two shooting wars plus 30 war
areas. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 18230.)
This 1list does not include Berlin and
Czechoslovakia, nor the strategic nuclear
contest. Peace depends, at this stage of world
history, on the United States and its allies in
time reclaiming superiority of power.

“(3) Is the physlcal terrain such that the
military power of the United States could be
effectively used?” We can use our power
everywhere and we can develop optimal
armaments for every environment. That we
sometimes fail to adjust qulckly to a partic-
ular situation, is another matter. We have
demonstrated that we are able to use our
military power effectively both In Southeast
Asia and in the Middle East.

“(4) Does the political regime governing
the area under attack have a sufficiently
solid base to support the introduction of
U.S. military power?"” Yes for Israel; and yes
for South Vietnam since we effectively intro-
duced U.S. power into the area. This gques-
tion begs the question, so to speak. We may
hayve overriding interests to move into a
political no-man’s land. Should we abstain
from helping a country because the commu-
nists just knocked out its government—
should we thus reward them for insurgency?
And can't we help a knocked-about govern-
ment to solidify its base?

Mr. Ball has had “intensive past experi-
ence” in forelgn affairs, and no one would
doubt this. But when he drew up his ques-
tionnaire, he did not sufficlently draw on
this experience. He favors, without specify-
ing the means, containment of Soviet aggres-
sive moves in the Middle East. Yet his own
criteria do not fully support his recommen-
dations. He is right, of course, that we must
contain the Soviets in the Middle East, but
his checklist is not good enough. This list
was formulated as a rationale for leaving
Indochina. Mr. Ball Is caught In a glaring
contradiction.

It is too bad that our strategy in Vietnam
must suffer from confusions which, If there
were less emotion, could be sorted out easily.
The argument that we must get out of Viet-
nam to help Israel is invalid because if there
are good reasons to abandon Vietnam, there
would be good reasons to abandon Israel or,
conversely, if there are good reasons not to
abandon Israel, there would be good reasons
to continue helping Vietnam. But the pro-
ponents of “down on Vietnam, up on Israel”
overlook one Key fact: if the country accepts
defeatism as its national policy in Vietnam,
this same defeatist policy will, inevitably, be
applied to Israel.

ANOTHER VIEW OF THE POPULA-
TION BOMB

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, population
increase is a subject which has lately
been treated to much publicity and no
little emotional fervor. Many studies
have been made, and numerous headlines
have proclaimed grim warnings of a
population “bomb” or “explosion’ which
threatens the very future of mankind.

‘While the world-wide trend of popula-
tion growth, especially in some of the
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underdeveloped coutries, raises many se-
rious questions, a clear-sighted and un-
emotional view of the issues involved is
highly important to any sound policy
decisions in this area.

An article by Dr. Thomas Jermann, of
Rockhurst College, published in the
Kansas City Times, was recently carried
by the National Observer. Dr. Jermann
takes an essentially unalarmist ap-
proach to population growth and points
out some interesting facts which have
been somewhat obscured by recent pub-
licity and rhetoric.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle, published on July 25, be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no cbjection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

Ficures TeELL AwoTHER SToryY: IT's TiMmE To
DeFUSE POPULATION “‘EXPLOSIONISTS”

(By Thomas C. Jermann)

(Note.—Dr. Jermann is a professor of his-
tory at Rockhurst College, Kansas City, Mo.
This essay originally appeared in the Kansas
City Times.)

Americans have been overwhelmed by an
avalanche of scare rhetoric about the “popu-
lation explosion.” We have been assured that
it is not only the greatest problem facing the
world, but also our greatest problem,

The rhetoric goes something like this: If
growth rates continue unchecked, in 600
years there will be one person for every
square yard of the earth's surface. In 900
years a bullding 2,000 stories high covering
the whole world will be needed to house the
immense throng. The exploding U.S. popula-
tion will keep pace: 375,000,000 Americans
by AD. 2000, 939,000,000 by 2050, and 2,350,-
000,000 by 2100.

BIRTH RATE DECLINES

Explosionists advocate unprecedented
measures to stem the force of this impend-
ing tidal wave of humanity. Suggested solu-
tions for the United States range from tax
disincentives to nearly unlimited abortion
and eventual government control.

All of this is in the face of a steadily de-
clining birth rate in the United States. The
birth rate and the number of babies born
each year from 1967 to the present are:

The birth rate has declined every year
from a high of 25.3 per 1,000 in 19567 to a
low of 174 in 1968. The latter figure is the
lowest in U.S. history.

The death rate, at 9.6, has remained al-
most unchanged In the last 20 years. As
our population grows older (which is be-
ginning to occur in consequence of the
smaller number of bables born each year)
the death rate must eventually rise to 15 in
accordance with our life expectancy of 70
years.

(If. in the face of the declining birth
rate, the death rate remained at 9.6 per-
manently, everyone could expect to live to
be 104 years old.)

AN OVERCAPACITY

A total of 800,000 fewer bables were born
in 1968 than in 1981. The consequences of
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this have not yet been fully appreciated, but
these figures mean that in 1976 there will
be 800,000 fewer third-graders in the na-
tion’s classrooms than there are today. This
is not a hazy prognostication, because these
children have already been born. There will
be an overcapacity in teachers, schools, and
educational facilitles.

In view of these declining numbers and
the recent record-low birth rates, it is
probable that the U.S. population is al-
ready moving toward stabilization. It has
become apparent that the Census Bu-
reau's 1967 population estimates for the year
2000 are already outdated and must be re-
vised sharply downward.

These estimates varied from a high of
398,000,000, to an Intermediate range be-
tween 336,000,000 and 308,000,000 to a low
of 283,000,000. The high and the intermedi-
ate estimates now seem to be completely out
of the question; even the low estimate may
be too high. Some demographers now think
that the U.S. population will stabilize
around the year 2000 at 245,000,000 to 265,~
000,000.

EXTENDING TOO FAR

The impact made by the explosionists re-
sults partly from their extending trends far
into the future. Such lengthy extensions are
invalid, for they assume that all population
factors will remain constant. Since popula-
tion factors have a way of not remaining
constant, the longer a “trend” is extended,
the greater is the likelihood of error.

It is possible, moreover, even with the use
of reasonably short extensions, to achieve
forecasts that contradict those of the ex-
plosionists. One can note, for example, the
“trend” in the U.S. birth rate from 25.3 in
1957 to 174 in 1968, If this “trend” is ex-
tended only 22 years into the future, the
birth rate will be down to zero.

Similarly, the birth rate declined steadily
from 30.1 in 1910 to 18.4 in 1836. If in 1936
this “trend” had been extended only 39 years
into the future, births in the United States
would have ceased altogether by 1975. This is
not only invalid, but ridiculous. Such proce-
dure is, however, not nearly as ridiculous as
extrapolations that are mechanically ex-
tended for 600 or 900 years.

The chief danger, however, in the scare
rhetoric of alarmists is that they tend to re-
duce many of our major problems to num-
bers of people. They thus divert attention
away from the actual causes of the prob-
lems. To the extent that the distortions and
half-truths find credence, they will retard
much-needed solutions.

CRIMES AND CROWDS

The ever-increasing rates of violent crime
are attributed to population growth and
density. If crowded conditions cause crime,
the most crowded areas of the world might
legitimately be expected to have the highest
crime rates.

Holland, for example, where people are
crowded together at a density of almost 1,000
per square mile (compared with 57 per
square mile in the United States), should be
a very dangerous place indeed. The Dutch,
however, who have one of the lower crime
rates in the Western world, seem to be un-
aware of their predicament. Perhaps they
have not yet read such books as Paul Ehr-
lich’s Population Bomb.

To take another example, Great Britain
has 50,000,000 people crowded into an area
smaller than California. On the basls of the
explosionists’ rhetoric it is hard to under-
stand why there are fewer murders in the
entire British Isles every year than there are
in Chicago or Cleveland, or greater Kansas
City. These examples suggest that popula-
tion density, in itself, does not produce crime,

HINDERING REFORMS

There is danger, however, that irrespon-
sible scare tactics may divert public atten-
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tion to mere numbers of people. Progress in
eliminating slums may be retarded, increased
educational and vocational assistance may
be delayed, and much-needed reforms in
prisons and courts may not be undertaken.

Another favorite theme of the explosion-
ists is environmental pollution. This is, of
course, a problem of paramount importance.
It cannot, however, be reduced to mere num-
bers of people. Although more people pro-
duce more pollution, they also produce the
wealth and the technology to combat it. The
crucial factor is determination. Alarmists,
by directing attention solely to numbers of
people, tend to obscure the fact, admittedly
unpleasant, that combating pollution Tre-
quires large sums of money.

Oversimplification 1s heard even from gov-
ernment officials. Robert H. Finch, former
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
when asked what people could do on a volun-
tary basis to Improve the environment, said:
“I would begin by recommending that they
start by having only two children.”

This is not the heart of the problem. If
population growth in the United States
ceases today, rivers will remain ecological
slums, and air over some citles will remain
unbreathable until massive and costly efforts
are undertaken to remedy these deplorable
conditions. To the extent that environmental
problems are obscured by simplistic rhetorie,
they will continue to go unresolved.

CONGESTION IN CITIES

Finally, the explosionists dellght in de-
ploring the ever-increasing crowds In our
cities and in our national parks. They ignore
the fact that a large part of the urban con-
gestion is a result of the continuing flight
from the farm to the city. Fewer farmers are
producing more food on less total acreage.
As a result of the continuing exodus from
the country, one-third of the countiesin the
nation are losing population; more and more
of the populace is being concentrated in
metropolitan areas.

Forty-four Kansas and 49 Missouri counties
lost population between 1860 and 1966. The
latter state, with 69,000 square miles of terri-
tory, has three-fifths of its people concen-
trated in two urban areas. Similar concen-
trations of people are cccurring throughout
the United States.

It is apparent that more cities are needed,
not merely additional growth in a few metro-
politan areas. Most of all planning is needed,
50 that the ecities, new and old, will not be
hampered by unrealistic political boundarles,
segregated housing, and antiquated trans-
portation systems.

VISITORS TO NATIONAL PARKS

National parks, as noted by population
alarmists, are much more crowded than they
were just a few years ago. Attendance has
in fact increased by 450 per cent in fewer
than 20 years while the population increased
by 30 per cent. These figures might suggest
all of the following: (a) we are indeed be-
coming an affluent society, (b) camping Is
becoming more and more popular, (c) we
need more national parks.

Some developing countries have severe
population problems. The United States does
not. The serious difficulties facing our nation
can only get worse if they are simply reduced
to numbers of people. Crime, environmental
pollution, and urban congestion cannot be
eliminated by such simplistic thinking.

It is time to deflate the "“population bomb™
rhetorlc so that we can have a clear view of
the real problems.

PROCLAMATION OF LIBERTY

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in a
time of tension and anxiety, one of the
prime sources of turmoil is a lack of trust
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among Americans. The problem is not
that we may disagree, but that we often
fail even to listen to one another. In his
sermon on the Fourth of July weekend,
the Reverend Emmanuel J. Hoover, of
Zion Lutheran Church, Middletown, Md.,
reaffirmed the fact that sincerity is es-
sential if man is to live up to his ideals.

The text of his sermon was based on a
quotation from Leviticus:

“Proclaim liberty throughout all the land
unto all the inhabitants thereof!”

In his sermon, Pastor Hoover has cap-
tured the essence of true liberty, a con-
dition which can never be achieved until
we learn to respect what each other says.
One of America’s greatest heritages is
her ability to accomodate a great diver-
sity of people with liberty for all. Pastor
Hoover discussed the essential point,
that we must consider our country
“above partisan and political interests
and considerations.” I ask unanimous
consent that his thought-provoking ser-
mon be printed in the REcoRrb.

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

WirH LIBERTY AND JUSTICE FOR ALL!

This weekend we celebrate the 194th an-
niversary of the founding of our nation with
the signing of the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the formal beginning of the War
for Independence.

One hundred and ninety four long years
have gone by and America has developed into
the world’s greatest nation, having come to
be known throughout the world as “the land
of the free!”

There have been many American flags dis-
played this weekend in apparent commemo-
ratlon of that event of one hundred and
ninety four years ago. We have been encour-
aged to display the flag at our homes and on
the rear and side windows of our automobiles
in an effort to revive the sagging of patriotism
evident in our land. All of this is fine, if,
when we display we really believe what it
represents and symbollzes; otherwise, it is
gross hypocrisy and a cover-up!

When we salute the flag we say: “I pledge
allegiance to the flag of the United States
of America, and to the republi¢c for which it
stands, one nation, under God, indivisible,
with llberty and justice for alll” If we really
believe those words, then we have a right to
fly the flag, and to fly It as briskly and as
often as we may desire. But if we do not
really believe those words, then we have no
right to fly the flag, for then to fly the flag
becomes sheer hypocrisy; saying by the out-
ward display of the flag that we are bellevers
in what it symbolizes when in our hearts and
minds we do not so believe. And this is what
the younger generation says concerning many
of us of the older generation—that we are
guilty of hypoerisy! By which they mean that
we say many things we do not do, that we
say many things we do not belleve, so that
they see us as gullty of gross hypocrisy.

Qur nation was founded by religious men.
If you will study the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, the U.S. Constitution, and all the
early documents leading up to them, you
will find in each an overt recognition of the
part God plays In the life and destinies of
men and nations. God played a most im-
portant role in the events which led to
the founding of America.

This Leviticus text, perhaps 2800 years old,
is the Biblical text inscribed on the Liberty
Bell. Our founding fathers took a text from
the Blble and had it inscribed on the Liberty
Bell when they had it made: “Proclaim lib-
erty throughout all the land unto all the
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inhabitants thereof!” This was not a new
idea; 1t was an old idea, as old as the world
because it existed in the mind of God. All
men, by God's Will, are to be free, and na-
tlons are to administer justice impartially
for the benefit of each individual man. Lib-
erty and justice are not just for a few, a
privileged few; they are for all people, for
all the citizens of the land, and for aliens
too! God revealed those truths 2800 years
ago, but it has taken hundreds and hun-
dreds of years for them to become evident
reality for many peoples, America was prob-
ably the first nation, and possibly the only
one, to inscribe these words of the text on
a bell which was to ring out liberty and jus-
tice for all its people!

It required 2800 years for God to develop
a nation which came to be known as “the
land of the free!"” Other nations contributed
to this historic development: there were
the Greeks with their City States and ldeas
of freedom, and there were the British with
their Magna Charta. But llberty is a pre-
carious business. Nations which have had
Uberty and freedom have had to care for it,
because liberty and freedom can easily erode
and vanish. It takes eternal vigilance and
the kind of ingredients which go into the
making of true and lasting liberty!

America didn't just happen to happen!
America became what she is because of the
character of the people who founded Amer-
ica and who have kept America and the
American dream alive through one hundred
and ninety four years of history. They were
people who belleved that in America liberty
should be proclaimed throughout all the
land to all the inhabitants thereof. If every-
body in America today belleved this, we
would not be the divided nation we are. We
are a divided nation because there are
groups of citizens who do not believe that
liberty should be proclaimed throughout all
the land to all the inhabitants thereof. If
the Liberty Bell were to be struck today,

many would insist that the Leviticus inscrip-
tion be eliminated!

Some folks want llberty and justice for
themselves but are not in the least con-
cerned about the same for others. There are
groups that want liberty and justice to

maintain their selfish interests, but who
couldn’t care less about liberty and justice
for the other groups in our society. Selfish
interest groups who look out for their own
welfare primarily and who do not consider
the welfare of the nation as a whole consti-
tute one of the major weaknesses in our
American soclety today. Lobbles and lobby-
ists can very easily be dedicated not to what
is good for America but solely what is good
for the special interest they represent. Lob-
bying can easily become the most selfish ex-
pression of political exploitation. The result
of much such selfish expression and self-
seeking can be the erosion in liberty and
freedom!

The Liberty Bell didn't ring very long
until it suffered a crack, and someone has
suggested that we have & crack in the Lib-
erty Bell today! It is quite true; America’s
Liberty Bell is cracked and is not sounding
a clear and resonant call for llberty and jus-
tice for alll No longer do we seem willing as
a united people to proclaim liberty through-
out all the land to all the inhabitants
thereof!

America was known for many years as “the
melting pot of the world.” People came here
from all lands and continents. They spoke
diverse languages and represented differing
cultures. Here in the land of freedom and
opportunity, after a generation or two, they
were assimilated Into our citizenry and many
of them came to be recognized for unique
contributions they gave to the life of the
nation. Among these immigrants were many
of our immediate ancestors.
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But we seem to have ceased being the
world’'s melting pot; instead of being assimi-
lated into a living union and commonwealth,
we now seéem to stand in opposition to one
another and to withhold goodwill and op-
portunity to one another, especially so if the
color of our skin is different. There are groups
and individuals in America today who, look-
ing back to the past, think of the wonderful
life in America of fifty or seventy five years
ago, an America which was much different
and more desirable for living than the
America of today, an America in which people
did tolerate one another and respected dif-
fering opinions; and they wish to go back
to that America, to the manifest patriotism
which reigned in those former years. Well, we
can go back to that America if we will but
fulfill the same conditions which created
that America of fifty or seventy five years ago,
if we are willing to work together, to under-
stand one another, to love one another, and
if we really will believe with our heart and
soul in the freedom and justice for all for
which the American flag stands!

There is a consistency between what we say
when we repeat this anclent text from
Leviticus and when we pledge allegiance to
the American flag, and what we confess in
both instances is among the noblest acts and
sentiments of man. It represents God as hav-
ing a position of recognition and honor in
the history and life of our nation: “One na-
tion—under God!” Some citizens will hang
out the flag on national holidays, afirming
that they believe this nation’s life is bullt
on a recognition of God, but they themselves
are never found at worship in any House of
God helping sustain the godly foundations of
the nation—all of which has something of
the air of hypocrisy about it! For to say that
this is a nation under God and then refuse
to do your little bit to keep God and the Will
of God alive in the life of this nation is in-
deed hypocritical, is to forfeit one’s right to
display the flag, because then one doesn't
really belleve in this truth and ideal which
the flag symbolizes.

To display the flag is to believe in the unity
of America: “One nation, ... ., indivisible!”
This is to mean that priority is given to the
nation above all other national goals or local
loyalties. The flag says that America is for
“all the inhabitants of the land! Americans
are united regardless of the color of skin, of
financial position, of educational attainment,
or of political opinion. All groupings and
allegiances are subservient to the unity of
the nation. In the true America no distine-
tions are made where unity, love and loyalty
to nation is involved., And this is one of the
great things we say when we salute the flag.
Groups may separate us, but the nation
should unite us. If we are a divided nation,
you see, it is because some of us have fallen
prey to the temptation to put local, sec-
tional or group interests ahead of national
interests, and to the degree we have done
this we have violated the pledge of allegiance
to the flag and nullified the will of God as set:
forth in the ancient Leviticus commandment
to “proclaim liberty to all the people!”

There is something genuinely un-American
about permitting local, sectional or personal
interests to divide us as a people. In America
there should be no North or South, no capi-
tal or labor, no rich or poor, no black or white
to disrupt our unity or to delay the achieve-
ment of our national goals and ideals. And
we will believe this if we are honest when
we salute our flag and seriously consider
God's Will for all men.

To genuinely salute the American flag
means to accept the ancient Leviticus text
as God’'s command to us as a nation: that
here liberty and justice shall be proclamied
and administered evenhandedly to all. The
flag of our nation was bought with a great
price; it 1s not something cheap, to be spit
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upon and torn into rags. Men by the thou-
sands have died for the nation, believing in
what the flag symbollzes: their blood is rep-
resented by the red stripes. The white stripes
are emblematic of the pure and lofty ideals
for which our nation stands. And the blue
should represent the loyalty of the living to
those ideals for which our dead heroes shed
their 1ife blood. A great deal of dedicated liv-
ing and heroic dying is represented in the
American flag; purchased at such a price, we
dare not treat it lightly or desecrate it light-
heartedly. Our loyalty does not mean perfect
acceptance of the nation as it may be, but
rather to the nation’s high and lofty ideals
toward which we should always be striving.
It is not a blind loyalty, such as is evident
in such catchwords as: “America: Love it or
Leave it! but a loyalty which ever works
to make America’s performance more faith-
fully duplicate and attain its ideals. We dare
never forget that America stands under the
vast judgment of God just as do individual
men, but we seem to have lost this sense of
the judgment of God in the affairs of na-
tions. One of the truly great traits of Abra-
ham Lincoln was that he believed devoutly
that God sits in judgment upon nations, as
well as He sits in judgment upon individual
men and women.

We are called upon always to try to make
America live up to the high and lofty ideals
represented by our flag and historic docu-
ments—the ideals that liberty, freedom and
justice shall be proclaimed from one end of
the nation to the other end, to every single
cltizen and inhabitant thereof.

There are many American cltizens who
consume civil, economic and political liberty
for themselves, but who are not willing to
grant simillar liberties to the poor and under-
privileged among our citizenry. At times
when our government has tried to elevate the
lving standards and educational opportu-
nities for the thirty million Americans living
in Appalachia and in our ghettos, we have
found some of our most highly privileged
citizens among the most vocal opponents. We
are not all equal when it comes to economic
and social opportunity; anyone who has been
closely and sympathetically identified with
the poor of our land, the depressed of Ap-
palachia, the ill-treated American Indian, or
the down-graded Mexican-Americans, knows
full well that these inhabitants of our land
do not have the opportunity, they do not
have the freedom, to develop themselves
into the most constructive citizens possible
In a worthwhile society. That's the heart of
liberty—not license, not freedom to do as
we please, or to be what we want to be—but
freedom to become what we ought to be,
freedom to become the best we can possibly
be, to be elevated in mind ennobled in posi-
tive usefulness in the society of man.

Yes, true Americanism consists in more
than the periodic display of the flag. Not
everyone who displays the flag is a good
American, but only they who work daily in
life to make America a better and a more
democratic soclety, who strive to assist their
fellowmen in realizing the ideals and hopes
expressed in the flag. These ideals, rooted in
Jewish and Christian history and teaching,
can be summed up in Jesus’ great command-
ment: “Love God fully and love your neigh-
bor as you love yourself!” Christ’s love con-
slsts of goodwill, tolerance and an under-
standing helpfulness towards our neigh-
bor—it means liberty, justice, goodwill, and
& helping hand for every soul striving to
climb upward!

So, to truly obey this Leviticus command
and to genuinely display the flag, one must
not be viciously opposed to, must not hurt
or harm a fellow citizen in any manner, but,
as Luther saild, must seek to assist him, to
understand him, to wish only the best for
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him, and to put the most charitable con-
struction on what he does and says!

This means that in America we will not
call each other derogatory names and sepa-
rate ourselves into opposing groups; but
white and black, rich and poor, citizens and
allens, educated and illiterate, will live and
work together, side by side, in understand-
ing helpfulness, living and letting live, striv-
ing to achleve together what we cannot
achieve alone—the American dream and the
dream of God for all mankind!

“I pledge allegiance to the flag of the
United States of America, and to the repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation, under
God, indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all!”

“Proclaim liberty throughout all the land,
unto all the inhabitants thereof!”

Bo, if you believe in these American ideals,
g0 home and display your flag as a testi-
mony to your faith in these ideals. But if
you do not genuinely belleve in these ideals,
then go home and take down the flag you
may be displaying, wrap it up in moth balls
and store it in your attic until the time
comes when you may be able to truthiully
display it. But don't be guillty of hypocrisy!

FUSION POWER: EXCITING
PROMISE

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President. An arti-
cle of exceptional interest to everyone
who is concerned about the browmnouts,
and the power shortage, and the envir-
onmental consequences of generating
electricity, appeared in the June issue of
Fortune magazine. Pleasurable and ex-
citing to read, the article describes “the
hot new promise” of fusion power.

Unlike nuclear reactors, whose inher-
ent dangers result from their produc-
tion of intensely radioactive byproducts
in enormous quantity, controlled thermo-
nuclear fusion will be inherently safe.
The radioactive threat from early fusion
model will be several hundred thousand
times less than from the present and
planned nuclear reactors. It is possible
that later fusion models might produce
no radioactivity at all. Furthermore,
their heat-conversion efficiency might be
as high as 90 to 95 percent, which would
virtually eliminate the thermal pollu-
tion problem associated with reactors.

How many years away is fusion pow-
er? That largely depends on the fund-
ing which Congress provides.

It appears possible that, if there were
a “crash program” in fusion research
like the well-funded one in reactor re-
search, fusion power might catch up
and pass reactor development. It must
be remembered that all the nuclear
power reactors now operating and
going into operation are still experi-
mental models, and that it wil] be an-
other 15 years before the first big
breeder reactors are working, if they
ever do.

It is impossible to compare the speed
of fusion development with the speed of
reactor development, which is receiving
about four times more Government
money. However, Dr. C. M. Van Atta, of
the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory,
thinks that kind of fusion feasibility
could be demonstrated in 5 years, if there
Were money now,

Unfortunately, the Atomic Energy
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Commission has funded fusion research
at a static level for the last 10 years—
which means a decreasing effort under
inflation. Russian manpower in fusion
research is reportedly five times the
American level.

I am certainly not the only Member
of Congress who is dismayed by the
meager ceiling set on fusion research
again this year by the AEC authorization.
On June 18, 1970, the House Appropria-
tions Committee Report No. 91-1219 for
Public Works, including atomic energy,
stated the following:

The committee has long been concerned
at the slow pace of the development of this
program which, if successful, could be the
answer to the energy problems facing the
Nation and the world . .. The committee
hopes that future budget submissions will
make more adequate provision for accelera-
tion of this research and development effort.

I ask unanimous consent to place the
well-written Fortune article in the
RECORD.

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

THE Hor NEw PROMISE OF THERMONUCLEAR
Power

The best index of a nation’s living stand-
ard is the average amount of energy at the
disposal of each citizen. Energy underlies
most of the necessities; it is needed to pro-
duce fertilizers, extract materials, distribute
goods, dispose of wastes, and supply warmth,
among other things. But assuming that pop-
ulations and living standard around the
world will generally increase, future socle-
ties appear headed for energy starvation 1if
they have to rely on present energy sources.
As time goes by, it will take more and more
energy to obtaln a given amount of benefit.
Materials will be won from lower-grade ores
at a larger cost In energy. Food will be trans-
ported from farther away. More energy will
be consumed in the disposal or conversion of
wastes, many of which are themselves by-
products of the energy-conversion process.

Two methods of energy conversion should
become avallable late in this century for
averting at least this particular crunch. The
closest to hand is the fast-breeder fission
reactor, the technical and economic feasibil-
ity of which seem assured. The other, and
potentially far better, is controlled thermo-
nuclear fusion. In some ways complementary
to the breeder, In some ways competitive,
the fusion principle is inherently safer and
cleaner. And if direct conversion of fusion
energy to electricity can be achieved, as many
now believe, civilization might obtain its en-
ergy at a price far lower than ever imagined.
But hopes for fusion power have to be tem-
pered: eighteen years of broad internaitonal
effort and at least a billion dollars spent have
yet to bring nuclear fusion to the stage that
nuclear fission reached twenty-eight years
ago when the first self-sustaining reaction
went critical on a University of Chicago
squash court.

Both fission and fusion take advantage of
the fact that atomic nuclef have an optimum
size range in which the forces that hold a
nucleus together and the forces that tend to
tear it apart are most nearly in equilibrium.
This size range lies near the middle of the
periodic table of elements and represents the
state at which the least possible energy is
needed to hold all the nuclear components
together. Heavy nuclei such as uranium will
decay radioactivity or fission (i.e., split) in
an attempt to reach this state, giving off
energy in the process, Similarly, very light

27405

nuclel, such as hydrogen and helium, will
fuse together, giving off energy in the
process also.

‘While the heavy nuclel teeter on the brink
of spontaneous fission, however, the light
nuclel put up heavy resistance to fusion, The
reason is that it is hard to bring them into
contact—each possesses a positive electric
charge, so they repel each other. The princi-
pal task of thermonuclear-fusion technology
iIs to overcome this repulsion, or coulomb
barrier, by physically forcing the nuclel into
violent collision.

In atomic accelerators this collision con-
tact is accomplished by firing nuclei at one
another like bullets. In the hydrogen bomb
it is done with violent temperature produced
by a fisslon-bomb * ' In the sun it
is accomplished by means of tremendous
heat and pressure produced by the sun's
own gravitational force. The malin hopes of
fusion research have been pinned upon proc-
esses that somewhat resemble the sun’'s ex-
cept that magnetic forces are substituted for
gravity.

THE FOURTH STATE OF MATTER

In several respects, initiating a self-sus-
taining fuslon reactlon is analogous to
gullding a fire: the kindling flame must be
hot enough and be held long enough; fuel
must be closely spaced to heat itself and keep
the fire going. But the fuels used in the
fusion fire are like no others. The fuel upon
which most research has been done to date is
a combination of deuterium and tritium, the
two heavy isotopes of hydrogen. Other com-
binations are possible—deuterium will fuse
with deuterium or with isotopes of helium,
for example—but the deuterlum-tritium re-
action is easlest to ignite.

At the temperatures required for fusion
ignition, on the order of a hundred million
degrees, all materials have not only long since
vaporized but lonized—Il.e., broken up into a
mixture of negatively charged electrons and
positively charged nuclel. This mixture,
called plasma, resembles a gas in some
respects, but it is often regarded as a fourth
state of matter because it has some proper-
tles unlike gases, liquids, or solids. Plasma's
unique properties are simulfaneously the
only hope for fusion and yet so maddeningly
complex that only recently, after years of ef-
fort with expensive research apparatus and
computers, have theorists begun to compre-
hend its behavior.

For fusion, this viclently expansive fuel
must be compressed into a small volume, yet
kept from contact with ordinary matter,
which would chill the plasma instantly. It
might be impossible to accomplish this ex-
cept for one fortunate property of plasmsa: it
consists of iIndependently moving electrically
charged particles, which means it can be de-
flected to a limited extent by magnetic flelds,

The main efforts of fusion researchers over
many years have gone into arranging mag-
netic fields as “bottles"” for plasma. Such bot=
tles fall into two general types. In the
“open” type, squeezing flelds of magnet-
ism form the sole “stopper” preventing
plasma from escaping out the ends of
a tube. In the “closed” type the tube is
bent into a doughnut shape, or toroid, and
here the purpose of the magnetic fields is to
confine the plasma to the middle of the tube,
away from material walls,

Even In the best of circumstances, no such
magnetic bottle can be perfect. There will al-
ways be some leakage of plasma particles
striking one another and bouncing off in di-
rections that the fields cannot inhibit. This
irreducible rate of leakage, called ‘‘classical
diffusion™ because it is explainable by well-
established theory, represents the ultimate
goal of all magnetic confinement schemes,
even though controlled fusion is theoretically
possible at a higher rate of leakage. Such
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classical confinement has
achieved.

Confinement alone is not encugh, however,
Generally speaking, fusion theorists calculate
that they also need a plasma density of 10
to 10** particles per cublc centimeter (ie., a
hundred trillion to a thousand trillion par-
ticles per c.c.). Actually even the higher fig-
ure is a near-vacuum compared with air at
sea level, which 1s 100,000 times denser. This
plasma must be heated to a temperature
above 60 million degrees. And particles must
remain confined for an average of a tenth
of a second or more before diffusing out. To a
limited extent these parameters are variable:
higher density can partially compensate for
shorter confinement time or lower tempera-
ture, etc., and different sets of standards
apply in different types of confinement
schemes. A common rule of thumb for a
fusion reactor capable of producing more
energy than it consumes is Lawson's criteri-
on, named for British physicist J. D. Lawson.
For net power, according to his formula, the
product of the density times the confinement
time must equal or exceed the figure 10 (a
hundred trillion).

AFTER THE PERHAPSATRON

In the earllest days, before much existed
in the way of plasma theory, researchers were
innocent about the immensities of their
tasks. The U.S. Government initiated a highly
classified program in 1952 under the light-
hearted code name Project Sherwood. The
name was & pun on the answer, “It sure
would,"” to the question, “Wouldn't it be
nice if we could achieve nuclear fusion?”
One early reactor attempt, designed largely
out of optimism and happy guesswork, was
dubbed Perhapsatron.

Lightheartedness dissolved after Per-
hapsatron and numerous Ssuccessors were
turned on. For plasma simply refused to be
confined: no matter what the shape or the
strength of the magnetic bottle, it always

recently been

managed to wriggle free before the nuclear
fire could kindle. In the earliest machines,
which were open types, the particles simply
escaped out the ends or through weak regions
in the magnetic fields. In later, more elabo-
rate devices of the closed type they appeared

to interact electromagnetically in unan-
ticipated group behavior. This enabled the
particles to ignore the fields altogether or
actually to receive a magnetic kick that drove
the plasma to the chilling walls.

As time went on, the fear began to plague
many of the Sherwood scientists that they
were up against a law of nature, a law as
implacable as the thermodynamic principles
that, for instance, preclude the possibility of
perpetual-motion machines. The fear arose
largely from a relationship that had been
announced in the early Forties by the Amer-
ican physicist David Bohm, who had been
doing research on plasma and magnetic
fields for purposes not related to fusion.
Bohm discovered that plasma usually dif-
Tused through a magnetic field at a rate that
was related to the temperature and strength
of the field. The equation appeared to be a
reflection of the cooperative behavior of
plasma particles. When Bohm's equation was
applied in context with Lawson's criterion
of density and temperature for successful
fusion, the equation always predicted that
confinement time would be at least a hun-
dred times too short for fusion. .

More ominous yet was the actual be-
havior of the plasma. At first, azs new ma-
chines and new principles were tried, con-
finement times gradually increased. But by
1954 they had climbed to just about exactly
the level predicted by Bohm—'"Bohm time,”
as it was called—and there they stopped.
And, from then on, no matter what new ap-
paratus was tried, no matter how tempera-
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tures and. magnetic fields were altered, the
maximum confinement never exceeded Bohm
time.

From 1952 to 1958 the American Sherwood
researchers fought the battle of plasma con-
finement  in secrecy. Meanwhile, in the
U.S.S.R. and Great Britain, similarly classi-
fied fusion programs were also in trouble,
85 were smaller unclassified programs in
other countries. It turned out later, in fact,
that all these independent efforts had been
pursuing remarkably similar approaches,
and, of course, encountering the same elu-
slveness in plasma. Word of each other's
troubles did seep out over the grapevine,
however, and in 18958 the Soviet Union pro-
posed wholesale reclassification of all fusion
research. The proposal was accepted by all the
countries, At first simply a huddling together
for warmth in the face of chilling difficul-
ties, the worldwide fusion effort has dem-
onstrated itself to be an exemplary case of
open international cooperation for general
benefit.

Initially, the U.S. program was the largest
and contributed the most in the way of
theory and accomplishment. But for more
than a decade now, funding in the U.S. pro-
gram has remained nearly level despite in-
flation and increasing need for larger, more
expensive research apparatus. Next year the
Atomic Energy Commission’s funding for
fusion amounts to $28,600,000. In the same
period the size of the Soviet program has
steadily increased until now it is three times
larger than the U.S. program in manpower.
It also contributes the most in the way of
progress,

After declassification revealed that their
troubles were universal, the sclentists real-
ized the inappropriateness of their trial-
and-error approach to fusion. In the ab-
sence of detalled theoretical knowledge
about plasma behavior, expensive machines
were being put together just to see what
would happen. Most programs went back to
plodding research aimed at understanding
the complicated behavior of plasma in the
presence of magnetic fields.

BEATING BOHM TIME

By the mid-Sixties some hope was glim-
mering through the gloom. Soviet physicist
M. 8. Ioffe had proposed a way to place spe-
cial exterior magnets around the plasma so
that the plasma particles always encoun-
tered stronger and stronger opposing mag-
netic flelds whenever they tried to escape.
This proved useful in improving confine-
ment in some Soviet devices. Shortly after-
ward, two American devices independently
employed a similar “magnetic-well” prin-
ciple. One of these was at the University of
Wisconsin, the other at General Dynamics'
General Atomic Division (which was sold to
Gulf Oil in 1967 and renamed Gulf General
Atomic). Both of these devices demonstrated
that they could confine plasma for roughly
thirty Bohn times. Still, the plasma was
far too cold and dilute to be very inter-
esting from a fusion standpoint.

The most significant step came early last
year when researchers at Russia’s Kurtcha-
tov. Institute announced that one of their
machines, called Tokamak 3, had confined
an even hotter, denser plasma one hundred
Bohm times, though both plasma density
and temperature were still too low by a fac-
tor of about ten. The Sovlet claim met with
considerable skepticism, since plasma meas-
urements are notoriously difficult to make
and interpret. A British team, whose mem-
bers were recognized as leading experts in
plasma measurement, was invited to examine
the performance of Tokamak 3, while the
fusion world awaited in suspense. When the
British team returned last fall it announced
that far from overstating their achievements,
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the Russians had actually done better than
they claimed.

Though some mystery still attend the pre-
cise reason why Tokamak works as well as it
does, in general, physicists believe that the
secret lies in the way flelds from separate
magnet systems cross each other, an arrange-
ment called “shear.” The result is a spiraling
combination of fields that apparently breaks
up the troublesome group behavior of plasma
particles.

Even before the British team returned last
year, the AEC was already sufficiently im-
pressed to have begun work on two varia-
tlons of Tokamak. One is Ormak at Oak
Ridge National Laboratory. The other is an
elaborate modification of the expensive Stel-
lerator C device at Princeton, Other Toka-
mak-type machines are planned at M.I.T.,
the University of Texas, and Gulf General
Atomic.

Tokamak's success is merely one sign of
a general thaw that has set fusion progress
in motion again. By now, several entirely
different approaches to plasma confinement
have been reporting steady progress. Early
this year Gulf General Atomic announced
that its new apparatus had confined plasma
some 300 Bohm times—close to the long-
sought classical confinement. At the Law-
rence Radiation Lab the open device called
2X has almost achieved classical confinement
for that type. Meanwhile progress is also be-
ing made in the long-neglected areas of
plasma temperature and density. At the Los
Alamos Scientific Laboratory another open
machine called Scylla is regularly achieving
densities and temperatures in the fusion
range, though confinement times are much
too short.

Most of the new optimism, then, stems not
80 miuch from Tokamak or any other specific
success as, from the grasp of basic plasma
principles the successes represent. Most
heartening of all, none of the principles dis-
covered rules out ultimate success for con-
trolled fusion. “Nature is not against us in
this work,” exults Dr. Robert Hirsch, until
recently acting director of the AEC's con-
trolled-fusion program. “It appears that all
we have to do 1s be careful and do the right
things.”

This burgeoning of plasma theory and new
ideas has brought a need for new apparatus
to extend experience, a resurgence of Interest
in empirical research, and a new impetus to
move toward an actual prototype fusion re-
actor., All this really spells hardware, and
hardware, of course, always spells money.
“We're now at the point where a lot of money
could do a lot of good,” says Hirsch. “We
could triple the size of the program over the
next five years and still not waste money—
something we couldn’t have said a year ago.”

THE THREE UNCERTAINTIES

But, cautions Dr. Herman Postma, director
of fusion research at the AEC's Oak Ridge
National Laboratory, scientific feasibility is
scarcely the whole story. Postma identifies
three overarching uncertainties that stand
in the way of actual commercial reactors,
and scientific feasibility is only the first.
The second is engineering feasibility, spe-
cifically whether a practical reactor can be
built with real materials and real engineer-
ing techniques. To illustrate the severity of
the engineering challenge, Postma points to
the virtually unexplored question of whether
a fusion reactor could long survive its own
radioactivity. When deuterium and tritium—
the “easiest” of fusion fuels to ignite—
react together, some B0 percent of the energy
produced emerges in the form of very-high-
speed neutron particles.

Man has never dealt with very energetic
neutrons in such abundance, but engineers
know that fthe sheer impact will damage
virtually any solid material over time. In
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most metals neutrons shatter the crystalline
structure, reducing strength to nearly that
of chalk, Another common symptom of
neutron damage in a material is swelling,
due to the presence of tiny helium bubbles
created by the transmutation of atoms deep
inside the material. If a deuterium-tritium
reactor is to become a practical reality, ma-
terials must be found for vacuum-chamber
walls and magnet structures that can with-
stand powerful stresses despite neutron dam-
age, and designs must be developed that min-
imize damage from swelling. M.IT. engi-
neering professor David Rose believes that
the neutron problems may ultimately prove
at least as troublesome as plasma confine-
ment itself.

Related to engineering feasibility in some
respects is Postma’s third unknown: eco-
nomic feasibility. The justification usually
offered for fusion research in earlier days
was the promise of low-cost power. The prem-
ise was that fuel costs would be but a
fraction of the cost of the energy equivalent
in any other fuel. Nowadays, most of those
involved in fusion tend to avold discussions
of what fusion power will actually cost if
and when the technical problems are solved.
The reluctance stems partly from a conserv-
atism instilled by fusion’s long history of
disappointments. But it also reflects a little
better grasp of both the knowns and the un-
knowns that have emerged with the sharp-
pencil stages—as opposed to the arm-waving
stages—of fusion engineering.

Last September, for the first time, scien-
tists, engineers, economists, and others sat
down together in a large international con-
ference at England's national Culham Lab-
oratory for nuclear research and engineering.
Much of the conference was devoted to eco-
nomic - and engineering considerations of
fusion power. One thing that surfaced at
Culham is that the capital cost of the plant
itself, not the cost of the fuel, will deter-
mine whether fusion power will be cheaper
than, say, power from a breeder reactor.
Even more than is the case with other pow-
er sources, the unit costs of fusion power
will decline with increasing plant size, there-
fore the economics may turn on how big
a reactor can be, this side of folly. A big
fusion plant even promises to be less difficult
to design than a small one. For one thing,
some of the difficulty of confinement time
sutomatically tends to solve itself, because
it takes a longer time on the average for a
plasma particle to get to the walls of a big
chamber than a small one. Even at the pres-
ent state of knowledge, suggests Lawrence
Lab's Richard Post, it would probably be
possible to build a reactor of the toroidal
variety that would actually produce power.
The trouble is, he adds, that the plasma
chamber and magnet system alone might oc-
cupy roughly the space of a baseball infield.

The most detailed cost estimates for fu-
sion power so far were presented at Culham
by M.IT.s David Rose, who also has broad
experience with fission plants and breeders.
According to Rose's broad-brush estimates,
a fusion plant is most likely to match the
cost of power from breeder reactors—ex-
pected to drop to around 2.5 mills per kilo-
watt by 1990—when the fusion plant has a
generating capacity of between 2,000 and
10,000 megawatts, By comparison, today's
largest existing thermal-power reactors are
still under 1,200-megawatt capacity and
Grand Coulee Dam produces only 1,974 meg-
awatts. New plant capacities, to be sure,
have been increasing tenfold every twenty
years since the beginnings of the industry,
and most of the new nuclear plants now
ordered for the early Seventies will be in the
1,000-megawatt category.

THE END OF THE STEAM AGE IN POWER

Doubts about the economic viability of
fusion power—and many conventional as-
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sumptions about what is and is not econom-
ically feasible—would alter radically if di-
rect conversion of fusion energy to electric
power could be developed. Most proposed
schemes regard the fusion reactor simply as
a source of heat, equivalent to a fossil-
fuel furnace or a fission reactor. In such a
“‘conventional” approach, the heat would
be produced by the impact of the reaction's
neutron, proton, and - electron byproducts
within a “blanket” of some molten material
surrounding the reacting plasma. The
blanket material would then be used to heat
water or some other working fiuid in a more
or less conventional thermal-cycle electric
plant.

But in principle fusion is uniguely capa-
ble of a far more elegant approach. In the
early Fifties, Richard Post was trying to find
ways to offset the disadvantages of open de-
vices (Post's speclalty), which are inherent-
ly “leakier” than closed devices. He thought
of turning the leak to advantage. Much of
the energy released from fusion—especially
from fuel combinations other than deute-
rium and tritlum—emerges in the form of
charged particles, such as electrons and pro-
tons, traveling at very high speeds. Since
electric generators and the flow of electricity
through a wire also involve moving charges,
Post reasoned that it ought to be possible,
in effect, to pump electricity from the reac-
tion into wires, bypassing the costly, inef-
ficient steam cycle.

RUNNING AN ACCELERATOR BACKWARD

Several hypothetical designs for accom-
plishing this direct conversion have been
proposed. One envisoned by Post would em-
ploy a reactor of the open type. During the
reaction the leakage of charged particles
from one end of the plasma chamber would
emerge into a 100-yard-long, fan-shaped
vacuum chamber surrounded by magnets.
Guided by the magnets, the particles would
be collected upon electrodes, charging the
electrodes to high voltages. The scheme re-
sembles a nuclear-particle accelerator, but
one that is being driven in reverse to produce
electric current rather than consume it,

The potential advantages are several, an
obvious one being high efficlency. According
to laws of thermodynamics discovered more
than a century ago, the ultimate efficiency
of any thermal device such as a steam en-
gine or turbine generator depends upon the
difference between the operating tempera-
ture inside the engine and the surrounding
outside temperature. Melting points of ma-
terials in conventional devices limit temper-
atures and therefore efficiencies, which rare-
ly exceed 40 percent today. The other 60 per-
cent of the energy Is lost as waste heat, the
pollutive effects of which are a source of so
much worry about power generation. But
magnetic flelds don't melt, so a fusion direct-
conversion device could be driven by tem-
peratures of hundreds of millions of de-
grees—and, in principle at least, heat-to-
electricity conversion could approach 100
percent efficiency.

The cost of the heat source and generat-
ing equipment in today's very large electric
plants runs to about $90 per kilowatt of elec-
tric-generating capacity. But according to
some calculations, these costs could be re-
duced to about $20 per kilowatt through
Post's direct-conversion scheme, Many of the
economic advantages of direct conversion
would also apply in small-scale plants, sev-
ering fusion’s ties to mammoth reactors.

Direct conversion would work best with
fuel combinations such as deuterium and
helium 3, which need higher temperatures to
ignite and impose severer confinement prob-
lems. Most fusion researchers have been too
involved in getting even the “easy" deute-
rium-tritium reaction going to take on a
more difficult combination and exotic meth-
ods of power generation as well. Recently,
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however, with emerging confidence in achiev-
ing fusion and preliminary experimental evi-
dence that the principles of direct conver-
sion are sound, Post’s scheme is getting a lot
more attention.

Setting aside the guestion of direct gen-
erating costs, the decisive justification for
pursuing fusion diligently is that it prom-
ises to be & much better neighbor than its
fossil or fisslon competitors. Fossil plants
especially the coal-burning variety that will
predominate for many years to come, emit a
variety of air pollutants, despite expensive
meagures to remove them (see “Some Burn-
ing Questions About Combustion,” FORTUNE,
February). Assoclated with their operations
must be elaborate transpert arrangements to
supply fuel and remove ash, or else the plants
must be located near the fuel source and
hence some distance from the power market.

Fission plants have less cumbersome fuel
logistics and, except for a troublesome waste-
heat discharge In today's designs, they pre-
sent fewer pollution problems in normal cir-
cumstances. Inherent- in the fission process,
however is a certaln possibility that a cool-
ing-system breakdown can occur. Without ex-
pensive precautions, the result could be a
meltdown of the fuel elements and, in the
worst circumstances, a release of radioac-
tivity to the atmosphere. The problems will
be particularly acute In the case of fast
breeders. These have tightly packed, critically
placed fuel elements, thin as knitting needles.
Elaborate automatic controls will be needed
to damp out touchy tendencies toward surges
of power. Huge volumes of exotic coolants
such as liquid sodium, must be pumped
through the core to extract the heat from the
confined space. Even a small obstruction in
the flow can result in a fuel meltdown like
the one in 1966 that disabled the pioneering
commercial breeder, Detroit Edison's Enrico
Fermi plant.

Other aspects of fission operation embody
other hazards. For instance there is the
large amount of highly radioactive materials
that a fission reactor core represents just
sitting there. And periodically the fuel ele-
ments must be removed and transported
somewhere else for chemical processing to
extract spent fission products and newly
bred fuel. )

A fusion reactor, by contrast, appears in-
herently safe. It contains no more than a
second's worth of reacting fuel at any in-
stant and there is no possibility of a run-
away. Even assuming some disaster—internal
failure, bombing, or earthquake—fusion is
still about a million times safer. In terms
of volume of radioactive materials and the
length of time that they would be re-
tained by the human body if ingested, a
5,000-megawatt fuslon reactor presents
roughly the same degree of radloactive haz-
ard as a 5-kilowatt fission reactor. Among
the most hazardous fission wastes are stron-
tium 90 and ilodine 131, both of which the
body tends to incorporate into its struc-
ture. The primary radioactive component in
a fusion device would be tritium, most of
which the body eliminates relatively
quickly.

A DOWNTOWN REACTOR

In the new era of environmental concern,
fusion safety and environmental advantages
should wield increasing economic leverage.
Not only should they result in lower plant
costs and Insurance premiums, but they
should also permit fusion plants to be located
closer to power markets. If generating costs
decline as promised, then transmission and
distribution costs will assume far more sig-
nificance. Thus whether a fusion reactor can
actually put cheaper electricity into the
transmission line than, say, a breeder may
become less important than the economles
that spring from the fusion plant's siting
flexibility.
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In a number of interesting ways, moreover,
fusion could muster a combination of bene-
fits greater than the sum of the parts. If,
as seems realistic, a fusion plant proves suf-
ficlently innocuous to be located within city
limits, it could actually bring about a sharp
diminution of other forms of pollution as
well. Between two and three times as much
energy in the U.S. goes directly into heat
for bulldings, households, and industrial
processes as goes into the production of
electric power. Proposals have often been ad-
vanced for using the waste heat from power
production for these purposes, and in a few
places such as New York this is now done.
Most such schemes, however, run afoul of
‘the prohibitive expense of transporting
heat—Iin the form of either steam or hot
water—more than a few miles, But, accord-
ing to recent calculations by Oak Ridge
engineer Arthur Fraas, assuming that a fu-
slon reactor could be sited near a downtown
area, it might even pay to operate it at less
than top electrical efficiency simply to get
more useful heat. One advantage of a com-
bined power-heat utility would be both
cheaper power and cheaper heat—as well as,
of course, a drastic reduction in the dirt
and air-pollution threats from conventional
residential and industrial heating. Oak Ridge
engineers calculate that steam produced in
association with power production in this
manner might be generated at an average
cost of around 5 cents per million B.T.U.
versus present-day costs of around 75 cents.

Demand for such heat is not necessarily as
seasonal a matter as might be supposed. Air
conditonng, whose surging growth imposes
the greatest demand on straining power
grids, can just as easily be accomplished with
heat as with electricity. Many heat-driven
air-conditioning systems are already in use.
Some are driven by steam turbines, others
operate on the absorption principle used in
old-fashioned gas-burning refrigerators.

ROUND AND ROUND THE WATER GOES

The potential economic and environmental
advantages to urban communities of having
a downtown fusion reactor go beyond cheap-
er electricity and heat. Conventlonally,
fresh-water and sewage-treatment systems
have been regarded as separate entities, each
with its own aesthetic and environmental
drawbacks. But one way to purify water—
whether seawater or sewage—is simply distil-
lation, a process that automatically brings
it to drinking-water standards. This, after
all, is the ultimate process used by nature
itself in purifying and distributing water
through evaporation and rainfall. At present,
water distillation Is wusually regarded as
prohibitively expensive, except in some
locales that have to use desalted seawater.
But if the sewage-treatment and water-sup-
ply problems are considered together with a
large-scale local heat-electricity utility, the
economic equation changes. Existing water
and sewerage systems in Philadelphia, for
example, represent an investment of some
8375 million. But Fraas has estimated that
a distillation plant to perform all sewage
treatent, producing potable water in the
process, could be attached to a fusion elec-
tric-heat utility plant for an additional cost
of only $50 million—so long as the plant were
not too far away from the city.

Considerably more speculative is an in-
genious new suggestion for putting fusion
energy to work upon the problems of re-
source shortage and waste simultaneously.
About a year ago, physicist Bernard Eastlund
and electrical engineer William Gough, both
on the AEC's fusion-research management
staff, proposed that the leakage of fusion
plasma from confinement might be put to
use as a kind of ultimate blowtorch, valu-
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able for many other purposes than elec-
tricity and heat. Among other things, they
suggested, such a “fusion torch™ would be
capable of converting any substance, includ-
ing garbage, right back to its constituent
elemental atoms: pure oxygen, carbon, hy-
drogen, iron, silicon, copper, and so forth.
Then through a varlety of methods it would
be possible to collect and sort these elements
for total re-use. By the year 2000, according
to the extrapolations of Eastlund and Gough,
a city of ten million could simultaneously
derive its electricity from fusion and recoup
the costs of its waste disposal by selling the
waste's constituents.

THE EFFECT OF GARBAGE ON WEATHER

The whole idea of the fusion torch has, to
be sure, generated considerable skepticism
from other scientists. Some are appalled by
the immense amount of energy that would be
required, say, to dissociate garbage Into high-
speed atoms and then to sort these out and
re-collect them. But the torch's proponents
contend that most of the energy could be re-
covered as heat and used to generate elec-
tricity. In any case, they add, the combined
problems of resource scarcity and waste dis-
posal will eventually make waste recycling
inevitable. They challenge their critics to
come up with a better approach. As one ex-
ample of the magnitude of the problem, they
point to oft-used estimates that by the year
2000 the U.S. alone will be faced with getting
rid of some 400 million tons of municipal
refuse annually. Today the most advanced
method of disposal 1s usually considered to
be incineration. But Incinerating 400 million
tons of refuse would not only leave 100
million tons of ash, but even worse, it would
consume 300 million tons of oxygen and
would produce, among other things, 444
million tons of carbon dioxide. Already, car-
bon dioxide from fuel combustion is looked
upon with worry because of possible effects it
might have upon the world's weather.

The practicality of such ideas as those of
Eastlund and Gough and Fraas remains to
be proved, of course, as does the practicality
of fusion itself. But if current energy, re-
source, and waste-disposal arrangements con-
tlnue, future communities appear headed
for sharply diminishing returns on addi-
tional energy. Dr. Alvin Weinberg, director
of Oak Ridge Laboratory, foresees that to
provide the present U..S.-scale standard of
living for the global population after the
year 2000 would require the capacity to pro-
duce the equivalent of 20 kilowatts of energy
of all kinds per person. (Capacity in the U.S.
now amounts to about 10 kilowatts per citi-
zen, while the worldwide average 1s about 1.5
kilowatts.) Weinberg further calculates that
at this future worldwide rate of consump-
tion, all the known and reasonably assured
reserves of fossil fuel—coal, oll, and gas—
would last but thirty years, while the re-
serves of nuclear fuel, if “burned” in re-
actors of present-day type, would last only
a few decades longer. In any case, current
energy-conversion practices—the primary
sources of chemical, radioactive, and thermal
afllictions in the environment—would appear
intolerable if practiced on the scale that
Weinberg envisions. Without more abundant
but at the same time cleaner energy, life on
Weinberg's globe appears to face a future as
bleak and curt as microbial existence on a
spoiled apple.

Weinberg points out that if fusion is possi-
ble, bringing it to the stage of full-scale
power production could scarcely cost more
than one day’s share of the U.S. gross na-
tional product. If energy production involves
the very survival of man on this planet, as it
appears to, the price would be a bargain.

August 5, 1970

“THE POLITICS OF PEACE"
BY SAM BROWN

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
August issue of the Washington Monthly,
a magazine of increasing importance and
excellence, carries a most perceptive ar-
ticle entitled “The Politics of Peace,”
written by Sam Brown, former coordina-
tor of the Vietnam Moratorium.

Mr. Brown'’s article reveals that he is
adding to his brilliance, already recog-
nized, a new political maturity that will
make him an increasingly effective force
in American politics. He calls for a recog-
nition of the fact that many Americans
“make political decisions largely on is-
sues of tone and style rather than on the
basis of rigorous foreign policy analysis.”

Recognizing this political fact of life,
Mr. Brown appeals to those interested in
reversing our disastrous course in Indo-
china to give more attention to the po-
litical methods and tools they use as a
means of reaching a broader spectrum of
Americans.

I do not agree with all of Mr. Brown’s
observations, and especially his tendency
to give primary importance to student
dissent and to underestimate the impor-
tance of congressional initiatives in the
antiwar movement of the past 5 years.
It may also be true that Mr. Brown does
not fully appreciate yet some of the
frustrations and limitations which con-
front Members of Congress in efforts to
compete with the President in affecting
the course of American foreign policy and
American public opinion.

Because I agree, however, with the es-
sential thrust of most of what Mr. Brown
has had to say in his article, and because
I am hopeful that my colleagues in Con-
gress and other citizens will read what
he has to say, I ask unanimous consent
that this perceptive article be printed in
the REcoORD.

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

Tae PoLiTicS OF PEACE
(By Sam Brown)

When I visited the North Viethamese and
NLF representatives in Parls last February,
they made it clear that they had mnever
counted on the American left to end the war,
Madame Nguyen Thi Binh, the forelign min-
ister of the Provisional Revolutionary Gov-
ernment (of the NLF), remarked that she
found student radicals very sectarian and re-
luctant to touch political power. She contin-
ued that the confused assortment of political
objectives on the left—from legallizing mari-
juana to overthrowing the government to
providing free abortions—dilutes the polit-
ical impact of the peace movement. The re-
sult, she suggested, is that the Vietnamese
people and American soldiers carry the bur-
den of America’s soclal problems. Insofar as
unrelated issues are tied to the peace move=
ment, weakening it, Vietnamese people and
American soldiers dle every day because the
peace movement has exported the costs of
America’s social problems to Asia.

I found these Vietnamese revolutionaries
far more thoughtful than most young Ameri-
can revolutionaries. Their private conversa-
tion was radically different from their stri-
dent, ideological press releases, and they
seemed to bear little malice toward the Amer-
ican people, They didn't express hatred for
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Middle America, or even for the soldiers in
Vietnam. The negotiators seemed to be
tough-minded realists, who expect a long
war and don't belleve that America is any-
where near collapse. In short, these commu-
nist leaders are very connected to reality,
where political self-delusion can cost people
their lives,

One such delusion within the American
peace movement has been the notion that
we can retain private dimension of political
morality for ourselves. We define the signifi-
cance of peace rallies in such a way that we
cannot lose our purity. So if Jerry Rubin or
the Black Panthers offend people from a
peace platform, we conclude that Jerry
Rubin’s style Is his own business and the
Black Panther platform is logically separable
from the war—therefore the offended people
should pay attention to the anti-war pollti-
cal message independently of its context. We
cannot be responsible for their confusion or
stupidity.

Thus doves reason that they have the best
of situations: if the war ends, they can take
credit for political effectiveness; if it con-
tinues, they have personally separated them-
selves from the war policy. The problem, as
Madame Binh pointed out, is that there is
no private realm for people dealing with the
politics of war. The significance of our acts
in the peace movement is politically deter-
mined, not privately defined. Every time a
16-year-old high school student steps off the
curb for a demonstration, there is a political
effect. The war may be nearer or further
from its end, according to the political im-
pact of his action. This places an awesome
responsibility on those who lead others into
action.

The responsibility will be increasingly im-
portant as it becomes clearer that President
Nixon is committed to some kind of non-
defeat in Indochina which he calls “win-
ning the peace.” There is no evidence in his
history that he could withdraw all troops
from Vietnam and stop all bombing if doing
50 would be described as a defeat. This
means that building peace politics 1s not su-
perfluous. American, Cambodian, and Viet-
namese bodies are still being blown apart
every day, and only a peace movement which
reaches Richard Nixon's constituency can
stop it. Doves must find lessons in the past
five years of anti-war activity to avoid both
the errors of previous strategies and the fic-
tion that the war will dissolve of its own ac-
cord. Nelther Vietnamization nor a naive
Peace movement can end the war.

Since November, 1969, the President and
Vice President have used the apolitical pur-
ism of many committed peace people to split
the non-moral opposition to the war away
from the anti-war activists. They realize
that most American voters make political de-
cisions largely on issues of tone and style
rather than on the basis of rigorous foreign
policy analysis, The right wing of potential
peace supporters—those opposed to the war
for a variety of non-moral reasons,
from its economlic cost to the futility of
seeking a conventional milt vietory—
tend to cave in to Presidential authority,
especlally when the tone of his message is
more congenial and positive than that of the
doves who hold that we cannot grind an
honorable peace out of a dishonorable war,
The potential peace voters respond favorably
to the calm, authoritative demeanor of the
President behind the mahogany desk during
a televislon broadcast, and they like neat,
clean, thoroughly American behavior. They
don’t ke long hair, campus protest, or, in
short, anything which irritates the nerve
endings of middle-class values. They may dis-
like the war, but they dislike radicals far
more, Moreover, they inherit this country’s
anti-intellectual legacy, so that if the Presi-
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dent calls for “team spirit” and the
movement calls for “communal solidarity,”
they go with the President. For them, “‘com-
munal solidarity” smacks of the red specter
and academic snobbery.

The Middle Americans who favor an early
end to the war hold the political balance
between continued Nixonian Vietnamization
or worse, and an early end to the war. A
substantial majority of them would vote
for “withdrawal from Asia as rapidly as pos-
sible commensurate with the safety of the
troops” if the arguments pro and con were
presented in equivalent styles. But the Pres-
ident can commune and communicate with
the non-ideologies who want to end the
war, and his message is not one of rapid
withdrawal but of “winning the peace” and
avoiding humiliation. And except for the
1968 campaigns and a brief moment last
October 15, the peace movement has not
been able to talk with, or feel with, its po-
tential allies. The apparent result is that the
President has disarmed his domestic crities
while the peace constituency has grown
larger than ever. I think he will lose on his
peace-with-victory tightrope in the long run;
but for now, even after Cambodia, the com-
bination of support for this President and a
peace majority i5 another paradox in the
string of Catch-22 insanities which have
characterized the war—prepared by a liberal
President who spoke of ending the Cold
War, begun by a President elected on a
peace platform, waged by executive order to
export democratic self-determination to half
of another country, escalated in the interest
of protecting the troops, and continued on
the grounds that it is the shortest road to
peace.

Those of us in the peace movement who
have worked for five years on campuses, In
campaigns, and in community activities like
the Moratorium bear a large share of the re-
sponsibility for our alienation from the po-
tential doves in Middle America. The fact
that they support the President in a erunch
follows partly from historical accident, part-
ly from errors in political judgment by the
morally committed, and partly from a lack
of courage among the politically astute.

Insofar as the split within the peace move-
ment stems from the student base of most
antl-war activity, historical accident 1is
largely to blame. I do not think students
would have taken themselves seriously as
a political force had the war not begun
during the civil rights movement. In the
early Sixties, young people learned that vot-
ing and precinct meetings were not the only
effective forms of political activity, that
extra-legal demonstrations worked In the
face of a moral horror, and that American
leaders often displayed both cowardice and
hypocrisy in race relations. The civil rights
movement, with all its implications about
American politics, was almost a necessary
condition for anti-war activism on the cam-
puses.

It was also important that the war was
begun by a Democratic President, for Lyn-
don Johnson's presence in the White House
silenced many of those who are now doves
against a Republican President. Hubert
Humphrey, Arthur Goldberg, Edmund Mus-
kie, Larry O'Brien, Adlal Stevenson III, Birch
Bayh—none of the party establishment came
close to breaking with Johnson. Even the
intellectual community, which might have
been expected to provide some leadership
was 50 closely tied to the Administration
that its members—McGeorge Bundy, Fran-
cis Bator, Richard Neustadt, Zbignew Brez-
ezinski, and so on—were reluctant to speak
out at first. So were the forelgn policy ex-
perts, such as Roswell Gilpatric, George Ball,
Averell Harriman, and Cyrus Vance. The
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result was that students were the original
peace constituency almost by a process of
elimination., Through the draft, we felt the
war with the kind of harsh self-interest
which motivates most political activity. The
first major antl-war demonstration took
place in front of the White House in the
spring of 1965, organized by SDS. Senators
Morse and Gruening spoke, sealing the alll-
ance between students and brilliant eccen~
trics. When Eugene McCarthy announced his
candidacy in November of 1967, everyone as-
sumed that students would be his most
consistent supporters, although all the pros,
including Robert Eennedy, advised Me-
Carthy against stressing student support.

To say that students have formed the core
of anti-war activism does not mean that
young people are overwhelmingly dovish rel-
ative to other age groups. That is part of
the silent majority myth. But I do think
that young peace activists tend to have made
certain moral judgments about the war, be-
yond pragmatism, This is a source of strength
for the peace movement in that it provides
the strongest motive for opposition to the
war and also removes the recurrent trap of
wavering doves: the victory wish. People who
belleve that the war is immoral are not
tempted to dampen their activity when a vi-
slon of conquest is dangled before their eyes.
In fact, most of us who have worked to end
the war for some time belleve that any sem-
blance of a military victory in Vietnam would
be disastrous for the United States. It would
convince many Americans that the war was
right and that it could be successfully re-
peated elsewhere. Also, a military triumph
would go a long way toward replacing the
Jeffersonian-revolutionary image of America
as a place of hope with a Roman image of
this country as a conquering empire,

If the conviction of young people has been
a source of strength, it has alsgp been re-
sponsible for much of the self-containment of
the peace movement. And the significant fact
is not that active dissent began on the cam-
pus, but that it has largely stayed there.

When anti-war activities began on the
campuses, most of us were convinced that
political education could end the war and
that America was sufficlently blased against
foreign conflicts to make it impossible for
the government to wage war with substantial
internal opposition. The draft forced us to
confront the war early; and since we reached
our decision to oppose American Vietnam
policy largely through an intellectual process,
we were confident that the country could do
the same. So there were teach-ins on Vietnam
in 1965 and 1966, and the Vietnam Summer
of 1967 was originally called Teach-Out, a
campus effort to reach into the community.

The weaknesses of the citizen education
campaign became apparent very soon. For
one thing, students presupposed a level of
basle knowledge about Vietnam that simply
didn't exist in most voters. If, in 1965, a stu-~
dent went to a doorstep and the lady said, “I
don't know, the President knows more than
we do,” he became quickly frustrated with
such blind deference in the face of facts
about the war.

Students found that most voters employed
a contorted decision-making process to an-
alyze American involvement in Vietnam. It
seemed that they should have been against
the war until they knew enough about the
issues to argue for it. Instead, people sup-
ported the war until convinced that America
was wrong, placing the burden of proof on
the students and then being falrly compla-
cent about studying the evidence. Many stu-
dents found it morally repugnant that a etti=-
zen could support Lyndon Johnson's war
without having read Bernard Fall, the Viet-
nam hearings, or even Douglas Plke and the
SEATO Treaty, without knowing the history
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of the Viet-Minh or of French colonialism in
Indochina, and knowing little about Ho Chi
Minh, Marshal Jean De Lattre, or Ngo Dinh
Diem.

It became quite easy for students to react
against Lyndon Johnson's use of Middle
America’s historic anti-intellectualism with
a kind of academic chauvinism readlly
learned from prominent professors, Thus is
followed that since every intelligent person
was against the war, anyone who supported
LBJ was a fool, immoral, or both. With Pres-
ident Nixon reduced to visceral patriotism
and respectable demagoguery to carry the
war, the argument has been pushed to its
conclusion: that people who support the war
for immeoral or irrational reasons should not
count. This judgment is often felt but sel-
dom expressed, because it Tuns headlong into
the left’'s emphasis on participatory demoe-
racy. Unfortunately, firrationalities matter
in democratic politics, and peace is not here
just because we want it, or even if we can
demonstrate on paper that it's a good idea.
In order to bulld a successful peace move-
ment, one must believe that Middle America
should count, even after a week’s canvassing
in Ogallala, Nebraska, or Peoria, Illinois.
The alternative is to join with classical arls-
tocrats, who find the paper ballot a rather
crude and absurd method of making politi-
cal decisions.

Students found it difficult to break the
ethos and life style of the campus in order
to spend their time in homes and businesses.
Canvassing operations and education cam-
paigns require a great deal of organization
and commitment to work which is generally
tedious. A demonstration, on the other hand,
only requires going someplace for a few
hours, at least for the non-organizers. The
atmosphere at a demonstration is one of a
communion of peers, often with recreation
and a heady emotional sense of solidarity,
Moreover, the civil rights movement had
given demonstrations an overtone of moral
outrage, and that was precisely the message
that the peace movement wanted to com-
municate: that the Vietnam War is a moral
outrage.

Unfortunately, anti-war demonstrations
did not succeed in dramatizing the moral
aspects of the war, largely because the war
was taking place halfway around the world.
The sit-ins in the South could demonstrate
the moral imperatives of the civil rights
movement. One could see the violent clash
of behavior against principle, and the con-
nection to the law was clear. Peace demon-
strations at draft boards and troop shipping
stations attempted to make the same point
regarding Vietnam, but the appeal to con-
sclence was too vague or too strained,
McGeorge Bundy and Robert McNamara were
tucked away in an impeccably proper bu-
regucracy. They never delivered any napalm
in person, and certainly never wore the
coarsely hostile face of a Bull Connor.

Civil rights demonstrations had another
advantage: they could appeal to the political
self-righteousness of 75 per cent of the
country in order to defeat the South. This
was a significant political lever which the
anti-war movement has never had. In order
to accept the idea that the Vietnam war is
immeoral, one must admit that his whdle
counfry is capable of perpetrating great
wrongs and that he himself is partly cul-
pable. This is difficult for any of us to do. It
is far more difficult than deciding that the
South's brutal racism is immoral in the face
?(fi the non-violent courage of Martin Luther

ng.

Vietnam demonstrations also developed a
high existential content, especially as the war
dragged on beneath Ruskian platitudes. At
some point it became necessary for all of us
to do something, regardless of the political
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effect, in order to separate ourselves from the
government. This year’s May 9 demonstration
was a good example, There had to be some
response to the Cambodian invasion and
Kent State. Because something had to be
done and peace people knew how to produce
demonstrations, a quick demonstration was
put together. The May 8 rally in Washington
was cathartic for everyone already committed
against the war—a communion of the
wounded, complete with a mass swim-in in
the Lincoln Memorial reflecting pool and
speeches about every conceivable issue on the
left. But the rally had little political effect
on those not already on our side.

The failures of demonstrations as a peace
tactic tended to restrict the morally-based
anti-war movement to the campus. And, dur-
ing gestation on the campus, it continually
moved toward the left. The enemies became
generalized into the System and the solution
into revolution. Anyone who added a new
plank to the canons of the left was consid-
ered purer than his predecessor, and the
movement shifted in order to identify with
its purest elements. People became unwilling
to accept those opposed to the war for less
comprehensive reasons. They had to be wrlt-
ten off as opportunists and moral reprobates.

This is the first vicious cycle of the student
peace movement: the longer it fails to end
the war, the farther left it moves, splintering
itself into multiple groups in the process,
which In turn makes it more difficult to de-
velop the new constituencies necessary to end
the war.

I cannot argue strongly for a single-minded
peace strategy without considering the emo-
tional costs. Obviously, there are reasons for
leftward sectarian impulses, growing out of
the history of the Sixties—when this country
identified many domestic problems and solved
almost none. There is good reason for a
healthy cynicism. A young person in this
country has seen little but war, the draft,
riots, racism, assassinations, pollution, and
governmental ineptness since he came into
political awareness. A person who is 21 has
dim memories, if any, of the early Sixties,
when there was a great deal of hope in
America,

On a deeper level, there is a strong sense
among young people of alienation from the
values which bullt the American economy—
impulse repression, acquisitive drive, and
status mobllity. These frustrations add up
to a strong motive for belleving that Ameri-
ca’s problems are insoluble, and that the
war is but a symptom whose termination
will be of little use.

Finally, there is a feeling that the war
cannot be ended on terms other than the
Carthaginian Peace acceptable to the Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars. Obvicusly, any tough-
minded political discipline toward ending
the war is senseless if the chances of suc-
cess are zero. The existential alternative is
to keep one's purity, protect one’s life style,
and demonstrate a personal separation from
the war policy.

This is a dilemma for those who believe
that the war is wrong: defeat appears likely
and recommends that people withdraw into
a personal purity, while ending the war re-
quires that people move toward Middle
America and become politically effective.

To unravel this problem, I think a few
false issues must be separated out. First,
personal appearance, language, and life style
have nothing to do with the substance or
purity of one’s political views. Behavior that
is offensive to Middle America neither estab-
lishes nor identifies real political differences;
it merely offends Middle America. Burning
the flag or shouting obscenities at an anti-
war rally is for many doves a shortcut for
the years of hard work which would make
real political enemies on substantive issues.
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If done for its political effect, such action
creates needless liabilities and fosters the
self-deception that one 1s politically right-
eous in proportion to how much he is
despised.

Another kind of false purism follows from
an inquisitional tendency oh the left to ex-
clude as many people as necessary to insure
the holiness of the group. This is the oppo-
site of the political Instinct, which is to
include as many people as possible In the
interest of achieving an objective. You take
your allies where you can, not necessarily
making heroes of them, but keeping them
in the camp.

It's very dangerous to generalize a per-
sonal code of moral absolutism into politics.
Many of us cannot accept the draft for this
war on personal, moral grounds. But I find
it ethically untenable to suggest that every-
one who doesn't agree with us is auto-
matically immoral—unworthy of respect
and human consideration.

Such absolutist judgment would represent
a curiously non-situational ethic for a gen-
eration which accepted and popularized sit-
uational ethiecs in sexual relationships. Mid-
dle America is still sexually Victorian on the
whole, but politically pragmatic, while stu-
dents are politically absolutist and sexually
situational. One could, as Richard Nixon has,
drive a truck through the gap.

On either side of this gap, the combatants
act like members of the old religious sects,
where different rules govern one’s conduct
toward people outside the group as opposed
to those within it. Thus, it becomes possible
for an honest, fair-minded judge to display
a total disregard for due process in dealing
with a long haired radical. On the other
hand, it is possible for people on the left—
whose internal ethic calls for a loving ethos,
an understanding of human weaknesses,
concern for the poor, and non-violence—to
direct blind hatred toward Middle America,
to call people pigs, to glorify militance, and
to display considerable cultural condescen-
slon toward “hewers of wood and drawers
of water,” from tobacco farmers to cab driv-
ers to hard hats. The response is obvious.

Sect-like behavlor Is the source of a second
viclous eycle within the peace movement.
People in the middle respond to the sign
language involved and to the external codes
of conduct, not the internal ones, Sectarian
violence on the left is the most sallent aspect
of what the press calls a peace-youth cult.

Perhaps strategic violence in the antiwar
movement is yet another legacy of the civil
rights movement, during which yvoung peo-
ple have seen that pompous official state-
ments on the futility of violence consistently
ring false against the scramble of politicians
to throw money and concern into any urban
riot area. But most Americans don't feel
guilty about the war, nor do they feel that
young demonstrators are its victims. Again,
the moral imperatives of the peace move-
ment have been different and weaker than
those of civil rights. In any case, I find po-
litical violence wrong in principle, and anti-
war violence is also strategic nonsense, cre-
ating even more needless enemies than flag-
burning.

Sectarian violence on the left is the com-
plement of the hard-hat phenomenon on the
right. They represent the culmination of the
familiar process of polarization,

The real crux of the dilemma over protect-
ing principles comes when it is necessary to
make judgments about Issue priorities—to
choose among contending goals In the in-
terest of effectiveness. This is particularly
difficult for young people, who dislike the
notion of effectiveness itself because it repre-
sents to them the very craving for success
that alienates them from America. They have
seen too many allles announce with super-
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cilious dignity that they are going to be
effective within the system and then.drown
all moral commitment in self-advancement.

Many older doves not so alienated from
success or the work ethic are also wary of
the effectiveness trap. Some can remember
the Cold War Fifties, when liberals adopted
Brooks Brothers suits to “effectively’ protect
those falsely accused by Joe McCarthy. And
liberals continued to adapt themselves to the
times until they decried the missile gap in
1960 so they could be effective in making
social reforms and finally began the Vietnam
war to demonstrate that they were more
flexibly effective anticommunists than the
hawkish Republicans, In a sense, the trap is
responsible for the whole Vietnam mess; for
the last generation of lberals made an ide-
ology of effectiveness and finally came to
believe In their own tactical compromises.

In order to handle the effectiveness trap,
people must have enough self-confidence to
believe that the steps necessary to end the
war will not erode their commitment to other
issues. Adopting a style that does not offend
Middle America is itself no compromise of
principle, The danger comes when liberals
transform Brooks Brothers suits into political
disaster, and today’'s doves must be able to
tell when an acceptable style becomes a sub-
stantive sell-out.

People must also belleve that the war can
be ended. Otherwise, they joln many students
in the non-effectiveness trap—if you decide
that it is impossible to win on anything, it
makes sense to go down to defeat shouting
the pure gospel on as many moral issues as
possible, If, on the other hand, doves de-
cide that the peace movement can in fact
end the war, then the purest anti-war po-
sition is the one which ends the war fastest
without compromising the principle that the
war is wrong. That position would undoubt-
edly be tough-minded in that priorities must
be chosen and sacrifices made in the interest
of ending the war. Jerry Rubin may have to
be excluded from a platform to keep John
Lindsay, because, coldly, Lindsay is far more
politically valuable than Rubin in any suec-
cessful anti-war strategy. The position would
also be painful—Iit would even be necessary
to cultivate dovish potential among racists.
But the position would also recognize the
daily blood-cost of the non-effectiveness trap.

I think everyone who has a moral commit-
ment against the Vietnam war feels some of
these drives toward left sectarianism. Cer-
tainly I do. On the night of the Cambodian
invasion, part of me wanted to blow up
buildings, and I decided that those who have
waged this war really should be treated as
war criminals. There must be a certain point
in the midst of an insanely malevolent situ-
atlon at which any sane person wants to be-
come a maniac. Discipline and caution appear
deceitful.

But despite past frustrations and failures,
I think that political self-discipline is pre-
cisely what is n to end the war. My
own feeling is that this war is in fact less
intellectually intractable than the long-run
problems of pollution or the distribution of
wealth in America, and less emotionally deep-
seated ‘than alienation from the Protestant
work ethic or the overwhelming problem of
race. But it throws up an enormous psycho-
logical barrier to the perception of these
problems, simultaneously draining the nation
of lives, resources, hope, and conscience.
Therefore, I think that ending the war is a
necessary first step toward meeting more
difficult problems, even though ending the
Wwar may mean short-run sacrifices of efforts
to cope with them.

Also, you have to have faith that the
American people will choose the more hu-
mane political path when confronted with
clearly stated alternatives, and then you
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work to state the peace choice persistently
in the most acceptable style. Until you lose
that faith permanently, left sectarianism
must be regarded as politically foolish, and
only lack of courage causes people who be-
lieve so to remain silent.

These realities have been clear for some
time. They were paramount in the plans for
the Vietnam Moratorium, drawn up in the
spring of 1969, when the politics of Vietnam
were considerably less carnal than they are
now. Nixon and Agnew had not wrapped
their policy in the flag, nor had polarization
proceeded to the point at which many hawks
would cheer the killings at Eent State. But
it was clear, at least to our ideological minds,
that the President was not going to withdraw
from Vietnam guickly and blame the conse-
quences on the Democrats. This option,
which so many commentators thought likely
because of its “peacemaker" attiractiveness
and the fact that it would direct any Mc-
Carthyite backlash at the Democratic Party,
was rejected in favor of a Presidential desire
for an outcome with victory written on it
somewhere. It seemed that he was going to
get out of Vietnam as slowly as nossible,
while selling the idea that he was getting
out as fast as possible.

By spring, many doves had recovered
enough from the doldrums of the 1968 cam-
paign to consider new peace initiatives, Jerry
Grossman, a Massachusetts businessman,
first suggested the outlines of what became
the Moratorium. Beginning with a student
base, because that was all we could count
on, we wanted to develop a single-issue citi-
zen organization with sufficiently eclectic
appeal to create a majority for withdrawal
from Vietnam.

When we announced the Vietnam Mora-
torium in June of 1969, the four coordina-
tors felt that it would indeed take a great
deal of political self-discipline to succeed
with our strategy: to gradually attract new
peace constifuencies on the right without
elther making unacceptable compromises or
cutting off the left. We had to avold follow-
ing the ADA path (drifting to the right ideo-~
logically without gaining rew support) and
allenating the left at the same time.

The Moratorium plan for October 15 was
to start on the campuses and organize out-
ward into the community, seeking to slowly
build peace constituencies. The public mes-
sage was immediate withdrawal, which was
then a radical position relative to the entire
American political spectrum. We hoped to
start in October with one day's cessation
of “business as usual" and increase the
moratorium period cumulatively by one day
each month until the war ended. The initial
call and the founding statement were very
centrist documents. We tried to set a mod-
erate tone in everything—from the choice
of the word “moratorium™ rather than
“strike” to our constant encouragement of
activities that would appeal to people just
to the right of our student base—such as
vigils, church services, candlelight cere-
monies, and community canvassings. If we
had started with more money, more visibility,
or more Congressional support, we would
have deemphasized our campus base even
more; but, lacking all three, we had to or-
ganize from the campuses outward. Our
specific targets for October were the social
groups which had displayed sympathy for
the peace movement—the clergy, women,
senlor citizens, doctors, lawyers, and educa-
tors—and we also attempted to reach labor
unijons and minority groups.

Across the summer of 1969, we received
little press coverage and less support from
Congressmen and Senators. David Mixner did
most of the browbeating on the Hill and got
nothing but smiles and encouragement from
everyone but the handful of consistent doves,
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such as Congressmen McCloskey, Adams,
Brown, Reld, Edwards, Koch, Ryan, Fraser,
Riegle, and Ottinger and Senators McGovern,
Hughes, McCarthy, Hatfield, and Goodell.
There was a perceptible lack of raw cour-
age on the part of most elected officials. Part
of it was rationalized by the “extended
honeymoon'" argument that Presldent Nixon
would extricate us from the war if he had
time enough. There was also a strong reluc-
tance to criticize the President, growing out
of a contagious inability to distinguish be-
tween the office and the man in it.

Two things happened in the fall of 1969 to
make a summer's worth of low-profile orga-
nizing pay off in October. One was the Labor
Day recess, when most Congressmen went
home and discovered a great deal of dis-
gruntlement with the war. They often found
anti-war activities being supported by sur-
prisingly “strailght” people. Congressmen re-
act very quickly to broad-based constituent
pressure, and endorsements came in rapidly
during September.

Also, Congressmen react to an informal
perception of national mood, which they get
from the media. Washington is a funny
town, and things often cccur largely because
the right people say they will. Averell Harri-
man began saying that he thought the
Moratorium was a good thing, and so did
Ramsey Clark. Bernard Nossiter wrote an
article in The Washington Post in which he
struck a favorable tone and anticipated wide-
spread activity on the 15th. A few column-
ists responded, and soon the mood became
right in Washington. With the luck of this
favorable mood, we convinced enough media
people that a lot of things really were going
to happen on October 15. Once the media
began doing Moratorium previews, Congress-
men with sensitive noses for publicity began
to nibble at the Moratorium in the interest
of a good headline. Most people on the Hill
want to be helpful on the day they can get big
press coverage but not otherwise, or the next
day.

October 15 was far more successful than we
had even hoped, as Moratorium activities
took place in more than 500 towns across the
country and on most of the nation's cam-
puses. The events were well covered, the tone
was good, and many new groups were brought
in. There were a lot of professionals: 700 at-
torneys in Boston, 25,000 people at a Wall
Street rally, businessmen in Chicago, gov-
ernment and social workers, advertising and
publishing people. Walter Reuther and Roy
Wilkins participated, and the Moratorium
was endorsed by many of the establishment
Democrats who had been so reluctant to
break with Lyndon Johnson over the war.
There was a great deal of euphoria within
the ranks of local Moratorium groups, and we
at the national office found that success
spawned an atmosphere of hope that new
constituencies could be won over and that
the movement would snowball, Although
October was far bigger than we anticipated
in terms of national impact and therefore
did not fit in well with our plan of escalating
peace actions, the four coordinators were
quite optimistic.

Within & month the bubble had burst. The
President's speech of November 3 and the
reputation of the Mobe (New Mobilization
Committee to End the War in Vietnam)
neutralized many of the new peace activists
in the Congress. Many of them felt that they
had done their bit for peace in October and
that it was prudent to coast for a while. The
New Muobe leaders—Ron Young, Stewart
Meachem, Cora Welss, Fred Halstead, Richard
Fernandez, and others—did their best to
establish a non-violent commitment through
the press, short of excluding hard left groups
from the platform; but many people in Con-
gress and the press still chose to see them
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as simply a bunch of Trotskyltes, socialists,
draftdodgers, and militants. They conjured
up visions of the leaders of the Pentagon
march of 1967 and the Chicago demonstra-
tions of 1968 descending on Washington for
November 15, 1969.

The mood in Washington before November
15 was very tense. The press dwelled on the
threat of violence, the Administration stalled
negotiations on demonstration permits, and
the citizens of Washington were afraid to
open their doors to peace marchers. Mean-
while, we tried unsuccessfully at the Mora-
torium to keep our activities on November
13 and 14 separate from the Mobe’s large
demonstration in Washington. But the Mora-
torium became a generic term for all anti-war
activity, including the big march. We decided
to support the Mobe activities, partly because
we thought they clearly intended to have a
non-violent demonstration, and partly be-
cause the events were going to happen any-
way and would reflect on the whole peace
movement. We doubted the wisdom of cen-
tralized marches and demonstrations at that
time, but we found it impossible on balance
to publicly criticize or abandon the demon-
stration of November 15, thereby splitting the
peace movement and isolating the demon-
stration’s sponsorship farther to the left.

The weekend of November 15 came off
well, even with the Weathermen in town.
On Thursday their leaders came to the Mora-
torium requesting an “expression of frater-
nal solidarity” in the form of $20,000. In re-
turn, they offered to give us an expression
of fraternal soildarity by making the case
for non-violence at the Weathermen strategy
sesslons. We refused. The next night there
was a great deal of window-breaking around
Dupont Circle and an assault on the South
Vietnamese embassy (reportedly led by a
police agent known as Tommy the Traveler).
The police responded with tear gas and billy
clubs. The Saturday crowd of some 300,000
was peaceful—governed, by its own mood of
flower-calm protest. There were no confron-
tations with the police (in fact, there was
scattered fraternization) until the demon-
stration at the Justice Department agalnst
the Chicago conspiracy trial. Before 4:00 p.m.
on Saturday there were no arrests—very un-
usual for a crowd that large.

But the tone was still wrong, The press
focused on Saturday because it was going to
be big and virtually ignored the impressive
two-day March Against Death. Almost 50,000
people walked from Arlington Cemetery past
the White House to the Capitol steps in a
continuous, single-file procession. Each per-
son carried a candle and a placard bearing
the name of an American GI killed in Viet-
nam or of a dead Vietnamese or a destroyed
village. The placards were dropped in coffins
at the steps of the Capltol as the candles
were blown out. But the press concentrated
on the big demonstration, previewing it with
speculation about the extent of violence and
reviewing the day with crowd estimates and
the usual line about the day’s being generally
peaceful with a few spicy violent actions by
radicals.

The Baturday crowd was overwhelmingly
young, partly because many young people
had been angered by the President's first
super-patriotic defense of the war in his No-
vember 3 speech. The Vice President made
his barroom debut on November 13 with
his first roundhouse at the media. The
wedge was driven between the young moral-
ists and the temperate pragmatists, The lat-
ter were partly neutralized by the Novem-
ber polemics from the White House, so they
stayed away in even greater numbers than
non-students usually stay away from dem-
onstrations,

After November 15, Middle America saw
the peace movement more than ever as &
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youth-based effort, with a sizable element
of what seemed to them to be kooks, freaks,
and lazy hippies. They saw it that way, even
though it was largely untrue, and what they
saw became operative for skittish Congress-
men. Between then and the Cambodian in-
vasion, virtually no one on the Hill did any
peace work. Even committed doves were
asking to be let off from speaking engage-
ments on April 15. That is not only a bitter
commentary on the state of the peace move-
ment but also an indictment of the respon-
sibility of traditional leaders on vital gques-
tions of peace and war. They were coming to
us to be let off, and we were going to them
pleading for suppeort. We couldn't agree on
a strategy, but it was generally assumed that
we would provide the initiative and they
the support. The world was upside down.

This is a third kind of viclous cycle with-
in the peace movement: if you can't get
straight, Middle American, Congressional
support, the peace movement is seen largely
as a youth cabal, which makes it impossible
to attract Congressional support. Only a
fortuitous national mood with the proper
temperate tone or strong Congressional
leadership can overcome that problem.

If polarization and the peace movement’s
youth identity had removed Congressional
support after November, the Moratorium was
also afflicted with fatigue. November 15 was
a hard act to follow. There was a kind of
huge peace orgasm Iin Washington that
Saturday, and everyone went home to sleep
it off, convinced that the war would never
end if that demonstration had no effect.
For the previous several months, families
had been strained and studies neglected to
generate the enthusiasm and organization
for two months' demonstrations. The people
were simply tired and resigned to the na-
tion’s acceptance of Nixon and his Vietnam-
ization program.

There was also a fairly strong backlash
against October 15, which took place in
many little towns and went largely unre-
ported. There were many places where Octo-
ber rallies had been put together in rather
bizarre fashion by people regarded locally as
the oddball biology teacher, the left-wing
minister, and the kooky lady. After Novem-
ber, patriotic solidarity rose to attack such
people by firing teachers who wore black
armbands, harassing particlpating students,
and passing anti-demonstration ordinances.
We spent a great deal of time trying to help
the victims of this backlash,

We had trouble generating any enthuslasm
out of the national office, and we really didn't
have much to give. We discovered that our
plan for a continuously bullding peace move-
ment had succumbed to the eyclical rhythm
of campus protest, the political season being
fall and spring. December Moratorium activi-
ties were small in most places, and we aban-
doned the idea of escalating the Moratorium
period each month. We fell back, regrouped,
and made plans for a series of spring actions
at income tax time focusing on the cost of
the war,

During the period between November and
April, the other coordinators and I found
ourselves trying to cope with some of the
Moratorium's failures, and recognizing new
ones. For one thing, I became convinced that
there was a serious lack of long-term com-
mitment among many students, Time after
time, students came to the national office
arguing that the system had falled to re-
spond to their efforts, but it almost always
turned out that the students’ efforts had
consisted of little more than canvassing for
& weekend in a 1968 primary, attending an
October rally, and participating in some
marches. They had not yet accepted the fact
that ending the war would take a long time
and a great deal of dirty work.

August 5, 1970

The Moratorlum also had severe bureau-
cratic problems. The organizational structure
followed from a kind of three-pronged anti-
authoritarianism within the peace move-
ment. There was a good deal of genuine in-
tellectual anti-authoritarianism among those
who had been active long enough to see an
Administration composed of all the great
humanitarian liberals in the country start
& War, who had personally witnessed the Mis-
sissippil Freedom Democrats' challenge being
sold out (by Hubert Humphrey) at the 1964
Convention or who had found the CIA in
control of the National Student Association
in 1967. Who wouldn't develop an anti-
leadership bias? This source of anti-authori-
tarianism inspired a great deal of the en-
thuslasm for McCarthy in 1968.

There was a purist branch of anti-author-
itarianism, which taught that organizational
discipline was in fact essential to the cause—
but only after one made absolutely sure that
the leadership was selflessly concerned with
the pure gospel and not playing petty reform
politics. The problem was that the Mora-
torium was playing reform politics in the
sense that we were seeking political alliances
with anyone against the war. We didn't feel
we were operating in the wheeler-dealer
school of political self-advancement, but
some of the activities of the Moratorium
clearly resembled traditional political bar-
gaining. I considered that part of being seri-
ous about ending the war.

Finally, there was the normal amount of
scrambling for leadership posts in all the
Moratorium offices. People always debunked
and frequently deposed the leadership if they
felt they could do a better job.

The leadership problem was inherent in
any organization of people who were peers in
age, especially since there was no one of
stature to offer himself as a full-time orga-
nizer for peace. Unlike 1968, there was no
candidate to rally around. At the Washington
office, we felt that young people always re-
spond better and work harder if they have a
part in formulating their objectives. At the
same time, we felt that organizational effi-
ciency is wiped out unless you reach a kind
of consensus that discipline is necessary for
operation. Otherwise, it's really impossible
to organize a worth-while ‘canvassing cam-
paign, for example, where discipline is critical
for getting people where they are supposed
to be, at the right time, with the right open-
ing lines, and with the information processed
80 that it will be useful.

The leadership question was most impor-
tant in dealing with the left. I found it ab-
solutely imperative that the Moratorium de-
fine itself away from the hard left in order
to regain the constituencies we had reached
briefly in October.

But White House polemics had made it
futile for us to try to organize these groups
because we were tied to what Middle Amer-
ica regarded as militants. Strategy aside, the
labels pinned on the peace movement made
it impossible to establish a credible com-
mitment to non-viclence, which was im-
portant to all four of us at the national
office. It was incredible to me that President
Nixon had managed to label us as the source
of violence In the United States. Every
month, he in effect takes $30 from every
American taxpayer to ship across the Pacific
Ocean along with 20,000 draftees. This is the
installment payment on the 400 or so caskets
and several thousand amputees and crip-
ples that come back across the ocean each
month. Every month tons of bombs are
dropped on Vietnamese villages at the Pres-
ident’s order, and yet he can find 10 sticks of
dynamite on West 12th Street In New York
and speak as though the apocalypse were
upon us because the peaceniks are at it
agaln.
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One of the reasons the President can get
away with such nonsense is that many of us
in the peace movement failed to dissociate
ourselves strongly enough from violence on
the left. While I thought it morally neces-
sary to separate ourselves from those who
advocate violence, I found it very difficult
to do. After the Dupont Circle violence of
last November 14, I said for publication that
I thought those people should be arrested
and processed for criminal charges. I also
sald that 1t is outrageous to gas, beat, and
press infiated multiple charges against win-
dow-breakers and petty vandals, but that
part never got reported. The press stories
came out to the effect that I thought the
people had gotten what they deserved. Simi-
larly, I've sald on numercus occasions that
the country will fall apart of internal hem-
orrhage if the war is not ended, and it al-
ways comes out: “If the President doesn’t
end the war, we're going to tear the country
apart.”

Splitting from the left was one of those
tough, grisly decisions forced upon the peace
movement by the politics of war. Although
I couldn't buy the purist argument that
only the hard left deserved credit for peace
activities (an argument used to exclude peo-
ple 1'ke Senators Harris and Mondale), it was
perzonally difficult to break with friends
in the Mobe and politically dangerous to split
the peace movement when the chances of
attracting real Congressional leadership
seemed so low. And it also involved clear
responsibilitivs for what happened after-
wards, because I believe that if the hard left
is really isolated, it will be repressed. If the
moderate peace leadership stands up and
says, "We intend to create a peace organi-
zation with a strong commitment to non-
violence,” the political impact of that will
be to say “and that makes us a lot different
from those kooks.” No matter how hard you
emphasize to the press that you will fight
for the civil liberties of the people on your
left, they will divide the groups into good
guys and bad guys, leaving the latter falr
game for Mitchell and Kleindienst.

It almost takes the press clout of the Pres-
ident to draw fine distinctions in the media.
At the Moratorium, we could draw the cover-
age, but we could never really control how
it came out. This made it impossible to move
to the right without baiting the left with
Agnew rhetoric, which we refused to do.

The responsibility question weighed heavi-
ly in our strategy sessions this past winter,
even though we may have vastly overesti-
mated the Moratorium’s effectiveness as a
buffer between the government and the
Mobe. We have argued for some time that
we on the left have to take responsibility for
the consequences of what we say. When Wil-
liam Eunstler says we've got to overthrow
the government by force, but not by violence,
to a 15-year-old kid that means break win-
dows and throw bricks. You can't retreat
into academic distinctions between moral
force and physical viclence after speaking
on a political platform.

All these problems—Nixonlan polemics,
Vietnamization, fatigue, the question of the
left, bureaucracy—plagued the Moratorium
during the peace movement's “low profile”
period from November until Cambodia. At
the Washington office, we tried to resist the
opening to the left which tempts all groups
on the left that don't hold power. In order
not to become another SNCC or SDS, the na~
tional coordinators had to repeatedly say no
to the left options within the Moratorium.
David Mixner was the toughest on this ques~
tion, and I was second house rightist. Local
Moratorium offices commonly fought the
same battles that were going on in the
Washington office.

Two conclusions became obyvious in April.
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First, the national Moratorium office was
more of a burden on the local groups than
a help. We were in danger of becoming peace
bureaucrats, full of jurisdictional squabbles
and petty fights, with no sense of joy or
purpese in what we were doing. So we de-
cided to do what all stale organizations
should do—disband, and let the good local
groups survive on their own and the bad
ones fade away.

The second conclusion was more funda-
mental: that our strategy was right but that
our base was wrong. I am convinced that it
is not possible to build a successful peace
movement simply on a student base. Not
enough students have the stature, capacity,
or inclination to run a tightly-disciplined
peace movement which would be required
to make them effective and keep them mov-
ing toward Middle America. Even if such an
organization were possible, students alone
would be unable to attract a majority of the
American people to any politically effective
peace position. Students can have an impact
Bince most Americans still don't want to
hate their own children. But you must have
strong leadership off the campuses to set the
tone and direction of the anti-war effort and
to give it hope.

This second conclusion made it easier to
go to Capitol Hill in April and tell the hesi-
tant doves that if they cared about peace
in Vietnam they could provide the leader-
ship. Through the entire history of peace
politics, Congressional doves had very
seldom spent a full day's effort on the war.
They gave speeches on occasion. But within
the BSenate there was no organization, no
regular meetings, no commitment to get to-
gether and sublimate their egos to produce
a pilece of legislation, no serious intention
to debate the war on the floor of the Con-
gress, no effort to raise the money to use
television in response to the President, none
of that. This was particularly galling right
after the Carswell vote in April when these
same Senators had come from nowhere to
beat him with hard work and internal or-
ganization. They had also undercut the mod-
erate peace leadership and the new constit-
uencies of October. In October, we had one
resource to use in dealing with the left—
we could deny them speakers and publicity
if they didn't move toward the center. But
in April we had no cards: a rally of 80,000
people was held in Boston with no control
over hard-left factions because our support
on the Hill had evaporated.

Our message had paltry effect compared
with the invasion of Cambodia, of course.
But even Cambodia failed to provoke the
kind of leadership mnecessary to move the
Congress and take the war to the country.
The initial spurt of enthusiasm in the Con-
gress, especially in the Senate, has largely
ebbed. Regular meetings of anti-war Sena-
tors have ceased, and there is little evidence
of the cooperation or initiative necessary to
effect a strategy to end the war.

The outline of a successful anti-war strat-
egy, 1t seems to me, is clear: the appeal must
be made in such a way that Middle Ameri-
cans will not ignore the substance of the
argument because of an offensive style. Bup-
port for such an appeal exists. After all,
immediate withdrawal is not a radical pro-
posal in this country today, and careful
analysis of the polls shows that all political
stances on the war must be couched in terms
of reaching the quickest possible termina-
tion. This indicates that a quick political
settlement or immediate withdrawal can be-
come & majority position if the message is

‘presented in a strong but palatable fashion.

While peace activists should not under-
estimate potential support for an anti-war
position, we should also avold underestimat-
ing President Nixon's commifment to some
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sort of victory in Southeast Asia. I believe
that the President’'s “new” Image as a cool,
neutral majority-maker, a consummate poli-
tician who responds and shapes rather than
leads, considerably understates his ego com-
mitment to the war. We are dealing with a
man who has a full-time awareness of him-
self as history—the first President ever to
name his own doctrine, the Nixon Doctrine,
which I suspect was motivated as much by
the simple desire to place his name on the
books as to enunciate whatever its meaning
is. We are dealing with a man who felt called
upon by the world to issue a “State of the
World” message, to dwell upon its historie
primacy, and to quote himself 27 times in
the document while citing all other human
beings in history only three times (all three
of these quotations were of Secretary of
Btate Rogers agreeing with the President).
The President has read the history books and
knows that the great Presidents of the United
States won wars. He even knows what room
of the White House was used to announce
the great wartime decisions.

These ego commitments are very harsh
ferms in which to describe a crucial motive
for the Administration’s continuation of the
war, but I find no others which make as
much sense. There is no more plausible way
to explain why the President did not end the
war right after he came into office, with little
or no political risk. Nor can I otherwise ex-
plain his total aversion to Congressional
moves toward sharing the political responsi=
bility for ending the war.

The President's personal commitment to
the war helps explain why he goes for the
political groin to justify his actions. He
uses patriotism and the flag, which are deep-
seated loyalties for most Americans, to stim-
ulate support for a war which clearly calls
forth no such loyalties. He uses the media
presence of the Presidency to characterize
the opposition as near traitors. I think the
President has won a large part of the Viet-
nam debate in the past merely by naming
the teams. When it's the Silent Majority
versus the Loud-Mouthed Militants, the Sil-
ent Majority wins every time. He and the
Vice President have also managed to sell
the incredible notion that the press of the
United States is leftwing. People who believe
that have obviously never attended a con-
vention of the American Soclety of Newspa~
per Editors, where the sentiment is over-
whelmingly conservative, verging on outright
Jingoism.

Since the country drifts toward impatience
for withdrawal as the war drags on, the Pres~
ident will have to continue seeking the jug-
ular if he clings to the victory wish. This
is one of the greatest dangers to the peace
movement: for when the dialogue over the
war is degraded past a certain point, it ends.
(Liberals should remember the converse: that
when the dialogue is elevated to certaln level
of generality, involving, for example, petty
squabbles over doctrinal minutiae, then the
talk goes on forever without action.) People
can no longer talk to each other, and con-
frontations based on tribal sign language be-
come the norm. In all political likelihood,
most of Middle America would line up with
the President in any such jungle warfare.

The atmosphere of debate over Vietnam
is already so debased that it will be very
difficult to take the high road to offer the
American people the kind of positive tone
and hope which would stand out by contrast
with the President’s increasingly defensive
and visceral statements. It will be impos-
sible to db so without very strong leadership.
I suppose that is the heart of my feelings
about the peace movement—that the strat-
egy can be devised, that the constituency is
there, but that these assets are useless with-
out strong, non-student leadership. The
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money will follow evidence of leadership. If
my analysis of President Nixon's objective in
Vietnam is on the right track, the task will
be very difficult, but all the more imperative.

The leadership must have the media pres-
ence to counter the President’s enormous TV
influence. Someone must respond to his
smears on the patriotism of doves. A figure
like Harold Hughes would have great impact
if he said in effect: “Look here, Mr. Presi-
dent, we're not talking about campus bums.
We're talking about whether Vietnam is
worth continued killings and maimings. I
fought through Europe in World War II and
consider myself as American as anyone, but
that was 25 years ago. And the fact is that
Vietnam stands between us and everything
America hopes to become.” The leadership
must be willing to talk about Vietnam in
terms that will appeal to Middle America—
to rename the teams s0 that we start on
ground zero with the hawks, rather than at
an emotional disadvantage.

Part of the new message must be the de-
struction of the silent majority myth. The
only clear lesson of the polls is that most
Americans want an end to the war. If the
President were to use television to justify
withdrawal on the grounds that we had done
all we could or that the South Vietnamese
government was corrupt and unworthy of
support, I believe he would receive 70 per cent
suppert. The silent majority is largely pro-
duced by the American propensity to defer
to the President. In March of 1968, for exam-
ple, the Gallup poll showed 40 per cent for
and 51 percent against stopping the bombing
of North Vietnam. After President Johnson
stopped the bombing, the polls showed 64
per cent for and 26 per cent against his deci-
sion. The silent majority appears quite mal-
leable.

Not only must the silent majority argu-
ment be exposed as a sham, but the popular
characterization of doves as militant, long-
haired kids and the silent majority as middle-
aged and middle-class must be dispelled.
Young people as a group are not more dovish
than old people, nor do overeducated egg-
heads tend to be more dovish than *the
folks.” In fact, the polls show that college-
educated people in their twenties are con-
sistently more hawkish than older non-
college graduates, by a significant margin of
about 20 per cent.

In addition to establishing a tone accept-
able to Middle America, renaming the teams,
and destroylng Presidential myths, the peace
leadership should use the media to make
becoming a dove more psychologically attrac-
tive to Middle Americans. Prior emphasis on
the moral aspects of the war has meant that
the first psychological step toward an anti-
war position has of necessity been the ad-
mission that the United States is somehow
evil. Since many people are unable to make
that jump, an admission of American gullt
should not be asked of all potential support-
ers. To the extent that we in the peace move-
ment have played down the pragmatic argu-
ments for peace, we have weakened our
case—and lessened our chances of ending the
war. It is in no way inconsistent with our
moral opposition to the war to lay much
greater stress than most of us have as yet
on the great practical benefits of peace.

This new peace leadership should be com-
posed of Senators, Congressmen, governors,
mayors, businessmen—all the straight people
who are willing to make a firm and unequivo-
cal commitment against the war. The spokes-
men should be those most visible and most
attractive to Middle America, those who
can speak intelligently about the war with
strength rather than condescensicn or aloof-
ness.

The five co-sponsors of the Amendment to
End the War already have a list of some
75,000 people who responded to the Sena-
tor’s television special after Cambodia, which
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could be the beginning of a peace constitu-
ency. What is needed is commitment from
a large number of people willing to cast a
“bullet” vote for peace. This commitment
may be less organized than a party or formal
corporate structure,

The: new peace leadership must make it
clear that it is in for the duration—until the
end of American involvement in Indochina,
The cyclical activity of the anti-war move-
ment has had a double disadvantage in the
past: during periods of upswing, the peace
movement has overestimated its effect and
thus paved the way for subsequent acute
frustration and resignation; during the
downswing, the government has underesti-
mated latent anti-war sentiment, and this
has possibly contributed to adventurism.

If the focus of the peace movement could
be shifted to the new and long-awaited lead-
ership, young people would be far more effec-
tive politically. I don't think we have to
hide who we are, or even what we say. We
should merely recognize the fact that the
political balance on the war is held by people
with different life styles. Students could be
a left, moral pressure on the coat-and-tie
leadership. Students could make it clear to
Richard Nixon that they will write his his-
tory and that all wars are not heroic. They
could make it clear that there are costs held
against those who wage this war. Those who
wage the war should be constantly reminded
that they are responsible for a moral horror—
llke the British Viceroy in colonial India.
Every time the Viceroy showed his face in
public, he saw a silent Indian holding a sign
which read “Assassin.” Lyndon Johnson and
Richard Nixon should be subject to the same
treatment. We should make them aware that
there are large numbers of people in this
country who hold them responsible for crim-
inal activities and who believe that those
who wage the war cannot cast off the respon-
sibility merely by leaving office.

There is no assurance at present that a
new peace leadership is forthcoming, al-
though recently several prospective leaders
have been leaning toward conscience and
away from conservative careerism. If these
people were to emerge, I believe that it is
quite possible to build a peace constituency
and create a national atmosphere in which
it would not be possible to wage the war.
This would be partly a matter of national
mood, which is highly volatile and heavily
influenced by unexpected events.

A renewed peace movement would also
exercise political elout, apart from its im-
pact on the nation's war temperature. The
Natlonal Rifle Assoclation is an unpleasant
model; but if a tiny fraction of the popula-
tion ean stop gun control with organization
and the bullet vote, then the peace move-
ment can stop the war. The new constituency
would have obvious potential in 1872,

All these ruminations have been predicated
on certain traditional assumptions: that peo-
ple’s political opinions should count, that
democracy can be made to work, that there
is ‘enough good will left in the country to
make it work, and that given ar cholce be-
tween rational alternatives, Americans will
choose the most humane course. At the same
time, the American people have shown that
they will not respond favorably to violence
committed in the name of ending the war,
or to a version of democracy that romanti-
cizes about participation of the poor and the
black but ignores the middle, or to peace
advocates who think demonstrations are a
substitute for the sustained work of peaceful
persuasion.

But the “system™ should not be applauded
even If the war were to end tomorrow. For
five years, It has provided no real way for
people to express their views on a war which
was presented to them as a test of manhood.
The system provided no public debate over
whether we should enter the war, but instead
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permitted our leaders to involve us by stealth.
This critical failure gave inertia to the propa=
gation of the Vietham war and sneaked the
flag onto the battlefield—leaving the peace
movement at an enormous political disad-
vantage. The system has provided poor in-
formation to voters and little active leader-
ship for a position of obvious principle.

If the war Is now ended by political action,
as I believe it can be, some will undoubtedly
argue that the system has vindicated itself,
That argument, however, is self-deceiving; for
in many crucial respects our system has al-
ready failed and requires radical reconstruc-
tion,

But that Is premature retrospection, If the
war can be ended only with such self-delu-
sion, we should end the war now and fight
the delusions later.

APPROVAL RATING OF THE
PRESIDENT RISES

Mr. STEVENS. Mr, President, to the
Ancient Order of Nixon Haters in the
Nation's Capital, the news out of Prince-
ton, N.J., last week merits an emergency
session of the security council. According
to Dr. Gallup, the most reliable and re-
spected of pollsters, the President’s ap-
proval rating has risen 6 points in 4
weeks. This percentage roughly trans-
lates into 7 million potential voters who
have, over 4 weeks’ time, changed their
opinion of President Nixon from un-
favorable to favorable; and 5 million
actual voters who have changed their
minds and concluded that—18 months
after his inauguration—Richard Nixon is
doing a good job as President of the
United States.

There was no moon landing Ilast
month, no summit conference, no smash-
ing domestic victory over Congress, no
dramatic upsurge in the economy that
can explain away this startling increase
in the President’s approval rating. There
was nothing; nothing at all—except
Cambodia.

If Gallup is on the mark, then the
great majority of Americans listened pa-
tiently to the unanimous conclusive
opinion of the national networks, Time
Magazine, Newsweek, the New York
Times, the Washington Post, Life, and
Look that Cambodia was a political dis-
aster and an international blunder and
concluded that the national media were
feeding them hogwash.

In 18 months there has been no sharper
divergence of view on a greater issue than
that between the President of the United
States, almost alone on one hand, and
all the “respected national opinion” on
the other on the matter of Cambodia.
The issue was clearly drawn. Mr. Nixon
contended repeatedly that the most con-
troversial decision of his Presidency was
morally right, strategically necessary and
militarily successful. The national media,
the academic eommunity, many articu-
late voices in the U.S. Senate, in chorus,
argued that Cambodia was a blunder for
Nixon and a disaster for the United
States.

Now the final returns: are in. The
President has carried the country in a
landslide.

After two martinis in Georgetown,
they must be asking one another, “What
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is going on here?” One wonders if the
national media are getting the message.

From these returns it seems that
President Nixon knows the people of this
country better than do the editors of
the national magazines, or the national
press, or the national networks. If there
is a credibility gap worth noting it is the
gap between what the national media
are telling America and what America
believes. That gap appears large enough
to drive the 1st Air Calvary through—
straight into Cambodia.

If the trend continues, for every clever
wordsmith “wowing 'em” with his Sriro
Acnew watch at Lennie Bernstein's, 10
middle Americans are going to be walk-
ing around sporting Frank Stanton time-
Dleces.

Who would have predicted it? Eight-
een months after taking office, a year
after the traditional presidential “honey-
moon” is over, Richard Nixon, the “mi-
nority President” who could win only 43
percent of the vote, the first President
since Zachary Taylor to assume office
and find both Houses of Congress in the
hands of aggressive hostile majorities,
the man who gave America SPIRO AGNEW,
the man who nominated Haynsworth
and Carswell to the Supreme Court, the
creator of ‘“Nixonomiecs” which the egg-
heads claim has slowed the economy
while increasing unemployment, the
politician who is supposed to be “writ-
ing off” the Northeast, the “black, the
poor and the young”; this selfsame fel-
low, with a bureaucracy of 2.5 million
waging guerrilla war against his pro-
grams, with the national media “push-
ing" his vocal opposition, with the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives block-
ing him at every turn, with the academic
community seething with indignation
and hostility toward him, with the “best
of our young people” rioting against
him—this President Nixon is on the rise
in the national polls to a point where six
of every 10 Americans think he is doing
a fine job as President. With this oppo-
sition, the wonder is that he even sur-
vives.

This development is among the great
ironies of polities. Fifteen years after
Mr. Nixon was tarred with the label
“Tricky Dick,” his word is believed by
the American people on critical matters
and the national media that tarred him
are not believed. Ten years after the
JFK debates that made the association
of Richard Nixon and television some-
thing of a national joke, the President’s
occasional use of television time to go
directly to the people on major issues is
considered an “unfair” advantage over
his Democratic opponents.

So, today, the craftier minds in the
national media are asserting that a
President should not be given prime time
when he requests it. CBS is busy trying
to establish a new “right" for the Demo-
crats to attack and criticize, in free
grants of prime time, any appearance of
the President on television. Mr, Nixon
should take this rather cynical enter-
prise as a compliment. For, in trying to
block the President’s access to the peo-
ple, the national media are advertising
not only his mastery of the media, but its
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own lost credibility, its own diminished
standing in the eyes of the public—a
standing richly deserved.

AID TO AMERICAN EDUCATION

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, last
week, during the debate on the educa-
tion appropriation bill for 1971, I ex-
pressed concern that the funds for stu-
dent aid might be insufficient. As the
costs. of higher education continue to
soar, it is vital for us to increase all
forms of student assistance to keep col-
lege doors open to all who seek a higher
education.

Our current economic situation makes
an increase in student assistance funds
even more important than under nor-
mal circumstances. Inflation, unemploy-
ment, a tight money market, and budget
restrictions have compounded an already
serious situation for the student that
depends on outside aid in order to at-
tain school.

I am pleased to share with Senators
one case in which Government funds
from the higher education act allowed
a young man to continue his training, I
hope we shall continue to provide ade-
quate funds to meet the obviously in-
creasing demands.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter of Mr. Roy R. Thomas of Lanham,
Md., be printed in the RECoORD.

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

LanHEAM, MbD.,
June 26, 1970.
Hon. CHARLES McC. MATHIAS, Jr.
U.S. Senate, The Capitol,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR MATHIAS: Rev. James J.
Kortendick, S.8., Chairman of the Depart-
ment of Library Sclence, has advised that I
have been awarded a fellowship at The
Cathollc University for the academic year
1970-71. Without this financial ald under
Title II-B of the Higher Education Aect, I
would not be able to afford this valuable
training. I wish to express through you my
appreciation to the American people for this
educational opportunity and urge that it
be made avallable to others in the years to
come. I am sure that the other Fellows, Miss
Maris Mangano (Merrick, N.Y.), Miss Mar-
guerite Sheehan (Princeton Junction, N.J.),
Miss Carol Tome (Plains, Pa.), and Mrs.
Martha Sulllvan Young (Rochester, N.Y.),
concur.

Very t.ruly yours,
Roy R. THOMAS.

GUIDELINES ON DRUG ABUSE

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, Dr. Sylvia Herz and Mr,
Simeon F. Moss, of the Essex County
School System in New Jersey, have for-
warded to me a copy of a pilot drug abuse
education program which they have de-
veloped for their local system.

I am impressed with the realistic and
understanding tone of the guidelines and
the awareness demonstrated of the psy-
chology of the youth the program is de-
signed to reach.

These guidelines are simple, to the
point, and flexible. Included at the end
of the guidelines is a bibliography of real
value and a list of locations to contact

27415

should an individual, whether adult or
student, desire information or help on a
drug-related problem.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the guidelines and other at-
tached information be printed in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Prot PROJECT ON DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION IN
THE ESSEX COUNTY SCHOOL SYSTEMS

JUNE 23, 1870.

To: Superintendents, Principals (elementary,
junior high schools, senior high schools),
Chairman, Secondary School Principals’
Roundtable; President, Guidance Direc-
tors” Roundtable; Supervisors of Health,
Physical Education and Safety; FPres-
ident, Essex County Council of PTA
Associations,

PREAMELE

The following Guidelines were devel
prior to passage of Assembly Bill 1058 which
provides for a three-phase drug education
program for New Jersey secondary school
teachers and students—the first phase of
which will begin in July. Under the program
established and backed by an act of the
State Legislature—drug education will be-
come part of health education curriculums
early next year.

Since many school-parent-community drug
abuse programs have already been initiated
and others are currently in the process of
organization, these Guidelines have been de-
signed to ald both those programs already
developed and those now being planned.

We also suggest that the rationale of these
Guidelines be utilized as a supplementary
tool for school personnel in their considera-
tion of the many approaches to the multi-
faceted problems of drug abuse.

GUIDELINES ON DRUG ABUSE: PREVENTIVE
TECHNIQUES

The Multi-University Interdisciplinary
Council on Drug Abuse of Essex County which
is coordinated through the County Superin-
tendent’s office has developed a five-pronged
program, experimental in nature, which is
currently awalting funding. In the mean-
time, the following suggested Guidelines and
Preventive Techniques are proposed to you
for use in the development of more specific
drug prevention programs for your local
school district.

The committee is fully aware that the drug
problem is one that cannot be totally re-
solved within the educational community
and that it is a problem which merlits the
full consideration of all segments of our
soclety.

It is generally acknowledged, nationally,
that the ease of availability of drugs is not
limited to the high school nor to the junior
high school, but has penetrated to the ele~-
mentary school level as well. An expressed
awareness of the drug problem by school
administrators and their active efforts to
share with both parents and community
a responsibility for a positive approach to
its solution, should be our first step In grap-
pling with this soclal epldemiec.

What we have attempted to do here is to
outline to you the present thinking in the
area of drug education in the hope that all
may profit by the positive lessons that have
been learned. We have also touched upon
those negative aspects of drug education
which, in our opinion, might detract from
the presentation of a meaningful drug abuse
program in your community. We are also
hopeful that constructive feedback will result
through our mutual exchange of informa-
tion on this subject.

In this section we will comment briefily on
the types of speakers, films and literature on
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drug abuse which, in our opinion, have the
most positive appeal to students.

1. There art many self-syled authorities on
drug abuse. We recommend great caution in
the selection of speakers regardless of
whether or not they are pald for their serv-
ices.

2. Caution must be observed in speaker
selection. No matter how well intentioned
or informed: they may be, many  speakers
by their approach tend to “turn students on
to drugs” rather than “furning them off.”
Speakers of this type should be avolded.

8. A speaker who Is highly asuthoritarian
or rigid in his presentation should be avoided.
Students usually do not respond to this type
of speaker and profit very little from, what
in many other respeécts, might be a good
presentation.

4. Appeals by speakers to students based
on fear, the illegality of drugs, or the harm-
ful effects of drugs on the body have usually
proved to be ineffectual. Punishment by
incarceration alone is not a solution to the
«drug problem as evidenced by the high rate
of recldivism among drug offenders (70%-—
90%).

5. A person with a basic knowledge of the
drug scene with its attendant soclo-cultural
causative implications, who can gain rap-
Jport with students by effective presentation
of material which has student appeal, and
develops confidence and mutual rapport, is
the type of speaker to be sought.

6. There is little evidence to support the
thesis that drug education alone will stop its
abuse. Moreover, most. studies have indi-
cated that students are generally well in-
formed on drugs, their properties and the
effects. upon abuse. .

7. It is recommended that before exposing
a large segment of the school’s pupil pop-
ulation to a speaker, film, posters or litera-
ture on drug abuse, that a pilot study be
conducted with a small group of students, A
reaction and evaluated student reaction from
this smaller group can be secured by asking
the following questions:

&. What did youw think of the speaker,
film (etc.)?

b. Did you learn anything that you did
not know before? What?

¢. Do you agree with the message that the
speaker, film, ete. conveyed? Explain.

d."Do you feel differently about drugs as
a result of your exposure to the speaker, film,
etc.? If yes, what is the difference?

e. How do you think the rest'of the group
reacted?

8. After its walue has been properly as-
sessed, all aforementloned media—speakers,
films, literature, ete., should be subjected to
immediate follow up. Follow up can best
take the form of small group discussions
with as little formal leadership (either by
staff members or students) as possible. The
purpose of the small group discussions should
be to stimulate as much interchange be-
tween students as possible after the formal
presentation has been made.

9.'From such discussions there may evolve
student groups that will take a strong stand
against drugs. There is already such a junior
high school student group being formed in
Essex County called “Not Me” which origi-
nated In West Orange. This is an excellent
development, since It lessens the peer group
pressures to conform to drug usage and
makes available a positive sub-group to
:vhlch & student can develop a sense of be-

10. “Rap BSessions” among secondary and
Junior high school students where they ven-
tilate a multiplicity of problems—family, ed-
ucational, social, sexual—should be encour-
aged In a nonauthoritarian-free discussion
type of setting. These sessions should take
place during free periods or at other appro=-
priate times during the school day.

The “Rap Session™ technique currently ap-
pears to be the most effective In appeal to
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young people, since it provides a forum for
the ventilation of the multiple frustrations
of youth through open and free expression.
Further, it helps students realize that their
“problems” are not unigue. Often they get
& clearer insight into their own grievances
as they objectively listen and assist their
peers in solving their problems. Personal
growth is fostered through this process of
group dynamics.

The type of person selected to lead this
type of discussion should be chosen carefully
and should be apprised of the goals to be
achieved and of his nonauthoritarian sup-
portive role as a group leader. It 1s suggested
that, perhaps, the students themselves could
select a rapport-creating faculty member
(teacher, guidance counselor, nurse, ete,) to
sit in on their discussions. With proper train-
ing senlor high school students might be used
as leaders of junior high groups, and junior
high students could lead an elementary
group. Such group interactions would offer
the advantage of age proximity in peer rela-
tionships. It is suggested that in time an
open ended course which will provide the es-
sential human relations elements for coping
with youth's perplexities (growing up, over-
coming the difficulties of “making it"” in to-
day’s world) might become part of the re-
quired curriculum of the public schools. A

‘¢ourse of this type would be unstructured

except for certaln obvious stated goals. To
be fully effective, parents must be involved
in separate and later in coordinated parent-
student-teacher workshops, not only to open
channels of communication among all groups
but also to better enable each group to assist
the other in life-style functioning and in
their varied interrelationships.

We all recognize that students must be
heard. We must offer to them & means for di-
rect communication with us. Barriers that
have been raised which have created imper-
sonal relations among the child, his parents,
and the community, and with it hopelessness
and allenation, must be struck down. We
must recognize that drugs are a “symptom”
of our times in an already pill-drug-oriented
culture. It offers to our youth an escape from
reality in our highly competitive multi-
problem-faceted and nuclear space-orien-
tated soclety.

In general, an awareness, flexibility and
recognition of the meed for soclal change on
the part of established institutions i1s the
greatest single factor that can help bridge
the generation gap and, in turn, alleviate the
frustrations and hopelessness of allenated,
drug-oriented youth. In seeking the coopera-
tlon and innovations of youth in implement-
ing change on all levels within the existing
framework—educational, political, economice,
social, religious—the relevant alternatives to
drugs for young people are offered In sig-
nificant and challenging aspects of living by
personal contribution to society in a mean-
ingful way.

11. As a general rule of thumb, it is rec-
ommended that immediate lines of com-
munication be opened among parent, child
and school and that proper referrals be made
when it is apparent that a child is using
drugs. -

a. In cdses where the teacher first becomes
aware of the student’s Involvement with
drugs, the parents should be Informed.

b. In cases where a parent seeks the teacher
or school’s assistance when she 1s first to
discover that her child is a drug user, ap-
propriate counseling should be given to the
parent by the school.

Differences: Experimentation versus
addiction
When faced with a problem of drug abuse,
school personnel should recognize that there
is a difference between drug experimentation
and the serious hazards of drug addiction.
There should also be some awareness on the
part of educators that there is also a differ-
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ence in the treatment accorded. There has
been wide dissemination in the literature and
by the communications media on the various
types of drugs. No attempts will be made
here to categorize the “soft drugs" (mari-
juana, amphetamines, barbiturates, LSD,
etc.) or the “hard core narcotics’ (heroin,
opium, cocaine, oplates, etc.) with their re-
spective properties and effects upon abuse.
This information is easily attainable.

Accurate and informative literature on
drug abuse can be obtained from many agen-
cles. Recommended selected readings on
Drugs and Drug Abuse are appended to these
Guldelines.

Informational exchange and clearing house

Direct contact with the Coordinator
through the Essex County Superintendent's
office can best serve as a clearing house for
the drug education programs in this County.
We can offer you feedback through our mon-
itoring and evaluating the programs now
being carried on by many school districts
both within and without Essex County, We
also hope that If you have adopted ap-
proaches or programs that have been success-
ful in coping with the drug problem in your
area, you will let us know about them. Con-
versely, if you have projected a program that
did not work out, we'd like to have others
profit from these experiences as well, We hope
that our lines of communication will be con=
tinuous and in both directions.

SYLvIA Herz, Ph, D.
Coordinator, Pilot Project on Drug Abuse
Prevention for Esser County School
Districts.
SiMEoN F. Moss,
Essex County Superintendent of Schools.

Note: These Guidelines may be reproduced
for wide use both within your schools and
the community.

SowRCES OF INFORMATION

The following pamphlets may be received
from the Government Printing Office, Wash~
ington, D.C. 20402:

Drugs of Abuse—Reprint from July-August
issue of FDA papers. 20c each.

LSD: The False Illusion—Reprint from
July-August issue of FDA papers. 16¢ each,

Drugs and Your Body—FDA Pub. 52. $1.00
each.

Handbook of Federal Narcotic and Dan-
gerous Drug Laws—Bureau of Narcotics and
Dangerous Drugs publication. 50c each.

Abuse: Game Without Winners—
Department of Defense. 50¢ each.

Community-Based Treatment Programs for
Narcotic Addiction—Public Health Service
publication, bc each.

The Up and Down Drugs—Public Health
Service, Publ. 1830. 6¢ each.

Marijuana: Some Questions and Answers—
Public Health Service Pub. 1829. 5c each.

LSD: Some Questions and Answers—Pub-
lic Health Service Pub. 1828. 5¢ each.

Narcotics: Some Questions and Answers—
Public Health Service Pub. 1827. ¢ each.

Traffic in Opium and Other Dangerous
Drugs—Annual report of Narcotics and Dan-
gerous Drugs. 40c each.

Narcotics and Drugs—A list of 58 publica-
tions concerning drugs from various govern-
ment agencles that are sale ltems from the
GPO. Single copy free.

Drug Dependence: Its Significance and
Characteristics—Single copy free from Bu-
reau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs,
1405 I Street, NW, Washington, D.C. 20537.

What You Should Know About Drugs and
Narcotics—Assoclated Press, 50 Rockefeller
Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10020. $1.00 single
copy.

Drug Abuse Education: A Guide for the
Professions—American ' Pharmaceutical As-
sociation, 2216 Constitution Ave., NW, Wash-
ington, D.C. 20037. $1.00 single copy.

The Courier—The UNESCO Magazine. May
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1968 lssues. UNESCO Publicatlons Center,
U.S.A. 317 E, 34 Street, New York, N.Y. 10016.
Single copy 60e. -

Drugs on the College Campus—National
Association Student Personnel Administra-
tors, Internationsl Inn, Suite 405, 5440 Cass
Ave., Detroit, Michigan 48202.

What We Can Do About Drug Abuse—
Public Affairs Pamphlet #380, Public Af-
fairs Pamphlets, 381 Park Avenue South, New
York, N.Y. 10016. Single copy 25c.

Drug Abuse: The Empty Life—Smith, Eline
& French Laboratories, Bureau of Narcotics
and Dangerous Drugs, 1405 I St.,, NW, Wash-~
ington, D.C. 20537. Single copy free.

“Behavioral Patterns In Sex and Drug Use
on the College Campus,”—Sylvia Herz, Ph.D,
in The Journal of the Medical Society of
New Jersey, January 1970,

“Drug Menace: How Serious"—"U.S. News
and World Report,” May 25, 1970; pp. 38—
43,

Drug Facts—Booklet produced by AT & T,
April 1970. Coples avallable through Public
Relatlons Dept. Western Electric Company,
Newark, New Jersey.

CENTERS AND REFERRAL AGENCIES

Odyssey House, 642-6550, 61 Lincoln Park,
Newark, New Jersey, Eighteen-month psy-
chiatrically oriented therapeutic.community
for the treatment and prevention of drug
addiction; staff is a combination of profes-
sionals and ex-addicts working cooperatively.

Mt. Carmel Guild- Program, 623-5313, 9
South Street, Newark, New Jersey. Has 2 pro-
grams: one for the older addict and one for
the teen-age addict.

N.J. Rehabilitation Commission Project for
Drug Addicts, 648-2765, 19 No. Harrison
Street, East Orange, New Jersey. Under the
State Department of Labor and Industry.

DARE (Drug Addict Rehabilitation Enter-
prise), 642-T411, 211 Littleton Avenue, New-
ark, New Jersey. Self-help enterprise: pro-
gram provides follow-up on the addicts for 5
years after they leave, Speakers are available.

The New Well, 242-0715, 173 Belmont Ave-
nue, Newark, New Jersey. Reentry program
for ex-addicts. Speakers are available.

Integrity, Inc., 642-9287, 45 Lincoln Park,
Newark, New Jersey. Re-entry house for ex-
addicts. Private program.

Liberty House, 624-8421,2, 481-3220, 164
Broadway, Newark, New Jersey. Essex County
Outreach Centers of the N.J. Regional Drug
Abuse Agency. Speakers are available.

N.J. College of Medicine and Dentistry,
Drug, Abuse Clinic-Martland Hospital, 643—
880, Ext. 713, 714, 65 Bergen Btreet, Newark,
New Jersey. Will provide speakers and classes
for teachers, parents and students with a pre-
arranged fee.

Family Service and Child Guidance Cen-
ter, 675-3817, 115 So. Munn Avenue, East
Orauge, New Jersey. Agency serves the
Oranges, Maplewood and Millburn. Several
aspects of the center's operations are in the
area of drug abuse; counseling provided.

Church of the Holy Communion, 763—2355,
So. Orange Avenue and So. Ridgewood Road,
South Orange, N.J. A new service. The
Church is sponsoring an office of the Pas-
toral Counseling Service of Northern New
Jersey; a non-sectarian, non-profit corpora-
tion passed on by the N.J. Department of In-
stitutions and Agencies. Service provides re-
sources for counseling, referrals, education
and troining under the supervision of pas-
toral counselors. There are no geographical,
creedal, ethnic or racial restrictions. Fees
are determined on consideration of income
and number of dependents,

Day Care, 675-1554, 49 So. Munn Avenue,
East Orange, New Jersey, A private commu-
nity day treatment mental health center for
people emotionally i1l as an alternative to
hospitalization. There is provision for drug-
oriented indlviduals.

Prospect House, 6748067, 214 Prospect
Street, East Orange, New Jersey. A commu-
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nity service agency. For young people who
have been hospitalized and after care serv-
lce—includes those of the drug subeculture.

DICEEY-LINCOLN SCHOOL POWER
PROJECT NEEDED

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, we in
Maine repeatedly see our efforts to estab-
lish a public power project in New Eng-
land rebuffed by private power interests.
The current crisis in New York should
underscore the error in the private com-
panies’ contention that they can produce
enough power. The Lewiston Evening
Journal spelled out the need for the
Dickey-Lincoln School project explicitly
in an editorial published on July 30. I
ask unanimous consent that the editorial
be printed in the RECORD,

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

Hor WEATHER AND DICKEY

This hot weather certainly is emphasiz-
ing the problems some of the heavily popu-
lated areas along the eastern seaboard are
having with respect to procuring sufficient
electrical power. Right along the private
power companies in this region and some of
their congressional stooges have insisted that
private power alone can meet the demand
for power. This has been the gist of their
basic argument against the Dickey-Lincoln
School federal power proposal.

We wonder if these unylelding opponents
of Dickey feel rather uncomfortable when
reports of power problems come in as they
have during the current heat wave.

If there is no need for a project like
Dickey, how is it that New York's mighty
Consolidated Edison Co. had to request
Tuesday that major buildings users cut back
on the use of air conditioners to reduce vol-
tage and to purchase more than s million
kilowatts from sources outside the city?

If Dickey is a lot of foolishness and un-
economical, as opponents claim, why is it
that the New England Power Exchange, made
up of the region's private utllities, had to
reduce voltage by & per cent Tuesday, and in
some Instances on Monday as well? Wouldn't
some power from'a hydroelectric source such
as Dickey have been a valuable resource
these past few days?

We suggest New England and Middle At~
lantic state cltizens might give some thought
to these questions. If they do so they may
conclude their congressmen should be voting
for rather than against Dickey.

CARLESS TOKYO

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, with
the air pollution in our own cities at
such a high level in the last week, we
may have lost sight of the international
scope of the problem. President Nixon
spoke of this in his news eonference of
July 30, 1970!

The people of Tokyo were among the
worst sufferers from the thermal inver-
sion. Last Sunday, as a result of their
experience with the smog, the idea of
making parts of Tokyo temporarily car-
less gained wide acceptance.

I ask unanimous consent that articles
published in the Baltimore Sun and the
‘Washington Post on August 3 describing
that event be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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CarLESS Ginza DistricT Is A HiTr 1n TOKYO
(By Thomas Pepper)

Toryo, August 2—At 1 P.M. cars were
banned from the main street of the Ginza
shopping district here, and by 1:06 work-
men had set up potted plants, beach um-
brellas, makeshift sidewalk cafes and ice
cream stands. Then hordes of people began
to swarm onto the street.

The occasion was this city’s first attempt
at removing all cars from certain shopping
districts on Sundays and holidays, and, ex-
cept for a few grumblers who complained
that Tokyo was simply copying New York,
the idea was taken up with a vengeance,

FIRST ATTEMPT |

At the Ginza, Tokyo's most fashionable
shopping area, bikini-clad girls handed out
cool washeloths, television cameramen inter-
viewed passers-by, mothers wheeled their
bables down the street in strollers, bands
played and someone arranged for a tradi-
tional-style folk-dance. Banners overhead
proclaimed the day a “Horiday Purominado”,
or "Holiday Promenade.”

Although virtually every Japanese city has
its own covered shopping arcade, where cars
and motorcycles have always been forbidden,
today’s festivities marked the first attempt
to ban cars from a major thoroughfare in
Tokyo,

Four separate shopping areas were affected.
Besides Ginza, they were Shinjuku, a satel-
lite railroad junction famous for department
stores, bars, and hipples; Ikebukuro, an-
other rallroad junction with slightly less
fashionable stores and bars, and Asakusa,
once the most successfu] night-life area in
Tokyo, but now a bargain-basement style
market for blue-collar workers and farmers,

Ryckichl Minobe, Tokyo's governor, first
proposed the auto ban last spring, but could
not get merchants and department stores
executives to go along with it; they feared a
drop in sales,

POLLUTION HELFPED

The idea suddenly caught on a few weeks
ago, when muggy summer weather accentu-
ated the air pollution and when New York
city’s Carless Sundays” received wide pub-
licity on Japanese television. A congratula-
tory message from Mayor John V. Lindsay
was published in this morning's 4sahi Shim-
bun, Japan's largest newspaper.

Like other fads that are picked up in
Japan, the idea of an auto ban has been de-
scribed and pored over in endless detail,

Newspapers - published maps showing not
only the streets to be blocked off, but also
the exact numbers of square meters of pave-
ment affected and alr pollution meters, cal-
culated to register the amount of carbon
monoxide on the carless streets, were set up
in: the full view of pedestrians. Accompany-
ing charts gave an hour-by-hour reading,
complete with comparisons of earlier read-
ings taken when cars were permitted.

Police said that as many as 20 times the
normal number of Sunday shoppers roamed
the four carless areas today, and pollution
officials sald that the carbon monoxide level
was less than half the normal amount,

ToKYO CURBS THE CAR, BEATS THE SMoOG

Toryo, August 2.—Tokyo closed 122 of its
busiest streets to cars today, and for a short
while part of the world's most populous city
was, free of the exhaust fumes that have
plagued it recently,

Tokyo's anti-pollution campaign took on
a carnival alr as thoroughfares fn four im-
portant shopping districts were cleared of
traflic and turned over to throngs of pédes-
trians for a few hours,

It was part of Tokyo Gov. Ryokichi Mi-
nobe’s campaign to show the 115 million
residents what 1ife could be like without the
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noise and stench of the internal combustion
engine.

The experiment will be repeated every Sun-
day and public holiday for an indefinite pe-
riod. Sunday is normally a busy shopping
day here.

The improvement in the air was dramatic.
Meters recording carbon monoxide levels
nosedived, and for a few minutes in the West
Tokyo area of Shinjuku the needle rested on
zero,

In the world-famous Ginza shopping and
entertainment district of downtown Tokyo,
the pollution level dropped to two parts per
million—about half the normal 4 p.m. Sun-
day reading.

Although no recordings were made in two
other heavily traveled areas of the city, Ike-
bukuro and Asakusa, the air was reported
to be less smelly than usual.

Thelr eyes, throats and noses punished by
weeks of stinging smog, Tokyo residents re-
sponded enthusiastically to today's experl-
ment.

About 750,000 people were reported by po-
lice to have thronged the traffic-free streets.

In Ginga, they sat in temporary sidewalk
cafes, were offered cold wet towels and free
ice cream by bikini-clad girls and watched a
folk dancing troupe from southern Japan.
Police said crowds at some places were 20
times greater than usual.

The Mitsukoshl department store sald it
had 200,000 shoppers, compared with a usual
Sunday figure of 130,000, Sales ran 50 percent
ahead of the usual figure, store officials said.
Officials at the Matsuya department store
said that “sales are just about like Christ-
mas."”

The store estimated that it had 160,000
visitors. Ginza’s third big department store,
Matsuzakaya, sald sales were 35 per cent
ahead of normal for Sunday.

In Shinjuku, the promenaders became en-
tangled in a march by two rival left-wing
student factions who converged on the same

spot for a fund-ralsing drive. Police watched
from the sidewalk, but there was no trouble,

Signs proclaiming “Shinjuku Beautiful
Day" sprouted on stores along the street,
where business was reported better than ever,
Ginza merchants vetoed a similar street clos-
ure last year because they feared it would
damage business.

Minobe told newsmen tonight he hoped
the next step would be to extend the street
closure to Saturdays and then perhaps for
limited periods during the week,

Meanwhile, Tokyo's antipollution police
squads will be back in action Monday stop-
ping vehicles throughout the city for spot
checks on exhaust emission,

New regulations In force since yesterday
allow a carbon monoxide density of up to 4.5
per cent in vehicles less than a year old and
5.5 per cent in those older,

Two hundred drivers have already been in-
structed to repair their vehicles or face a
fine of up to 30,000 yen ($85).

MILITARY SPENDING

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr, President, on
Friday, July 31, my friend the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon (Mr. HaT-
FIeLp) placed in the Recorp some 25
pages of summary from a 150-page re-
port on military spending. It was ex-
plained that the report was a product of
an organization called Members of Con-
gress for Peace Through Law and was
prepared by more than 25 Senators and
Representatives.

Mr. President, I believe we are all ac-
quainted with this organization and its
long and exhaustive list of criticisms of
the Defense Establishment which it re-
ported in the last session of Congress.
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This year, as last year, I am impressed
with the enormous amount of research
and effort that went into its prepara-
tion. I also surmise that the 150-page
report must have been a highly expen-
sive project.

Be that as it may, I find in this truly
outstanding plece of work many mis-
statements of the fact and numercus
dangerous and faulty conclusions about
our Military Establishment and various
weapons systems maintained by it. In the
days ahead I plan to direct my attention
to various portions of this report to
highlight for Congress and the public
some of its major deficiencies. Today, I
merely wish to announce my complete
and thorough disagreement with the re-
port’s conclusion that some $8 to $13 bil-
lion can be cut from administration de-
fense requests for the current fiscal year.
Today, also, I would like to devote some
attention to a portion of the summary
entitled “Economics and Defense Spend-
ing.”

Mr. President, quite predictably this
critical report places almost every eco-
nomic ill in this Nation at the door of
defense spending. It insists that military
spending is not only the major cause of
inflation but is itself a major victim in
terms of increasing the cost of its own
operations, This is a popular theory
which almost completely ignores the fact
that nondefense spending played an even
greater role in the development of infla-
tion. I should like to point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, that immediately after World War
II, the Military Establishment was
largely dismantled and outlays fell
precipitously from $80 billion in 1945 to
between $12 and $13 billion annually
from 1948-50. This unilateral disarma-
ment was one of the causes of the Ko-
rean action which shot defense costs up
to $50 billion in 1953. Since that time—
that is between 1953 and fiscal year 1971
as proposed by the President—defense
expenditures increased 49 percent—ap-
proximately equal to the simultaneous
rate of price rise. Spending for healih,
education, welfare, and labor increased
944 percent, for all other functions 182
percent.

More than half of the $129 billion in-
crease in Federal expenditures between
1953 and 1971 was applied to social pur-
poses, less than one-fifth to defense. De-
fense meanwhile shrank from 64 percent
of the Federal budget to 36 percent, from
13.6 percent of gross national product to
about 7.2 percent.

In other words, the share of Federal
revenues and of the gross national prod-
uct allocated to national defense has
been cut almost in half since 1953. Most
of the huge savings were applied to social
purposes, and of these education was one
of the main gainers.

From this it is easy to see that the
cause of price inflation today is not
something that can be blamed exclusively
on military expenditures.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp a
study of my own which I had conducted
into the subject of “Defense Expendi-
tures, Inflation, and the ‘Peace Divi-
dend.’” I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a table showing
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national defense outlays as expressed as
a percentage of total budget outlay and
as a percentage of the gross national
product.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REec-

oro, as follows:
DeEFENSE EXPENDITURES, INFLATION, AND THE
“Peace DiIviDEND"

The Vietnam war and miscalculations in
estimating its costliness and adjusting fed-
eral tax and expenditure policies accord-
ingly contributed, along with other expand-
ing government programs, to increasing defi-
clts In the federal budget, starting in 1966.
President Johnson, in his Budget Message of
January 1967, proposed a temporary 6 per-
cent surcharge on individual and corporate
income taxes, to take effect on July 1, 1967.
As the pace of economic expansion acceler-
ated, the President renewed the request for
a temporary 10 percent surcharge in January
1968. The Congress finally approved a tempo-
rary surcharge in June 1968. By that time
the government faced a fiscal 1968 deficit of
over $25 billion.

It would be entirely wrong, however, to at-
tribute the total increase in federal spend-
ing, the deficits in the budget, and the ac-
celerating inflation after 1965 solely to the
increase in military spending. Actually fed-
eral spending in non-military areas was in-
creasing rapidly, as was private civilian de-
mand, particularly business expenditures for
plant and equipment. It was the increases
in total demand, both government (civilian
and military) and private demand, placed
upon an economy operating at full employ-
ment that caused accelerating inflation. As
the present Assistant Secretary of the Treas-
ury for Economic Policy, Dr. Murray L. Weid-
enbaum, stated before the Joint Economic
Committee in 1967: “The basic explanation
|for the accelerated price rises] would appear
to be . . . that the Increases in government
civilian and military demand, coupled with
the continued expansion in business expen-
ditures for new plant and equipment, ex-
ceeded the capacity of the economy to sup-
ply goods and services in 1966 at then cur-
rent prices.”

Former Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers Arthur M. Okun stated in
April 1968, in a speech at the National Press
Club in Washington: “The upswing in de-
mand since 1967 has produced our present
disturbing 4 percent rate in price increases."

Another former Chalirman of the Council,
Dr. Gardner Ackley, who preceded Dr. Okun,
pointed out in a speech to the 7T4th Congress
of American Industry, sponsored by the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers, in New
York, December 5, 1969: “To be sure, most
infiations are touched off by an increase in
aggregate demand that puts too much pres-
sure on productive resources."”

Dr. Arthur F. Burns, Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, commented on inflation
before the American Bankers Assoclation in
May 1970. He pointed out:

What are the sources of the inflationary
bias that is presently troubling us? On a first
view, the root of the difficulty seems to be
the broadening of the social aspirations that
have been shaping our national economic
policies, and especially the commitment to
maintain high levels of employment and
rapid economic growth. . . .

Another source of infiationary pressure in
recent years has been the rise of governmen-
tal expenditures for social welfare. The con-
sequences for the Federal Budget in the
United States have been dramatic. Since fis-
cal year 1965, Federal expenditures for health,
income security, veterans’ benefits, educa-
tion and manpower, and community devel-
opment and housing have more than
doubled. . . .
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The present world-wide inflationary trend
may thus be ascribed to the humanitarian
impulses that have reached such full expres-
sion in our times.

TRENDS IN FEDERAL EXPENDITURES

It is significant to note that, since fiscal
year 1965, social welfare expenditures in the
federal budget have more than doubled.

The data in the following table and the
two charts illustrate what has been happen-
ing with respect to federal expenditures, both
military and otherwise, and the growth of
the economy. As the table shows, total ex-
penditures of the federal government have
risen as a percentage of total economic out-
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put (GNP) from 17.3 percent in 1965 to an
estimated 21 percent in 1970. Both defense
and non-defense expenditures have been ris-
ing, but non-defense expenditures have risen
at a more rapld rate than defense expendi-
tures. In 1965, defense expenditures ac-
counted for 7.1 percent of GNP. After a rapid
acceleration up to 8.8 percent in 1968, it is
estimated they will decline slightly and ac-
count for about 8.3 percent of GNP in 1970.
Non-defense federal expenditures rose rather
steadily from 10.2 percent of the GNP in
1965 to 12.7 percent in 1970. Non-defense
expenditures thus toock an additional 2.5
percentage points of GNP during this period
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while defense expenditures accounted for
only an additional 1.2 percentage points.
Thus, of the increased amount of GNP rep-
resented by federal expenditures, those for
non-defense purposes took twice as much as
those for defense.

Also it is worth noting that military ex-
penditures as a percent of total federal
expenditures have declined from approxi-
mately half of total expenditures in 1960 to
under 40 percent of total expenditures esti-
mated for 1970. The exact reverse is true for
non-military expenditures, which rose from
50 percent to 60 percent of total expendi-
tures in the decade.

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT AND FEDERAL EXPENDITURES (CALENDAR YEARS 1960-70)

[Dollars in billions]
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The change in the composition of federal
expenditures i{s even more dramatic. National
defense and International affairs expendi-
tures reached about 68 percent of total fed-
eral outlays back in fiscal 1953. They have
been declining steadily ever since and are
currently estimated at about 38 percent for
fiscal year 1971. The Vietnam war expendi-
tures only momentarily slowed the decline
in this curve. However, social welfare ex-
penditures have risen steadlly as a percent
of total outlays throughout the entire period
since fiscal 1953, Even with the Increased
military expenditures for the Vietnam war
taking place, social welfare outlays continued
to rise year by year—though at a reduced
rate from fiscal year 1966 until 1969, and
then more rapidly.

There has been a changing position of fed-
eral expenditures for national defense and
international affairs on the one hand and all
domestic programs on the other, National
defense and international affairs have de-
clined rather steadily with only a slight in-
terruption from 1965 through 1968, whereas
domestic programs have continued to rise.
By 1963, expenditures were divided about
50-50 between these two categories. In the
fiscal year 1971, domestic programs will con-
sume about 62 percent of total outlays and
national defense and International affairs
only about 38 percent.

; MONEY SUPPLY TRENDS

The increase in government and private
demand since 1965 was accompanied by

Source: Economic Report of the President, 1970, pp. 79, 177. Special Analyses, Budget of the

United States, fiscal year 1971, p.

highly expansionary monetary policy, partic-
ularly in 1967 and 1968, that made the accel-
eration in prices possible by valldating the
demands of business, consumers, and govern-
ment.

The Joint Economic Committee of the
Congress, in its report, The Federal Budget,
Inflation, and Full Employment in November
1969, stated: “When total money demands
are rising sharply, a monetary policy that
accommodates them in the face of limited
supplies [of goods and services] means that
prices will rise.”

The situation was even more cogently
summed up by Professor David Meiselman
of Macalester College, in testimony before
the Joint Economic Committee in October
1969:

“The current inflation is the result of ex-
cessive total spending for goods and services
by both government and the private sector.
Whatever may have been the merits of a
cost-push explanation of other perlods of
infiation, there is now essentially unanimous
support for the position that recent inflation
has been the result of too much total de-
mand.

“For most of the period between 19656 and
1968, the very time government expenditures
were rising rapidly for both military and
non-military purposes, the Federal Reserve
followed & highly expansionary monetary
policy as evidenced by the high rate of
growth of the money supply, which, in turn,

MONEY SUPPLY AND PRICES

18.

led to a sharp increase In private expendi-
tures as well. In fact, on the basis of historic
norms, Federal Reserve actions alone (for
example, the 7% to 8% sustained increase in
the money supply, currency and demand
deposits, in 1967 and 1968) would have
caused inflation even if government spending
had not increased so sharply or if the gov-
ernment spending had been maiched by
enough of an increase in tar rates between
1966 and 1968 to have maintained balance in
the high-employment budget, instead of the
15 billion dollar deficit that evolved by mid-
1968 from rough balance in the high-em-
ployment budget two years earlier.”” [Em-
phasis added.]

The accompanying table illustrates the
close correlation between changes in the
money supply (currency in hands of non-
banking publie, plus demand deposits) and
changes in prices. The rapid growth in
money supply in 1967 and 1968 resulted in
rapidly rising prices by 1968. The relation-
ship is even clearer when groups of annual
data are compared. For example, in the pe-
riod 1955-656, money supply grew at an aver-
age annual rate of 2.1 percent and prices
rose at an annual rate of 1.6 percent. In the
decade 1960-69, money supply increased at
average annual rates of 3.9 percent, prices
at annual rates of 2.4 percent. In the final
half of the decade of the 19605, money sup-
ply grew at a 4.6 percent annual rate and
prices at a 3.8 percent rate.

Annual rate
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of change
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Annual rate
of change
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Economic Advisers,

Source: Economic Indicators,

prepared for the Joint Economic Committee by the Council of
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In December 1968, the Federal Reserve
began slowing the money supply growth from
an annual rate of over 7 percent that pre-
viiled in the last half of 1868. Money supply
grew at an annual rate of only 4.4 percent
in the first half of 1969 and then, from June
1869 through the end of the year, there was
almost no increase (0.6 percent at annual
rates). In the first half of 1970, the money
supply has been allowed to grow at a little
OVer & 4 percent rate.

Coupled with ' this sharp reduction in
money supply growth since the end of 1968,
the budget has been brought into approxi-
mate balance. From a deficit of $25.2 billion
in fiscal year 1968, the budget had a sur-
plus of $3.2 billion in fiscal 1969, The results
of this change of monetary and fiscal policy
have removed excess demand and begun to
slow the rate of inflation. But it will take
some time to get back to the moderate rates
of increase in consumer prices we experi-
enced in the early 1960s.

To refer agaln to Dr. Gardner Ackley in his
December 1969 speech to the Congress of
American Industry, he stated:

“An inflation develops a momentum which

makes it extremely difficult to stop. I fear
that the present infiation has such & mo=
mentum and that the slowing down of price
increases will be more gradual than we wish
and more gradual than many seem to
think il

“In my view, we'will be lucky to get the
rate of increase in the GNP deflator much
below 4 per cent by the end of 1970; but it
should continue to decline thereafter even
with a new pickup in the pace of economic
activity.”

He went on to add: “.. . Let’s be sure we
learn our lesson from this time. Let's be sure
not: to permit an inflatlonary spiral to get
started again, through mistakes of fiscal or
monetary policy. We must learn to use fiscal
policy more flexibly than we have used it in
recent years.”

THE “PEACE DIVIDEND” OR USES OF NATIONAL
OUTPUT

Much has been sald about a so-called
“peace dividend™ that will provide resources
for various domestic programs, assuming
reduced Vietnam hostilities permit substan-
tial further cuts In defense expenditures.
Obviously substantial cuts in military ex-
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penditures might, in the short run, free up
some funds to be used elsewhere. However,
glven the growth of other existing federal
programs and the probable size of further
defense cuts, such funds could well be insig-
nificant amounts.

The Council of Economic Advisers, in the
Economic Report of the President, 1970, pro-
jected potentlal full employment output for
the economy through 1975 and balanced this
with clalms on this output by the federal
government, state and local governments,
and the private sector of the economy. With
respect to federal expenditures, the Coun-
cil assumed only the costs of existing fed-
eral programs and new programs already pro-
posed by the administration. The private
economy was estimated on the basls of in-
comes available to individuals under a full
employment economy, assuming the present
tax laws and a savings rate of about 6.5
percent of personal disposable income. State
and local spending was estimated ocn the
basis of expected population growth to 1975
and growth in GNP. The following table,
stated in 1069 prices, illustrates the tight-
ness of the situation over the next five
years.

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT, 1969, AND PROJECTIONS FOR 1370-75

[Billions of dollars, 1969 prices; calendar years)

Claim

Projections

1972 1973

Gross national product available...
Claims on available GN

Federal Government purchases

State and local government

Personal consumption expenditures

Gru{ private |

fixed investment
Residential structures.._.

er
Excess of claims

1,042
1,042
88

1,103
1,100
87
131
104
178
116
46

16
=

.. Note: Projections are based oinGerg;acted Federal expenditures (see table 14) and their in-

2 on various comj 0 :
Detail will not necessarily add to lotals because of rounding.

As explained in the Economic Report of
the President, 1970, the data are *. , . suf-
ficient here to show that the existing, visible,
and strongly supported claims already ex-
haust the national output for some
years ahead. This is not to say that no other
claims will be satisfled, or that claims in-
cluded in these calculations should have
preference over claims not recognized here.
The basic point is that if other claims are
to be satisfied some of those recognized here
will have to be sacrificed.”

Developing this same polnt related specifi-
cally to the Federal budget, Assistant Direc-
tor of the Budget Maurice Mann, in a paper
delivered to the American Statistical Asso-
ciation in New York on May 1, 1970, pointed
out that:

The projections in the fiseal 1971 budget
indicate that Federal revenues will increase
by 864 billion during fiscal years 1971-1975—
from $202 billlon to 266 billion—and that
outlays will increase by roughly $44 billion—
from #200 billion to $244 billion. The outlay
projections take into account the 1975 cost

of current programs and the Initiatives pro-
posed by the President in the 1971 budget,
as well as planned program sa :

A quick calculation shows that $22 billion
is the residual amount in fiscal 1976 between
projected outlays and revenues. In other
words, $22 billion would be the amount avail~
able in the budget in 1975 if there are no
new initiatives in the 1972, 1973, or 1974
budgets—no major program cancellations or
reductions, no other new programs, no
changes in the tax laws, and no surpluses
to help reduce strains on financial markets.
This Is highly unlikely. Moreover, it is also
unlikely that all the assumptions on which
the projections are based will turn out to
be ‘accurate. There is no questlon but that
$22 billion is only a nominal amount of
funds to accommodate the demands being
placed on the: Federal Government. More-
over, no eéxcess funds will be avallable in
fiscal 1972, largely reflecting the fact that
the second-year costs of 18071 initiatives are
relatively great and that revenue growth will
be somewhat less than normal.”

Source: Council of Economic Advisers, Economic Report of the President, 1970, p. 79.

Chalrman Paul W. McCracken of the Coun-
cil of Economic Advisers, testifying last
month before the Joint Economic Committee,
brought home the same point.

“The recovery of the economy added to its
normal growth will greatly increase the reve-
nue-ylelding base. But what is truly amazing
is the extent to which this increase is already
committed, by tax reductions scheduled un-
dér the 1969 Act and by a seemingly irresist-
ible flood of expenditure increases bullt into
existing legislation, The dominant, persistent
budgetary problem of our time will be to
hold expenditures in Hne with what the
people are willing to pay for. We cannot af-
ford to be diverted from that task.”

_In the light of these projections and state-
ments and in the light of the cuts already
made in the defense budget, it does not ap-
pear that there ls much room for substantial
new federal commitments for domestiec pro-
grams to be realized from further reductions
in military expenditures and without tax
increases.

GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT (GNP), AND U.S. GOVERNMENT TOTAL BUDGET OUTLAYS AND OUTLAYS FOR NATIONAL DEFENSE FUNCTION FOR FISCAL YEARS 1939 TO 1971
MNATIONAL DEFENSE OUTLAYS ARE ALSO EXPRESSED AS A PERCENT OF TOTAL BUDGET OUTLAYS AND AS A PERCENT OF GROSS NATIONAL PRODUCT

[Dollars in billions)

Outlays for National Defense Budget

U.S. Govern-

ment total

outlays 1 Total

As percent of

As percent of

total budget GNP

Outlays for National Defense Budget

U.S. Govern-
ment total
outlays1

As percent of

As percent of
total budget GNP

Total

Footnotes at end of table,
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Outlays for National Defense Budget

U’S. Govern-
ment total

Fiscal ysar outlays !

Total

As percent of

As percent of
total budget GNP

Fiscal year

Qutlays for National Defense Budget

As percent of -
total budget

i.l.S. énvarn-
ment total

| As percent of
outlays ! GNP

Total

)
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t Total U.S. Government outlays for fiscal years 1939 through 1958 are based on the administra-
. Government outlays are based on

Federal funds included in the unified budget. The unified budgstlnc!udas Federal funds and trust
funds, whereas in the administrative hud%st trust funds were not included,

tive budget basis. For fiscal years 1959 through 1971 total U.

000, the Federal hudgnltwnialns 3;':' gﬂmated expenditure of $1,400,000,000 for military and

function referred to abova M:htsr:r personnel

l.‘i\féllan r
a
Federal funds outiays okal of st emp

t, though not identical, lhat apprnmmataly $1,000,000,

in the unified budget and e: ndilums in
are le.

abl mare
Budget of lhe United Stsies ﬂscal year 1971,

Estimate of gross national p
blnedpn: and actual

budget
d data, see special analysis B of the special

duct for fiscal year 1971 is based on an assumed increased com-
ic growth of approximately 53¢ percent over tho rm nar.
L * While the estimated budget outlays for the national defense function are stated as §

ees of the Dapartmenl of.Defense rep t approx of the

total of military and civilian emp| UDHm of the Federal Government, On this basisit mu;ﬁt be assumed
of the pay. increase allnwam:u of $1,400,000,000 eventually will

tlays were $76,600,

TSy

national product.

!he]' would reprmnt 48.2 percent of total Federal funds and. 7.4 percent of the estimated gruss

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Budget. U.S. Department of Commerce.

DEDICATION-OF ANNAPOLIS COAST
GUARD STATION

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr, President, on Fri-
day, the 26th of June, I was pleased to
deliver the dedication address at ' the
ceremonies opening the U.S. Coast
Guard, Annapolis Station, in Anne Arun-
del County, Md.

In serving my country during World
War II, the Coast Guard was my first
home. It has been satisfying to note its
progress over the years. The Annapolis
Station, serving the Chesapeake Bay
area, exemplifies this growth and the
commitment of the Coast Guard to ef-
fectively serve those who go to sea.

In the years ahead the Coast Guard
will be given additional responsibilities
in the field of pollution control, I am
confident that they will discharge these
duties in the same competent manner
that they have other duties in the past.

Joining me in dedicating the new fa-
cilities were Representative Rocers C. B.
MorToN, Adm. Merlin O'Neill, Adm. J. D.
McCubbin, Rear Adm, E. C. Allen, State
Senator John W, Steffey, Capt. L. A.
Levine, the Reverend Joseph T. Hemig-
haus, and the Reverend Leslie L. Fair-
field. These and so many others are to
be congratulated for their support for
this project over the years. The fine fa-
cilities reflect credit on their efforts.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle by Ed Metcalfe, describing the
events of that day, published in the
Annapolis Evening Capital, be printed
in the RECORD.

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

CoAST GUARD DEDICATES ANNAPOLIS STATION
(By Ed Metcalfe)

With small craft warnings in a lowering
sky above and Sen. Charles Mc. Mathias
offering praise below, the Coast Guard dedi-
cated its new Annapolis Station yesterday.

The facility replaces the houseboat which
served the Annapolis area, working from
Vosbury Marina.

Capt. L. A. Levine, commander of Coast
Guard Group Baltimore, presided at the dedi-
cation which opened with an Invocation by
the Rev. Joseph T. Hemighaus, assistant
rector of Bt. Mary's Roman Catholic Church,
Annapolis. Rear Admiral E. C. Allen, Jr.,

commander of the Fifth -Coast Guard Dis-
trict, welcomed guests, ..

Some 300 guests, among them Rep. Rogers
C. B., Morton, Sen, John W. BSteffey,
Delegates Aris Allen and Willlam Mat-
hews, representing Gov. Marvin Mandel, then
listened as Senator Mathias sald the “area of
operations to be served by the new Annapolis
station is the busiest area of water in the
state and one of the buslest on the entire
East Coast.”

He noted that, while “"commercial  traffic
has decreased by one-half In recent years,
recreational boat trafic has risen by 800
percent.”

He termed the facility one of the “busiest
and most challenging duty stations on the
coast,” while tracing its growth from 1957
when the total station was one 40-foot utility
boat with a crew of five to the new station,
which has a fleet of six boats, a helicopter
pad and a crew of 21.

Located off Thomas Point Road south of
Bay Ridge, the new station will serve the
Chesapeake Bay from Love Point to Chesa-
peaké Beach.

A 10-acre site, the station has a multi-
purpose main bullding which houses a mess,
berthing, shops, garages and communica-
tions areas for the chief warrs.nt officer and
21 enlisted men.

An entrance channel from the bay has
been dredged for a distance of 3,000 feet, 50
feet ‘'wide, and is six feet deep. Navigational
markings have been. provided. A 160-foot
pier has been constructed.

The communications center in fhe main
building i{s conveniently concentrated in a
console which permits the man on watch to
guard both AM and FM marine frequencies.
The antenna near the main building is 135
feet and Is sald to provide marked improve-
ment in reception and transmission. There
is also a teletype which is connected with
similar equipment at all other Coast Guard
stations within the group.

There are also two three-bedroom units
for the station commanding officer and his
executive petty officer. Several additional
housing units are planned.

The station cost $600,000. It was bullt by
Dunton, Inc. of Annapolis, which built the
station, and by Lexington Construction Co.
of Annapolis, which built the housing.

Muslc for the event yesterday morning was
provided by the Annapolls High School Band.
Though officlally on vacation, band mem-
bers volunteered to play for the occasion.

Benediction was sald by the Rev. Leslle L.
Fairfield, assistant minister, St. Anne’'s-Epis-
copal Church, Annapolis,

After the ceremony, guests were invited
to tour the station and join the officlal party
for refreshments.

LIKEELY IMPACT OF PROPOSED
MEDICAID CUTBACEKS ON MEN-
TALLY ILL OLDER' AMERICANS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Health of
the Elderly of the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging, I wish to express deep
concern about section 225(a) of the so-
cial security amendments of 1970, as
passed by the House of Representatives
on May 21,

The title of section 225(a) 1s: “Estab-
lishment of Incentives for States To Em-
phasize Outpatient Care Under Medicaid
Programs.” _

If this section lived up to its name, it
would be worthy of support rather than
rejection. Outpatient care, after all, is
usually far less expensive than institu-
tionalization and it is more beneficial to
the patient when applied appropriately.

But, in the name of economy, section

225(a) could cause serious problems for
those older Americans in need of care be-
cause of chronic illness. It would- put
heavy economic pressure upon State gov-
ernment, which would—in all likeli-
hood—be forced to lower the quality of
care available to the elderly. And it
would deal a crippling blow to the useful-
ness of medicaid for those most in need
of its protection. ;
. My colleagues from the Special Com-
mittee on Aging—Senators WirLLiams of
New Jersey, Moss, HARTKE, and PROUTY
are addressing their remarks to the po-
tential impact of 225(a) on nursing
homes, general hospitals, home health
programs, and.the health care for fhe
elderly in rural areas.

My remarks will deal primarily with a
proposed cutback in care for those older
JAmericans in mental institutions. The
Federal matching would be reduced by
one-third after a patient has received 90
days’ care;; Federal funds would be com-
pletely eliminated after a patient had
received 275 days of care.

This would mean an estimated loss of
$500,000 for my own State of Maine. Sig-
nificantly, mental health services will
suffer the greatest blow—somewhere in
the neighborhood of $250,000 to $300,000.

Section 225(a) simply does not take
into accounf the special problems and
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needs of the elderly patient population in
mental institutions.

The National Institute of Mental
Health reports that in 1968 there were
775,000 persons aged 65 and over residing
in institutions, or 4 percent of the total
elderly population. Of these, 135,000 were
in psychiafric institutions; the majority
in State and county mental hospitals—
15.5 percent—and 1.6 percent in VA hos-
pitals, and under 1 percent in private
mental hospitals.

In a paper delivered before the 1970
summer institute for advanced study in
gerontology at the University of South-
ern California this July, Dr. Richard
Redick, of the biomentry branch, Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, said:

If one talks about the institutionalized
aged population with mental disorders, rather
than the aged population in mental institu-
tions, then a minimum estimate of the total
mentally 111 aged in institutions would be
865,000 or almost half the total institution-
alized population.

The National Institute of Mental
Health has reported the results of studies
showing that anywhere from 15 to 25 per-
cent of elderly individuals living in their
own residences also suffer from some de-
gree of mental impairment. A minimum
of 8 percent of this group are known to
be severely impaired.

Mr. President, if States face a decrease
in Federal matching for care of such pa-
tients in mental hospitals of 3315 percent
after a 90-day stay, the result may very
well mean a reinstatement of the back-
ward “snakepit” treatment of the 19th
century, Or, State hospitals may dis-
charge elderly patients to *alternate
care” facilities on a wholesale level. And
what are these “alternatives”?

Foremost among likely placement
categories for elderly discharged mental
patients are nursing homes. But another
provision of section 225(a) limits Fed-
eral matching funds for skilled nursing
care for medicaid patients to 90 days.

Medicaid patients are already being
turned away by some nursing homes
which cannot afford to give quality
skilled nursing care at the present level
of Federal support.

What is the other “alternative?”

The community?

Where 62 of the 165 operating com-
munity mental health centers face a
denial of Federal funds?

Where the lack of trained geriatric
personnel in outpatient hospital clinics
makes a mockery of such care to the
older population?

Where boarding homes run by well-
intentioned but untrained sponsors house
sick, lonely old people?

Where mentally impaired older per-
sons wander the streets, confused and
frightened, open to mugging and attack?

A boarding home, no matter how clean,
spacious and well-run, does not provide
the kind of treatment which allows for
continued growth and rehabilitation.
Home health aides :are not trained to
notice, or to treat, symptoms of disturbed
behavior. Such symptoms—obvious to a
geriatric psychiatrist, trained nurse or
a geriatric social worker—are attributed
to “senility” or just old age. Thus, the
patient lapses back into his old behavior
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and left more or less alone, his condition
may worsen to the point where he re-
turns again to the State hospital. He be-
comes, in effect, a body in the State hos-
pital system—90 days here, 90 days
there—never receiving the kind of treat-
ment and care his condition requires.
Ultimately, his treatment will cost the
State and Federal governments thou-
sands of dollars.

A well thought-out, coordinated sys-
tem of mental health—providing inten-
sive treatment in the State hospital, con-
tinued care in a nursing home, home for
the aged, or in the community through
accessible and well-staffed mental health
centers—would be a far more realistic,
humane, and less costly solution to his
problems than the proposed section 225
(a) cutbacks.

Mental illness experienced by older
people is usually not of short duration.
Mental disorders among the elderly are
also often closely linked with physical
illness. Moreover, limited and inadequate
income makes it impossible for most old-
er Americans to avail themselves of ex-
pensive private psychiatric services in
the community. Additional difficulties
such as inadequate transportation, fear
and embarrassment at being treated for
mental illness, and an increasingly iso-
lated life-style, create further obstacles
to community mental health care for this
population group. This can be verified by
the fact that even though 15 to 25 per-
cent of older persons living in their own
homes are known to be suffering from
some degree of mental disorder, only 2
percent of the older population utilizes
outpatient mental health facilities.

Perhaps the heading of section 225—
“establishment of incentives for States
to emphasize outpatient care under
medicaid”—has meaning for younger
persons who have the mobility and good
physical health to make use of existing
outpatient facilities. But, considering the
facts and figures about mental illness
and the elderly, it would appear that this
section is misleading and I believe, puni-
tive, for the older members of our
population.

President Nixon has urged us to elimi-
nate “outmoded and nonessential Fed-
eral programs” in order to “save” $2.5
billion during the next fiscal year by
eliminating or changing programs which
he called “obsolete, low priority, or in
need of basic reform.”

The “alternatives” which exist today
to psychiatric hospitalization are clearly
inadequate—and if the stipulations in
the social security amendments are al-
lowed to stand, I shudder to think of fu-
ture “alternatives.”

During the past 10 years; State hospi-
tals have been actively rehabilitating pa-
tients and manv have been discharged
to the community. However, hnspitals
have experienced great difficulties in
finding adequate placement for this older
patient group—many of whom have com-
pletely lost family ties and friend:hips.
The community they return to after 10
to 20 years in a State hospital is a very
different place from the one they left
years before. This patient needs some
form of continuing care, even after he
leaves the hospital.
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While I agree that the medicaid pro-
gram is in need of basic, constructive re-
form, I see section 225(a) as a move to-
ward retrenchment rather than reform.
I do not believe we can draw an arbitrary
line between long term care and intensive
treatment for the elderly. Mental illness
among older persons often requires long
term medical and psychiatric care. And,
I can hardly agree that the provision of
quality mental heath care to elderly
Americans is a “nonessential program."”
I would also question whether such care
constitutes a low-priority program.

Mr. President, we must be especially
careful, lest we “throw the baby out with
the bath” in reforming medicaid. For if
we cut back funds to States for desper-
ately needed services without considering
the effect on every segment of the popu-
lation, that is exactly what we will be
doing.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lowng). Is there further morning busi-
ness? If not, morning business is con-
cluded.

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 a.m.
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Bur-
pIick) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW UNTIL FRIDAY, AU-
GUST 7, 1970, AT 10 AM.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business on to-
morrow, it stand in adjournment until
10 a.m. on Friday next.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR BAYH TOMORROW MORN-
ING AND FRIDAY MORNING

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that,
immediately upon the disposition of the
reading of the Journal on tomorrow
morning, and on Friday morning next,
the able Senator from Indiana (Mr.
BavH) be recognized for not to exceed
30 minutes on each day.

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

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Long). The Chair now lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, which
the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

H.R, 17128, to authorize appropriations
during the fiseal year 1971 for procurement




August 5, 1970

of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and
tracked combat vehicles, and other weapons,
and research, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength of the
Selective Reserve of each Reserve compo-
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.
Mr.
President,
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

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

BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
I suggest the absence of

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRI-
ATIONS, 1971—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 16915) making ap-
propriations for the legislative branch
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.
Burbick) . The report will be read for the
information of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House
proceedings of July 29, 1970, page 26396,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE)
wanted to be heard before the confer-
ence report is adopted. He has been noti-
fied, and he will be here shortly.

Let me say at this time that the
printed conference report on the legisla-
tive branch appropriation bill for fiscal
year 1971 is available for examination by
all Senators.

Briefly, Mr. President, the conference
figure agreed to for the overall bill is
$413,054,220. This sum is $835,433 under
the Senate bill and $66,404,990 over the
House bill; but, as Members know, the
House bill did not contain the Senate
items, which is customary procedure.
These totaled $65,499,464, which included
appropriations for the Senate Office
Buildings, the Senate Garage, a reappro-
priation of $125,000 for completion of the
speech reinforcement system installa-
fion in the Senate Chamber, and the
$510,000 allowed in the Senate bill for
the purchase of the Plaza Hotel property,
with which the Members are already
familiar. Nevertheless, the net confer-
ence figure is $8,360,679 under the budget
estimates submitted in the amount of
$421,414,899 for all items in the bill.
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I believe this conference report reflects
a reasonable compromise, Mr. President,
and the changes are explained therein.
However, the major reductions relate to
the Legislative Reference Service of the
Library of Congress and the General Ac-
counting Office.

For the Legislative Reference Service,
a compromise figure of $5,178,000 was de-
termined upon. This is $108,800 below the
Senate-passed bill and $165,000 over the
House-passed bill, and will permit the
employment of 40 new personnel during
the fiscal year for this Service.

For the General Accounting Office, the
compromise reached was $74,020,000, a
decrease of $730,000 from the Senate bill
and an increase of $308,000 over the
House bill, and will allow an additional
200 new employees for the fiscal year.

If there are any questions, I shall be
glad to respond to them.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I want to
express my appreciation for the good
work that the Senator from New Mexico
has done as chairman of the Senate con-
ferees and also as chairman of the sub-
committee.

May I say that the work assigned to
the Senafor and his subcommittee is
rather a thankless task.

Yet, it is work that has to be done,
and the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
MonTOoYA) in his excellent manner has
shown his usual diligence, his dedication
to his work, and his fine grasp of the
subject matter.

In my judgment, he is not only one of
the Senate’s best presiding officers—to
which I shall now allude incidentally—
but he is also one of the best Appropri-
ations Subcommittee chairmen we have.
I have had the occasion to observe and
work with him on the Senate Appropri-
ations Committee now for several years.
I know of his tenacity and about the zeal
with which he approaches his work. He
does a superb job in every assignment.
Members of the Senate recognize this.
He has excellent relations with all mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee
and of the Senate.

We like him. We have confidence in
him. We respect his ability and integrity.
Of equal importance he has good rela-
tionships with Members of the other
body, in which he served ably before
coming to the Senate. I think this is a
combination of the things that are re-
quired to make a good chairman of an
appropriations subcommittee. And it is
the key to being an effective Senator.

I know of no subcommittee in which
there is more work to be done than in
an appropriations subcommittee. Cer-
tainly the Senator from New Mexico has
shown by his handling of this and other
difficult bills and conference reports that
he is equal to any task that may be as-
signed to him at any future time in the
Appropriations Committee on which he
so ably serves and in which capacity his
seniority is rap!dly growing.

So, again, I want to commend and ex-
press my appreciation to the Senator
from New Mexico. The people of the Na-
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tion are indebted to the Appropriations
Subcommittee chairman, (Mr. MoN-
Tova). Especially indebted are those of
us in the Senate who daily recognize his
good work, not only on this bill, which
is of such importance to the Senate, but
also with respect to all of the many
committees and subcommittees on which
he serves.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I thank
my friend, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, for those very fine words.

I might say that I have enjoyed work-
ing with him. I have seen his great ability
displayed in the Appropriations Com-
mittee as well as on the floor. He has been
a very good tutor and a good influence for
me.

I thank him and am most grateful for
his remarks about my chairmanship of
the subcommittee.

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

Mr. MONTOYA. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as a
member of the Subcommittee on Legis-
lative Appropriations, I commend the
Senator from New Mexico, This is a diffi-
cult bill because every Member of the
Senate and every Member of the House
is involved in it and concerned about it.
1t affects our own operations. ’

I am especially concerned about this,
however, because, as the Senator will
recall, the Appropriations Committee
recommended to the Senate $35,000 for
the beginning of an economic analysis
operation by the Joint Economic Com-
mittee. The Senate increased that
amount to $50,000. We had demon-
strated a beginning need for $125,000 to
make it effective. :

The reason this is so important is that
economic analysis including component
cost-benefit studies is the only way in
which we can wisely reduce spending
and know what we are doing and know
the economic effects of a better program
and how to choose the one which will do
the job for less money.

We have in the transportation area
an option coming up on whether to ex-
tend very greatly the highway program
at a cost of literally billions of dollars—
some people estimate it will be over $320
billion in the next 15 years—or of put-
ting less emphasis on that aspect and
more on mass transit. We have several
other options that are available.

No economic analysis is likely to be
made in the Congress, unless our Joint
Economic Committee is given the ca-
pacity to conduct task studies. This is
only one example of many, where this
kind of capability could save literally
billions.

I know that the Senator from New
Mexico is aware of this problem. I know
that he tried hard in the conference to
get the $50,000 that the Senate pro-
vided.

I am deeply disappointed that this
figure had to be cut back. I thank the
Senator. He did return with something.
He did not revert to zero. The House
provided nothing. The House was not
aware when it first acted that the com-
mittee had asked for it.

I want to get this not on the basis of
getting additional staff for our commit-
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tee—that would be an inexcusable rea-
son. I want to get it to make the informa-
tion contained in this analysis available
to Congress so that we can cut expenses
in the future in the wisest way.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, we did
try hard to sustain the Senate figure of
$50,000. Only after considerable argu-
ment and presenting the justification
that the Senator from Wisconsin was an
ardent watchdog and that he wanted to
serve the interest of economy through
this additional facility for investigation
were we able to prevail upon the House
to sustain the compromise figure of
$30,000.

We tried hard in conference to sus-
tain the full figure of $50,000.

I am aware that the Senator is mak-
ing legislative history on this matter for
presentation of perhaps a better figure
for next year. If the Senator is able to
prove to our satisfaction that the addi-
tional money will be expended for useful
and productive purposes, we will be more
than happy to look into any additional
requests for the next fiscal year.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. President; I
thank the Senator very much. It is my
very conservative conviction that in the
event adequate funds were provided, say
altogether maybe a couple of hundred
thousand dollars. for this kind of eco-
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nomic analysis of our programs, we could
literally save billions of dollars a year.
And I do mean billions of dollars a year.
The payoff is not merely 100 to 1. Ii is
1,000 to 1, or more.

I know the Senator did as good a job
as he could under the circumstances. I
thank him. I am grateful for his open-
mindedness to this kind of an appeal
next year.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I move
the adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from New Mexico.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendments in disagree-
ment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 23 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the matter inserted by said
amendment insert:

“INQUIRIES AND INVESTIGATIONS

“For expenses of inquirles and investiga-
tlons ordered by the Senate, or conducted
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law 601,
Seventy-ninth Congress, including $456,625
for the Committee on Appropriations, to be
avallable also for the purposes mentioned in
Senate Resolution Numbered 193, agreed to

SUMMARY OF BILL

August 5, 1970

October 14, 1943, §7,341,580, Including $200,-
000, to be. avallable for obligations incurred
in fiscal year 1970."

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 32 to the aforesaid bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: At the end of sald amendment, add a
new paragraph, as follows:

“For payment to Alice C. Kirwan, widow
of Michael J. Kirwan, late a Representative
from the State of Ohio, $42,500, to be im-
mediately avallable.”

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate numbered 35 to the aforesald bill, and
concur therein with an amendment, as fol-
lows: In lieu of the sum of $272,243 proposed
by sald amendment, insert “$253,110.”

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr, President, I move
that the Senate concur in the amend-
ments of the House to the amendments
of the Senate numbered 23, 32 and 35.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp a tabulation which gives the
amount of the budget estimates, the
amount of the House and Senate bills,
and the final amount which has just been
agreed to by the two Houses.

There being no objection, the fabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

LEGISLATIVE .BRANCH APPROPRIATION BILL, 1971 H.R. 16915

- Budget estimates
udgel of new (obliga-

(obligalmnala tional) aulhui;_fv

authority, 197

Houre bill Senate bill Conference action

SENATE

-~ Vice President and Senators

Compensation of the Vice President and Senators.. .

- 94,696, 365

58, 370

pensa
Mileage, President of the Senate and Senators.

nce, Vice President, Majority and Minatiry Leaders.

16, 000

. Total, Vice President and Senators

“ig
16, 000

24

Salirias. officers and .employm

4,770,735

RSN e 4,781,570

ro &

Olﬁce nI the Vice P
of the

334,413

Nﬁm of the Majority :nd Minority Leadars

117,676

Offices Mmthe Ma;unty and lulmnuty Whips.

18,915

niﬁc.e of the S Yics

Committee eﬁployem

V1,843,834
4,420,734

Conterence, Mi m

127,239
127,239

Administrative and clerical assistants to. Senators

27,134, 684

Office of the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper
Offices of the Secretaries to the Majority and Minority.

Total, salaries, officers and employees

Senate policy committees.. ...
Automobiles and maintenance. .
Furniture__

Expenses of i ulqurnes and lnvestlgahens
Folding documents. _ et
Mail transportation (muler rehicles)
Miscellaneous items___ _.

Legislative counsel____ -3
Payment to widow of deceased Senator____ ...

Total, other_...._....
Total, Senate...._...._.

Footnotes at end of table.

5,409, 767
216372

367, 263 .
44, 165 .
1?6 514 .
13 615

L L BIGRAD radc aet 433

'216,372 ‘216,372

39, 825, 501

| 41,027,270 1 5L

al, IJE? 2

14, 298, 544

H 705,434

14, 705, 144 ji % ?05 d‘:ll

413,220
439,500

FIS1500 SALTMCAMEDC TS 115.!30 415;130

462,720

115 130 415 ‘30 415,130

55.358.500

60, 929 ALBE v Chir? B

60 929, 364

5!1 929 46:
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Budget estimates

New budget of new (ob iga-
(obligational) tional) authlrlly
authority, 1970 1971

House bill

Senate bill Conferance action

Gratuities, deceased Members

§$85, 000

$127, 500

§$170, 000

Salaries, mileage for the Members, and

Compensation of Members.......
Mileage of Members and expense allowance of the Speaker

Tolal, Members comp tion and mil VS ~oatee e

20,121,000 =320, 165, 950
180, 000 % 200, 000

20, 165, 950
200,

20, 165, 950
200, 000

20, 165, 950
200, 000

20, 365,950

20, 365, 950

20, 365, 950

20, 365, 950

Salaries, officers and employees
Office of the Spaaker...“..“................,.. L3
Office of the Parliamentarian
Compilation of precedents of House of Representatives_ ..
Office of the Chapl

Office of the Sergeant at Arms. .
Office of the Doorkeeper......
Office of the Postmaster...._...
Committee employees (standing roll)_
Special and minority employees:
6 minority employees
House Democratic Steering Committes
House Republican Conference
Office of the majority floor leader_.
Office of the minority floor leader_.
Office of the majority whip__..___
Office of the minarity whip.
2 printing clerks for majority and mlmrlly caucus rooms.
Technical assistant, office of the attending physician
Official réporters of debates_._.__ .. ... ... .....T..
Official reparters to committees. .. _ == 3
Committee on Appropriations (lnvas!igahons) e S 5
Office of the Legislative Counsel-. - ... . T T Tl ...l

163, 490

163, 490

163, 490

163, 430
163,175
14, 540

Total, salaries, officers and employees

18,631, 115

18,631, 115

Members clerk hire
Clerk hire

48, 200, 000

48, 200, 000

Furnitare_ . _.__...___.
Miscellaneous items
Government contributions
Reporting hearings____ ...

S and select commitiees.

2z
U‘OPQ

S
8888888

a8K8
83

888
gg

s s
Lnenen

Pt

| sate

| Ooo

New edition of the United Stales Code... . ... e DNOE B R ) SRR =3

5, 875, 000
4,300, IIIEI
373,750
6, 800, 000
3, 650, 000
1, 308, 000
320, 3%0

150, 000

Total, contingent expenses

21,988, 640 23,139,390

23,158, 390

23,159,390

23, 159, 390

Total, House of Representatives. ... . ccooneocmmmnnecciiaan.

108, 156, 980 110, 413,210

110, 441, 455

110, 483, 855

110,526, 455

Joint items

Joint Committee on Reduction ot Federal Expendifures...__.._L..i.___

61, 000

61, 000

61, 000

Contingent expenses of the Senate
Joint Economic Committee
Joint Committes on Atomic Energy. ... ...
Joint Committee on Printing
Total, contingent éxpenses of the Semate_ ... ... . Lol e il
Contingent expenses of the House

Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation.... ... .. fdec iooudeaboiiiadibotlnihadieninnnanns
Joint Committee on Defense Production.. - ... .. B0L SR 2CEL U OB ootumaddd oo ooC

542, 900
236, 110

§92,900
434, 640
272,243

2'53 110
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1,213,650

1,299,783

1, 260, BSB

607,715 657,715
118, 800 118, 800

657, 715

118, 800

657,715
118, 800

657,715

Total, contingent expenses of the House

726, 515 776, 515

776, 515

776, 515

776,515

Office of the attending physician

77,300

Medical li i , and all PN R T G O <, s e, T

Capitol police
Generaf ] i SR ERCUERHNS SRR S JOLAREAT A SRR E “S S SRy 0 5 1Y SERSERIE « SS S BLE R TL IR 5 1 S

apﬂ e Board. .o oio.oiaan EE R e g T Shib e R

77,300

134, 000
£85, 800

77,300

134,000 |
000

134,000

880, 000

Total Capitol Police_ ...~ ._.._.... ot dadid SRR L VB LR S

" 1,019, 800

1,014, 000

1,014,000

Education of pages
Education of congressional pages and pages of the Supreme Court.

Official mail costs
EXSOnSRE:L. So0 ) el Bl S0 st R i s s e R

Preparation.___._._.

112, 307 112,310
10, 161, 000 12, 068, 000

13,000 13, 000

112,310

11, 244, 000

13, 000

11, 244; 000

13, 000

112731001

112,310

11,244, 000

13, 000

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL
Office of the Architect of the capitol

I - it - Ly n i wh e e T T Sy = = s g = R i = s S e e )

T T T e S el L AR Sl e SR e Bt b iR Tl

13,345,347 15,339, 575

14,511,775

14, 597,908

14, 558, 775

831, 000
50, 000

TotaF Dffice of the*Avchitsct of theCapitol. 2. .ol ol . i ool ce L L L al il

931, 000

Footnotes at end of table.
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LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROFPRIATION BILL, 1971 H.R. 16915 —Continued

SUMMARY OF BILL—Continued

Budget estimates

New budget of new
(obligational) tional) au hun

authority, 197!

u!:a-

House bill Senate bill Conference action

ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL—Continued

Capitol buildings. . .....
Reappropriation

Extension of the Ca

Capitol grounds. . s

Senate office buildings.__

Extension of additional Senate Office Building site. _

Senate Garage

House office buildings.......

Acquisition of property, mnstru:tlon. “and eqummenl, additional House Office Bu|1dlng (Ilquidslmn of

contract authority)
Capital Power Plan{ (operation)._

Capitol Buildings and Grounds

$2, 182,500

107, 000
3.(532. SDD)

Expansion of facilities. Capitol Power Piant (liquidation of contract authorization)_ .. ..__......._.......

Total, Capitol buildings and grounds...........

$2,459,600 $2,442, 526

125, 000
881, 800
3, 855, 000
510, 000
80, 000
6, 165, 000

, 442, 526
= 125, 000

1, 800
3,852,500 .
510,000 ..

80, 000

6, 165, 000
3,915, 300 3,815,300
(50, 000) (50, 000)

19, 278, 300

17,974,626 17,974,626

Library buildings and grounds

Structural and mechanical care. .
Reappropriation_ .
Furniture and furnishings. _
Library of Congress James Madison Memorial Bulld:ng
Total, Library buildings and grounds

Total, Architect of the Capitol

Salaries and expenses.

Salaries and expenses.
Copyright Office, salaries and expenses. ..
lative Rerarem:e Service, salaries and expenses. _
car i

Le,
Dist of m
Books for the gane:arwilacinns._ N
Books for the law libra &M

ry.- -
Baoks for the blind and physically handica
Organizing and microfilming the papers
Collection and distribution of hhr:r(o
Pgmen!s in Treasury-owned
US. dollars.

reign currencies

Total, Library of Congress_ .. ........

1,057, 000
0, 000
350, 000
2, 800, 000

1, 555, 200 1,555, 200

89, 500 89, 500

369, 000 350, 000 350, 000
15, 610, 000 15, 610, 000 15, 610, 000

4, 267,000

17,572, 200 17,604,700 17,604, 700

24,476,300

36, 425, 200 36, 568, 126

g

672, 800

salaries and expenses. ..
muients salaries and elpense
materials (special foreign currency progra

[
4]
2

wenwiS
888

28
wow=
£53852

2

o
|
=

b
8

88 §888888:s

8

5|8z 88

=

GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFIGE

Prlntln% and binding.. s
Office of the 5 ndent ui Doc

tion of site, and ge | plans and da3|gns of buildings. .
Payment to GPO revolving fund

Total, Government Printing Office

Salaries and expenses_.....____

Grand total, new bndgul(nhligatnnai)aulhonty...._...“A ke B R R e e A R

Consisting ol—
l kpproprlahons -
Fopmpmtluns
ﬁ.ppmpmt nloiu;mdalc contract authorization_._._
emfraﬁu um—
ppropri
? t authorizations

GEN ERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

iations and reappropriations including

. salaries and expems. :

g

522

82 | 8|88 ssssssss

3,934, 000

1022, 100, 00O

71, 038, 000

65, 382, 000

68,641, 000

74,750, 000

73,712,000 74,750, 000 74, 020, 000

361, 024,327 4

21,414,899 346, 649, 230 413, 889, 653 413, 054, 220

360, 964, 327 4

60,000 ...
(407, 000)

ior Ilqu of

361,431,327 4

412,839,720

21,414,899 838,720
(50, 000)

346,559,730
(50, 000)

413,675,153
£ 214,500
(50, 000)

(50, 000)
413, 104, 220

21,464, 839 346,699, 230 413, 839, 653

QDoes not include $345,000 authorized to be transferred from ‘‘Salaries, Officers and Em-
pl;ll.imenm .Egsu‘npmthn Act, 1970 (Public Law 91-305).

' in the 2d Su
'Irl:lu es $93,000
# Includes S!S in H. Doc. 91-273,
# Includes $31,830'in H. Doc. 91-305,
s Includes $84,475 in H. Doc. 91-305.

T Includes $550,000 in
¥ Includes $16,000 in l-l Doc.

‘Inclulses $65,000 in H. Doc.
H. Doc. 3

Bl 305,
1-308,
91-305.

¢ Includes $277,000 in H. Doc. 91-305.
19 Contained in H. Doc. 91-273.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND A JOINT
RESOLUTION

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that the
President had approved and signed the
following acts and joint resolution:

On July 23, 1970:

5. 980. An act to provide courts of the
United States with jurisdiction over contract
claims against nonappropriated fund activi-
ties of the United States, and for other pur-
poses; and

8. 3978, An act to extend the time for con-
ducting the referendum with respect to the
national marketing quota for wheat for the
marketing year beginning July 1, 1971.

On July 24, 1970:

5. 1520. An act to exempt from the anti-
trust laws certain combinations and arrange-
ments necessary for the survival of falling
newspapers;

5. 3430. An act to amend the Peace Corps
Act to authorize additional appropriations,
and for other purposes;

8. 3685. An act to Increase the avallability
of mortgage credit for the financing of
urgently needed housing, and for other pur-
poses; and

B. J. Res. 88. Joint resolution to create a
commission to study the bankruptey laws of
the United States.

On July 29, 1970:

S. 2601, An act to reorganize the courts of
the Distriet of Columbia, to revise the pro-
cedures for handling juveniles in the District
of Columbia, to codify title 23 of the District
of Columbia Code, and for other purposes,

On July 31, 1970:

8. 417. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain lands in' New
Mexico to the Cuba Independent Schools and
to the village of Cuba;

S. 759. An act to declare that the United
States holds in trust for the Washoe Tribe of
Indians certain lands in Alpine County,
Calif.;

S. 778. An act to amend the 1964 amend-
ments to the Alaska Omnibus Act;

S.885. An act to authorize the preparation
of a roll of persons whose lineal ancestors
were members of the Confederated Tribes
of Weas, Piankashaws, Peoria, and EKaskas-
kias, merged under the Treaty of May 30, 1854
(10 Stat. 1082), and to provide for the dis-
position of funds appropriated to pay a
judgment in Indlan Claims Commission
dockets numbered 314, amended, 314-E and
65, and for other purposes,
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S. 1046. An act to protect consumers by
providing a civil remedy for misrepresenta-
tion of the quality of articles composed in
whole or in part of gold or silver and for
other purposes;

S. 1456. An act to amend section 8¢(6) (I)
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as re-
enacted and amended by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 and sub-
sequent legislation, so as to permit market-
ing orders applicable to apples to provide for
pald advertising;

8. 3274. An act to implement the Conven-
tion on the Recognlition and Enforcement of
Foreign Arbitral Awards; and

S. 3889. An act to amend section 14(b)
of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to
extend for 1 year the authorlty of Federal
Reserve banks to purchase U.S. obligations
directly from the Treasury.

REPORT ON STATUS OF THE NA-
TIONAL WILDERNESS PRESER-
VATION SYSTEM—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO.
91-372)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Long) laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-
panying report, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress the Sixth Annual Report on the
Status of the National Wilderness Pres-
ervation System, and to affirm this Ad-
ministration’s intent to pursue the ob-
jectives of the National Wilderness Act
aggressively in the coming months.

Wilderness is a magnificent part of
the American heritage. The wilderness
that witnessed the nation’s birth no long-
er spreads from one ocean to the other,
but neither has it all been tamed. Many
of these untamed lands, majestic re-
minders of primeval America, have
been reserved and now comprise the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System.
We must do more now to preserve addi-
tional areas of this priceless national
heritage.

During 1969, I signed into law the ad-
dition of two new units to the National
Wildnerness Preservation System. How-
ever, I am convinced that in the past
we have moved too slowly, in both the
executive and the legislative branches,
towards the goal of completion of our
national wilderness system.

I have asked that the Secretaries of
Agriculture and the Interior begin im-
mediately to augment their efforts in the
study of possible wilderness areas, as di-
rected by the Act, and to accelerate the
study schedules which they have been
following. I have asked them to review
their needs for additional resources and
will ask the Congress for any additional
funding which may be needed to make
this new wilderness effort possible.

On the legislative side, the Congress
now has before it twenty wilderness pro-
posals transmitted by the previous Ad-
ministration and endorsed by this Ad-
ministration. Early action on these
measures would represent the quick-
est way to expand our wilderness sys-
tem. Therefore, I urge the Congress to
give speedy and favorable consideration
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to as many of these proposals as possible
at this session of the Congress.

I look forward to the next annual re-
port on the wilderness system, confident
that I will be able to report substantial
and encouraging progress on both the
study and the enactment of wilderness
proposals. I cannot stress too strongly my
conviction that we must push vigorously
ahead to preserve for future generations
the opportunity to enjoy the singular en-
counter with nature which only wilder-
ness can provide.

RicHArRD NIXON.

THE WHITE HouUsE, August 5, 1970.

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL AERO-
NAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINIS-
TRATION—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Lonc) laid before the Senate the follow-
ing message from the President of the
United States, which, with the accom-
panying report, was referred to the Com-
mittee on Aeronautical and Space Sci-
ences:

To the Congress of the United States:
Transmitted herewith is the Twenty-
first Semiannual Report of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration.

RICHARD INIXON.

THE WHITE House, August 5, 1970.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. Lowg) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomination
of J. Fred Buzhardt, Jr., of South Caro-
lina, to be General Counsel of the De-
partment of Defense, which was referred
to the Committee on Armed Services.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, 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, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

RECESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until 2 p.m., with the understand-
ing the Chair may call the Senate into
session before that time.

The motion was agreed to, and at 1:29
p.m. the Senate took a recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 2 p.m.,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. GOLDWATER) .

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
insisted upon its amendment to the bill
(S. 3302) to amend the Defense Produc-
tion Act of 1950, and for other purposes,
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disagreed to by the Senate; agreed to the
conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr, Patman, Mrs.
SuLLIvAN, Mr. REuss, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr.
WioNaLL, Mr, Mizg, and Mr, BLACKBURN
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills:

8 1703. An act for the relief of Rosa
Pintabona;

8. 1704. An act for the rellef of Lillian
Biazzo;

8. 2427. An act for the relief of Cal C.
Davis and Lyndon A. Dean;

8. 2863, An act for the rellef of Mrs, Cum-
orah EKennington Romney;

S. 3136. An act to confer U.S. citizenship
posthumously upon Guy Andre Blanchette;

H.R. 14114. An act to improve the admin-
istration of the national park system by the
Secretary of the Interlor, and to clarify the
authorities applicable to the system, and for
other purposes; and

H.R. 14705. An act to extend and improve
the Federal-State unemployment compensa-
tion program.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The Senate continued with the consid-
ergtion of the bill (H.R. 17123) to au-
thorize appropriations during the fiscal
year 1971 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com-
bat vehicles, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test, and evaluation
for the Armed Forces, and to prescribe
the authorized personnel strength of the
Selected Reserve of each Reserve com-
ponent of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the information of the Senate,
what is the pending business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend-
ing business is H.R. 17123, and the pend-
ing question is on agreeing to amend-
ment No, 819.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank
the distinguished Presiding Officer.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll.

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

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

YOUTH CONSERVATION CORPS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the House
to the bill (S. 1076) to establish a pilot
program in the Departments of the In-
ferior and Agriculture designated as the
Youth Conservation Corps, and for other
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purposes. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GoLpwATER) . 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, pages 25600-
25601, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, as
rhairman of the Senate conferees, I
wralld like to make the following state-
ment in support of the action taken by
the conference committee with respect
to 8. 1076, to establish a pilot program
in the Departments of the Interior and
Agriculture designated as the Youth
Conservation Corps. The Senate passed
this bill last year. The House amended
it in certain respects which, in the judg-
ment of the Senate, warranted a con-
ference on the differences.

Both the Senate bill and the House
amendment provided that the Corps will
be open to “youth of all social, economie,
and racial classifications.” The House
version contained additional language
that members of the Corps shall repre-
sent “all segments of society.” The con-
ference retained the language common
to both versions and adopted the addi-
tional House language in order to em-
phasize the intent of both Houses that
the Corps be composed of youths repre-
senting as broad a cross section of
American society as possible.

The statement of policy and purpose
in the Senate bill limited the areas ap-
propriate for Corps activities to areas
administered by the Secretaries of the
Interior and Agriculture. The House
amendment contained no such limita-
tion. Because those two Secretaries are
charged with the administration of the
program and most of the lands appropri-
ate for Corps activities, the conferees de-
cided to adopt the limitation imposed by
the Senate version.

The Senate bill provided a minimum
age of 14 for members of the Corps.
The House amendment specified a mini-
mum age of 16. The wvalue of ex-
posing the younger teenagers to the out-
doors and to conservation practices was
acknowledged and was balanced against
a desire to assure that. Corps members
will be sufficiently mature to make sub-
stantial contributions to and receive sig-
nificant benefits from the program. The
conference committee adopted a mini-
mum age of 15 in an effort to com-
promise our differences.

The Senate bill provided that a pref-
erence should be given to disadvantaged
youth in the selection of Corps members.
The House amendment did not contain
such a preference. The conferees decided
that a preference for disadvantaged
youth might result in the Corps being
composed entirely or almost entirely of
such youths, thus detracting from the
objective of both Houses that the Corps
be composed of representatives of varied
social, economie, and racial backgrounds.
Therefore, although it is the intent and
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belief of the conferees that disadvan-
taged youth should be significantly rep-
resented in the Corps, the conference
report does not contain a statutory prei-
erence for them, We expect these young
people will make and receive real con-
tributions as a result of this program.

The Senate bill also contains a pref-
erence with respect to temporary super-
visory personnel for “primary, secondary,
and university teachers and administra-
tors, and university students pursuing
studies in the education and natural re-
sources disciplines.” The House amend-
ment did not contain such a preference.
The conferees acknowledged that those
individuals would be among the most
suitable temporary supervisory personnel
because of training, experience, and
availability, but decided to exclude any
specific provision favoring them in order
not to exclude or discourage other quali-
fied persons from participating or seeking
to participate in the program as super-
visory personnel. Again, however, we feel
these people will be most interested and
best suited to assist in this program.

The Senate bill included in the pro-
gram youth of both sexes in section 2(a).
The House amendment mentioned in
both section 2(a) and section 2(b) that
the program should include youth of
both sexes. The conference report adopts
the House language to make clear that
both young men and young women are
intended to be included in the Corps. The
Senate intended this fo be the case.

The Senate bill required Corps activi-
ties to take place only on lands under the
administrative jurisdiction of the Secre-
tary of the Interior or the Secretary of
Agriculture such as national parks and
forests. The House amendment allowed
Corps activities to take place on all pub-
lic lands. The conference report adopts
the Senate version, which will simplify
administration without sacrificing pro-
gram objectives.

The House amendment directed the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to “arrange directly
or by contract with any public agency or
organization or any private nonprofit
agency or organization which has been
in existence for 5 years for transporta-
tion, lodging, subsistence, other services
and equipment for the needs of the mem-
bers of the Corps in fulfilling their
duties.” The Senate bill merely allowed
the Secretaries to arrange for such serv-
ices and equipment. The intent of the
additional House language was fo allow
the Secretaries discretionary authority to
contract with appropriate agencies and
organizations to operate Corps projects.
The conference report adopts the Senate
language with respect to support services
and adds a new sentence to effect the in-
tent of the House language.

The Senate bill provided for use of va-
cated civilian conservation centers and
other unoccupied facilities under the ju-
risdiction of the Departments of the In-
terior and Agriculture, as well as unoc-
cupied military facilities—upon approval
of the Secretary of Defense—for the pur-
poses of the Corps. The House amend-
ment permitted the use of any unoccu-
pied Federal facilities, whenever econom-
ically feasible. The conference report
provides for the use of any Federal fa-

August 5, 1970

cility where economically feasible, but
only upon approval of the Federal agency
responsible for = administering the
facility.

The Senate bill required a report from
the Secretaries of the Interior and Ag-
riculture within 1 year of the date of en-
actment indicating “the feasibility of”
initiating a cost-sharing youth conser-
vation program with State natural re-
source conservation, or outdoor recrea-
tion agencies. The House amendment re-
quired an identical report, except that
the report would indicate “the most effi-
cient method for” rather than “the feas-
ibility of” initiating such a program. The
conference report reflects the language
of both versions by calling for the report
to indicate “the most feasible and effi-
cient method.”

Mr. President, this conference report
represents the finest tradition of the leg-
islative process. I commend the Chair-
man of the House Committee, the Honor-
able CarL PereIns of Kentucky, and his
colleagues for their fairness and coop-
eration. I believe we have a good bill
and I am happy to recommend it to the
Senate, the President, and our Nation's
young people.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I just
want to say a word or two about this
matter. We had a very felicitous confer-
ence committee meeting on the bill. We
were able to arrive at agreements on these
various matters.

One thing in particular the House did
not wish to have in there was the provi-
sion we had in the bill that “primary,
secondary, and university teachers and
administrators, and university students
pursuing studies in the education and
natural resources disciplines” be pre-
ferred in the handling of these stu-
dents. The feeling in the House, and I
must say I agree, is that there are many
people who would make excellent teach-
ers and instructors in these outdoor pro-
grams who would not- necessarily fall
within the categorical description the
Senate placed in the bill. I agree with
this position. I do not think we should
preclude by any means those classifica-
tions the Senate put in the bill; but on
the other hand there are a great many
able leaders and instructors who do not
fall within that category. I am glad this
was handled as it has been.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. We are now heavily en-
gaged in the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare in writing a manpower
training blil. One of the aspects of the
manpower training bill relates to public
service jobs. We have great differences of
opinion between the minority and the
majority, but it seems clear that some
element of public service jobs will be in-
cluded.

Will the Senator give us some view
from the committee, which I think would
be very useful, as to the degree of legis-
lative oversight to be exercised, to be
sure there is in this operation the in-
put which should come from agencies
dealing with manpower problems?

If we obtain all we are looking for, it
would now all be concentrated under the
Department of Labor.
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Would the chairman or the ranking
minority. member give us some assurance
that in this pilot plan operation, of which
I approve, every effort will be made for
the right hand to know what the left
hand is doing and that every effort will
be made to have input of experience,
knowledge, and so forth, of the depart-
ments responsible for the proposed new
manpower training program?

Mr, ALLOTT. I yield to the chairman
of the committee,

Mr. JACKSON. We have in the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, on
the Special Subcommittee on Legislative
Oversight, a distinguished ranking mem-
ber of that committee, the distinguished
Senator from Colorado (Mr, ALLOTT),
one other Senator, and me.

We intend fo follow this program very
closely, if for no other reason, that it
is a pilof program. We will have to make
a decision later on regarding the ex-
tension and the expansion of the pro-
gram. .

I believe what we have worked out here
covers an area of employment that is
unique and pertains, of course, to the
natural resource area of our country, the
lands owned by the Federal Government
and managed in the Department of Agri-
culture and the Department of Interior.

In addition, there is the ongoing effort
here of trying to provide for an orienta-
tion for these young men and women
during the summer months of June, July,
and Ausgust. We want them to be edu-
cated and trained to better understand
nature, wildlife, and the environment as
a whole.

Therefore, this program, I wish to say
to my distinguished friend from New
York, is unique in that respect. We have
carved out an area here that is not new;
it is an area where during the 1930’s the
Civilian Conservation Corps made great
progress in one of the finest programs in
the area of resource protection ever de-
veloped.

‘We have modified that. We have cov-
ered the youth 15 years of age to 18 years
of age during the summer months only. I
believe very strongly and firmly that
this program has to be related to the Job
Corps.and other efforts aimed at hiring
the youth; but we are not moving info
any area of duplication, and we will fol-
low it closely.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
That is important.

Mr. ALLOTT. I agree it is important.
We have kept this in the confines of the
2 departments concerned, with no idea
of moving over into the general man-
power area or the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

Mr. JAVITS. I wish to tell both Sen-
ators I do not care if you do move ahead
if that is the important thing to do, but
I want this program made as relevant
as possible to the taxpayers' money being
spent in manpower. We have a $2 billion
bill proposed in the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare and we may learn
a lot from this $3.5 million experience.

As Senators know, and I have had
support from them, I have fought for the
summer job program., Again, there is a
relevancy. I want to be sure that we will
see that the input of everything going
on is a part of this program and it may
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‘be that other programs should in part
yield to this program, but let us not treat
this as some isolated effort. I am not
jealous of our jurisdiction. Let us get
the benefit of manpower training just as
you should get it in other departments,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I con-
cur in what the Senator has said.

By reason of the very nature of the
places where this would occur there
would always be, no matter what the
money available, a certain limitation on
what can be done on the youth conser-
vation program,in this area. I agree it is
something we will have to watch and
watch very closely and see that it works.

By way of observation, I thought the
Civilian Conservation Corps got to be
a little bit obnoxious at the end; but at
the same time I can take the Senator out
into parts of the West today and show
him contouring that was done by the
Civilian Conservation Corps which is still
present. It can still be seen. One can
see what has been done for the grass-
lands and the vegetation there. That is
the sort of thing we can do with this
program, by helping to bring about a
permanent foundation for the country.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
thoroughly in agreement.

Inasmuch as I am so heavily involved
in the other manpower program, I want
to be sure that this would work both
ways; that is, receiving the benefit of
everything they learn in manpower and
being able to absorb everything from the
manpower area.

We just voted public service jobs this
morning. I am not in complete agree-
ment with it, but it is in the bill, for
both rural and urban areas. y

I thank the Senator, ;

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? - )

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have
just a few comments to make. I think
the importance of the bill has been over-
looked in'some ways. As far as my State
is concerned, over one-half of the public
lands of the United States are in Alaska.
This ds-a step in the right direction in
putting into: Alaskan public' lands the
concept of the  Civilian Conservation
Corps. My generation does not neces-
sarily look on the Corps with the same
feeling as some of my colleagues because
we have seen the public parks and facili-
ties created during that period by the
Corps and, by and large, they were very
good.

I am hopeful that the administration
will examine carefully the objectives that
have been set forth by the chairman and
the ranking member of our committee.
They will notice the provision that states,
“wherever economically feasible—mili-
tary facilities shall be utilized for the
purpose of the Corps.” '

There are many vacant military bases
that have been abandoned, such as the
NIKE sites and other bases that have re-
cently been closed, which are very sus-
ceptible to use by the Corps; and the $3.5
million should nof be used for the physi-
cal plant in carrying out this pilot
project.

If it is, it will not go very far, and we,
who have half the public lands of the
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United States; may not get to participate
in the. program unless they use the
abandoned facilities that are still ready
and available and could be used for the
Pperiod of time contemplated by the pilot
project.

I hope we- will be back next year—if
not then, in 2 years—to expand the pro-
gram and make it much more meaningful
to my State.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

i The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tlo:.t- is on agreeing to the conference re-
PO

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, may I
express my deep appreciation to the
senior Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL-
LorT) - for his strong support of this pro-
gram, as well as the senior Senator from
Alaska, (Mr, STEVENS).

The senior Senator from Alaska, of
course, has long been concerned with the
possibility of using young men and
women in connection with our public
lands administered by the Departments
of the Interior and Agriculture, because
of the great opportunities in Alaska. I
want to commend him for his support in
making this legislation possible.

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President,
the establishment of a Youth Conserva-
tion Corps will be most beneficial to this
country. As a cosponsor of 8,,1076, I am
most pleased to endorse the conference
report on this legislation, I urge Senators
to join me in voting for the adoption of
the report.

This legislation establishes a pilot
Youth Conservation Corps program for
young men and women, 15 to 18 years of
age. The program will be administered in
the Departments of the Interior and
Agriculture. These young Americans will
participate in summer work and edu-
cational projects in our national parks,

forests, recreation areas, wildlife refuges,

and other Federal lands.

The benefits of this program are many.
It will give the youth of the Nation, who
are our greatest national asset, an op-
portunity to engage in educational and
constructive labor on our public lands.
‘The development ‘and improvement of
our public lands will benefit all people.
' There is great eoncern throughout the
Nation for the maintenance of our nat-
ural environment. The young have been
in the forefront of the move to save the
environment. This program provides an
opportunity for our youth to direct this
coneern into constructive and productive
efforts. At the same time, this work will
enhance their understanding of the nat-
ural environment and its relationship to
them. \

In this time when the overwhelming
majority of our population is urban, it is
very important that we provide oppor-
tunities for the young people to get out
of the cities and onto the land, into the
forests and parks, and to give them a
deep appreciation for these great natural
treasures which are theirs.

These young people will be performing
8 great variety of useful projects. They
will work on timber stand improvement,
trail maintenance, wildlife habitat im-
provement, basic soil and water con-
servation projects, and maintenance and
construction of campgrounds and picnie
facilities.
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Mr, President, I cannot think of a bet-
ter way to instill a deep and lasting ap-
preciation of our natural heritage in a
young person than to give him the oppor-
tunity to plant a tree, or build a eamping
facility, or to clear a trail. This personal
involvement will yield many long-lasting
benefits.

This is an exeellent program, and I am
hopeful that this 3-year pilot project
will later be developed and expanded so
that any young person who wishes to do
s0 will have an opportunity to participate.

Mr, President, I urge the Senate to
join me in support of this beneficial leg-
islation and to adopt the conference
report.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I move
the adoption of the conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to fthe motion of the
Senator from Washington,

The motion was agreed to.

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-
priations during the fiscal year 1971 for
procurement of aireraft, missiles, naval
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and
other weapons, and research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation for the Armed
Forces, and to prescribe the authorized
personnel strength of the Selected Re-
serve of each Reserve component of the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. JACKSON. 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. JACKSON. Mr. President, the
ABM is once again before the Senate. A
full year has passed since we voted, on
August 6, 1969, to approve Safeguard
phase I by initiating deployment at
Grand Forks and Malmstrom Air Force
Bases.

The last year has seen many changes,
a number of which should have an im-
portant influence on the issue of whether
to approve an additional site to protect
our land-based deterrent. The central
changes I have in mind are well known
to many Senators and, before we vote, I
hope they will be known and seriously
considered by us all:

In the last year the Soviet threat to
our land-based deterrent has signifi-
cantly increased, at a rate that has ex-
ceeded the intelligence projections made
8 year ago;

By action of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, under the chairmanship of our
distinguished colleague, Senator STENNIS,
Safeguard has been confined to defense
of the deterrent; authorization of a thin
area defense has been specifically denied;

Contrary to the expectations of many
opponents of Safeguard, the SALT talks
have convened and made substantial
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progress toward agreement covering ABM
defenses and offensive strategic weapons;

In the last year Safeguard has made
excellent technical progress.

I shall discuss these developments in
some detail now and in the course of the
debate over the continuing deployment
of Safeguard. The point I wish to em-
phasize is that there have been major
changes since last year both in Safeguard
itself and in the circumstances that sur-
round the issue of its further deployment.
I am hopeful that the debate this year
will reflect these changes. To my mind
they make affirmative Senate action on
the further deployment of Safeguard
more desirable and necessary than ever.

THE SOVIET STRATEGIC THREAT

The alarming increase in the Soviet
strategic forces was discussed last year
in great detail, especially in the closed
session of the Senate. While I wish I
could report that the threat has tapered
off, as many of us hoped and some be-
lieved would happen, the inescapable fact
is that the Soviets are deploying offen-
sive weapons at a very considerable cost
to themselves and at a rate that has ex-
ceeded last year’s pessimistic projections.

The most disturbing increase in Soviet
deployment has been in their land-based
missile force, particularly the large SS-
9. Last year many of us were concerned
at the prospect of 1,300 Soviet ICBM's.
This year we are concerned even more
deeply because the number completed or
under construction is now in excess of
1,450. This contrasts with 1,054 U.S. land-
based strategic missiles.

Unfortunately, the contrast just begins
with total numbers of launchers. Even
more disturbing is the fact that the total
megatonnage that the Soviets can de-
liver against U.S. targets with this large
and increasing force is several times our
own.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion, or would he——

Mr. JACKSON. I would prefer to wait
until I finish, if my good friend would
not mind.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Surely.

Mr. JACKSON. This advantage in
“throw weight” means that the Soviets
will be able to deploy MIRV’s with suf-
ficient yield and accuracy combinations
to destroy our Minuteman missiles in
their hardened silos. When the Soviets
succeed in perfecting a MIRV device,
each 88-9 launcher, of which the Soviets
now have operational or under construc-
tion more than 280, would be capable of
delivering three 5-megaton warheads at
intercontinental ranges. The reentry pat-
tern of the present triplet warhead ex-
tensively tested on the SS-9 may already
threaten individual Minuteman silos. The
unfortunate fact is that by the mid-
1970's the Soviets may be in a position to
destroy all but a few tens of our Minute-
man missile force, if this force remains
undefended.

This gloomy projection was before the
Senate last year. I hope that some of
those who did not take it seriously then
will reconsider their position now, in
light of the intervening Soviet increases.

Mr. President, what is perhaps most
ominous about the growth in the Soviet
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88-9 force is that the SS-9 is an ex-
tremely inefficient weapon for retaliating
against cities. For this purpose the So-
viets have available more than 800 SS-11
and 8S-13 missiles similar to our Min-
uteman and perfectly adequate as a de-
terrent force. While the SS-9 is ineffi-
ciently designed as a deterrent weapon, it
is extremely well adapted to a counter-
force role. It is this fact—the capability
of the SS-9 to destroy hardened missile
silos—that cannot be ignored in deciding
our strategic posture and the future se-
curity of our deterrent force.

A few months ago there were some re-
ports in the press and elsewhere that the
Soviets had stopped deploying strategic
missiles. The hopes built upon these re-
ports were profoundly disappointed early
last month when Secretary Laird an-
nounced that recent intelligence con-
firmed several new starts of the SS-9 and
other offensive missiles. To make matters
worse, the newly discovered SS-9's had
been started after the second phase of
the SALT talks was underway in Vienna.

The Soviet buildup of land-based of-
fensive missiles has been paralleled by an
equally rapid expansion of their Y-class
submarine force. The Soviets are ex-
pected to have, within the next 2 years,
an operational force of from 24 to 30
Polaris-type boats, and they are present-
ly constructing these submarines at a
rate of 8 to 10 per year.

Mr, President, more than a recitation
of these disturbing numbers is necessary
to appreciate the magnitude and direc-
tion of the growing Soviet threat. Some
other facts must be considered:

The Soviets have carried out extensive
and highly successful test programs of
both offensive and defensive strategic
weapons systems in the last year;

The Soviets have continued to invest
more in military research and develop-
ment than we have, and have sustained
a strategic budget that exceeds our own;

The Soviets, with a smaller GNP than
ours and a serious deficiency of consumer
goods, have now invested approximately
$9 billion in SS-9’s alone—a figure that
exceeds our entire strategic offense and
defense budget for fiscal year 1971;

The Soviets have conducted extensive
tests of various ABM components in the
last year while continuing work on the
ABM system deployed around Moscow.

The central fact around which the de-
bate over the deployment of Safeguard
should revolve is that the Soviet Union
has continued to support, at great cost,
a comprehensive, dynamic program of
strategic weapons procurement that
shows no sign of slowing down. On the
contrary, the hopes of those who last
year urged that we wait and see whether
the Soviet buildup would continue have
been bitterly disappointed.

THE SAFEGUARD PROGRAM

Mr, President, the authorization we are
now debating is for the continuation of
the two phase I sites at Grand Forks and
Malmstrom Air Force Bases and the in-
itiating of an additional site, identical to
the others except that it will not include
a PAR radar, at Whiteman Air Force
Base in Missouri. In addition to these
three sites, all at Minuteman bases, the
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committee has provided for advanced
preparation at Warren Air Force Base
in Wyoming, to keep open the option of
a timely addition of a fourth Minuteman
defense site, should this prove necessary.
As I mentioned earlier, under the leader-
ship of its able chairman, Senator STEN-
N1s, the committee has limited the mis-
sion of Safeguard to the defense of the
deterrent. By eliminating the four addi-
tional sites requested by the administra-
tion, the committee has specifically pro-
hibited a thin nationwide area defense.

This is a major change in the Safe-
guard program, Mr. President. And in
making this change the committee has,
to my mind, completely removed any
reason for objecting to Safeguard on the
grounds that the Soviets will find it
“provocative.” The Soviets are well
aware of Safeguard’s capabilities, They
know that Sprint missiles and Spartan
missiles with their limited ranges con-
stitute no threat to either their popula-
tion or their offensive missiles—so long,
of course, as these offensive missiles re-
main in their silos. Moreover, the Soviets
are well aware that since Safeguard
offers only incidental protection to the
tiny fraction of our population living on
or near one of the Air Force bases where
Safeguard will be installed, the Soviet
assured destruction capability will in no
way be imperiled. In short, although
Safeguard is a more effective way of
protecting our deterrent than super-
hardening our missile silos—an alterna-
tive recommended by some opponents
of ABM—it is certainly no more provoc-
ative, alarming, or destabilizing.

I should perhaps add, Mr. President,
that none of those scientists who testified
on ABM this year or last ever argued
that a hard-point defense of our Minute-
man bases would be provocative. No-
where in the large body of testimony
before the Armed Services and Foreign
Relations Committees can the argument
be found that to defend our missile sites
would be destabilizing.

In these annual debates on military
procurement, Mr. President, we often
hear the arms race explained in terms of
an action-reaction cycle. Now I do not
deny that there is some truth in this ex-
planation, but I think it is only a partial
truth. For an arms race can develop as
much through a cyele of inaction-reac-
tion as action-reaction.

We have seen the inaction-reaction
cycle at work for the last several years.
While U.S. offensive deployments have
remained constant since 1965, and while
the U.S. strategic budget has been stead-
ily declining, the Soviets have been
spending increasing sums and adding to
their force of ICBM's and missile-firing
submarines, The point has now come
where it would be dangerously foolish to
indulge in eontinued inaction that might
well stimulate continuing action on the
part of the Soviet Union.

As a means of insuring that we retain
a convincing second-strike capability,
Safeguard has the great virtue that it
does not—unlike the deployment of more
offensive weapons—threaten the Soviet
deterrent. I am therefore at a loss, Mr.
President, to understand the reasoning
of those opponents of ABM who have
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urged that we should add to our Minute-
man or Polaris force, rather than protect
a smaller, and therefore less threatening,
offense. As for the suggestion that we
should base our security on a policy of
launch on warning as an alternative to
deploying ABM, I can only say that I
have heard few proposals in my time in
the Senate that exceed this one in
irresponsibility.

BALT TALKS

Mr, President, Senators may recall that
in June of 1968, during debate on the
military construction authorization bill,
some Senators expressed the fear that if
we authorized an ABM, the Soviets would
refuse to join us in strategic arms limita-
tion talks. We had been trying to get the
Russians to agree to these talks for 18
months, and the feeling of many oppo-
nents of ABM seemed to be that if we
went ahead with the Sentinel program,
this would kill any hope of the Russians
accepting our offer. Well, we voted on a
Monday to begin the construction of
Sentinel, and on the following Thursday,
Mr. Gromyko announced the willingness
of his government to take part in the
talks,

Again, during the debate on Safeguard
last summer, we heard opponents of the
system argue that if we approved the
administration’s request for phase I de-
ployment, this might cause the Russians
to change their minds about the talks or
prevent the talks from yielding an agree-
ment even if they got underway. But as
we all know, the SALT talks began last
November, and I personally have been
encouraged by the progress that has
been made.

In other words, Mr. President, twice
in the past the fear that an ABM de-
ployment would damage the prospects
for an agreed limitation on offensive and
defensive systems has proved groundless,
and nothing has happened since then to
make me believe that this fear is not as
groundless now as it was before. On the
contrary, I remain convined that deploy-
ment of Safeguard is an essential condi-
tion for the SALT talks to succeed.

The feeling of some Senators seems to
be that if the Senate now refuses to au-
thorize Safeguard deployment at an ad-
ditional site, the Soviets will interpret
this as a gesture of goodwill, and that in
response they will adopt a more flexible
and cooperative attitude in the talks
than they might otherwise. It seems to
me much more likely, however, that the
Soviets would interpret such a refusal
on our part as a sign that this country is
not committed to preserving a secure de-
terrent: and I think that would be a
dangerous idea for them to get.

The large force of Soviet SS-11 and
S5-13 missiles—more than 800—togeth-
er with their expanding fleet of missile-
launching submarines, constitutes for
the Russians an assured retaliatory ca-
pability. The question, therefore, arises:
Why have the Soviets built so many of
their very expensive 88-9's, and why are
they continuing to build them at such a
fast rate? We can never be absolutely
sure about the answer to this question,
of course, but we can make a reasonable
inference on the basis of what we know
about the SS-9's great accuracy, the
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large payload it is capable of carrying,
and the fact that under certain MIRVing
options, the SS-9 could become a very ef-
fective silo-killing weapon. But whatever
Soviet desires or intentions may be, there
is no doubt that their program, if con-
tinued, will produce a first-strike capa-
bility unless the United States takes ap-
propriate countermeasures. I, therefore,
submit that nothing could harm the
chances of an agreement coming out of
the SALT talks more than an abrupt
halt in the impetus of the Safeguard
program.

Mr. President, Safeguard is the best
available countermeasure, and if the
Senate suddenly arrests the rate of Safe-
guard’'s deployment, it will in effect be
removing the incentive to the Russians
to stop producing their SS-9's. Safeguard
is the central continuing strategic pro-
gram we have at this point in time. We
are not building any more Minuteman
missiles, and none are planned. We are
not building any more Polaris sub-
marines, and we have decided not to
broaden Safeguard’s mission of hard-
point defense to include a thin area de-
fense. I ask: If the Senate stops the for-
ward motion of the Safeguard program,
what are our negotiators in the SALT
talks going to offer the Russians as an
inducement to stop building their SS-9's?

As I see it, Mr. President, a convincing
active defense of our deterrent says this
to the Soviets. It says:

We intend to keep our second-strike capa-
bility; we do not intend to allow you to ac-
quire a first-strike capability. If you want
to keep on building 8S-9's, that's your busi-
ness, but for every additional 8S-9 that you
buy, we are prepared to offset it.

Safeguard as a responsive and dynamic
program can say precisely that fto
Moscow.

My hope—and I think that it is a rea-
sonable hope—is that the Soviet leader-
ship will thereby understand that it is
simply a waste of scarce resources for
them to continue deploying SS-9's or
other missiles of this type, and that they
will, therefore, turn to the alternative of
serious negotiation to limit both offensive
and defensive systems.

While I am on the subject of the effect
that Safeguard can be expected to have
on the SALT talks, I should like to an-
swer an objection that is sometimes made
to our going forward with a third site at
this time. This objection is that it would
be a waste of money to begin deployment
at the Whiteman site, since the ABM
components there, as well as the ABM
components at Malmstrom and Grand
Forks, may well have to be totally or
partially dismantled in the event of an
agreement between us and the Russians
to limit the level of antimissile defense.
The first thing to be said about this ob-
jection is that it is by no means certain
that the SALT falks are going to succeed.
If they fail, if the Russians refuse to ac-
cept a reasonable ceiling on the number
of their offensive ICBM’s, including a
reasonable ceiling on their SS-9's and
comparable ICBM’s, then we are going
to need the full four-site Safeguard pro-
gram, with ABM components not only
at the three sites I mentioned earlier but
at Warren Air Force Base as well. Indeed,
if the talks should fail and the threat
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should continue to grow, we may have no
choice but to undertake additional meas-
ures—possibly including a supplemen-
tary program of dedicated hard-point de-
fense—to protect the credibility of the
American deterrent.

This said, Mr. President, I can only
add that if the SALT talks succeed, I for
one will not consider whatever small sum
has been spent on Safeguard as wasted
money. My view is that in spending this
money, we will be improving the chance
of success in reaching a significant arms
control treaty; and I, personally, would
pay a very high price to do that.

Let me speak plainly: Any Senator
who is tempted to vote against the pro-
posed deployment of Safeguard must un-
derstand the risks that are involved for
the President’s negotiating position at
the SALT talks.

TECHNICAL PROGRESS

Mr. President, the Safeguard program
made impressive technical progress last
year in the development of the several
system components, The development
record includes the following:

Spartan test program: There have
been eight successful tests of the Spartan
missile since January 1969. There have
been only two failures, both from known
and now corrected causes.

Sprint test program: Since January
1969, there have been 15 tests of the
Sprint missile of which 10 have been
complete and three partial successes. As
in the case of the Spartan, the two fail-
ures resulted from known faults which
have now been corrected. Both the Sprint
and Spartan test programs have been ex-
ceptionally productive and successful.

Perimeter acquisition radar—PAR:
The PAR radar, as is well known in the
scientific community, is well within the
state-of-the-art. Since the summer of
1969, there has been a limited engineer-
ing test model in operation at the manu-
facturer's plant. By September of this
year approximately 95 percent of the
components for the PAR will be released
for production. X

Missile site radar—MSR: The MSR
has been successfully operating under
test at the Kwajalein facility since Sep-
tember 1968. It has a remarkable record
of meeting or bettering most of its design
specifications. It has actually tracked
ICBM’s fired from Vandenberg Air Force
Base.

Software development: The software
is constantly undergoing test routines at
Meck Island where, after 20 months of
close adherence to schedule, it remains
perfectly on schedule.

Mr. President, I report this excellent
record of progress in the Safeguard sys-
tem development because I wish it to be
clearly understood that the experience
of the last year has been fruitful. Noth-
ing that we have learned in the last year
suggests to our systems planners and de-
signers that successful development and
deployment of the system is any way in
doubt.

At the same time it would be idle to
assume, and foolish to argue, that there
might not be developmental problems. No
new system can ever be developed with-
out changes, modifications, the exploita-
tion of potential improvements and the
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like. To single out routine development
problems, of which Safeguard has been
remarkably free, as an argument against
a new system—any new syst.em—ls to ap-
proach new technology with all the wis-
dom and foresight of the proverbial os-
trich.

There has been some talk recently
about completing the two sites author-
ized last year before initiating deploy-
ment at the third requested this year.
According to this view, we should wait
until the mid-1970’s before beginning
the completion of the Safeguard defense
of the deterrent.

Mr. President, I can assure my col-
leagues that if the Soviets would agree to
wait until at least the mid-1970’s before
deploying any additional offensive mis-
siles, I, for one, would seriously consider
waiting to finish the two approved sites
before going on to deploy a third at
Whiteman Air Force Base. Unfortu-
nately, we can have no assurances that
the Soviets will accommodate our desire
for a leisurely defensive deployment pro-
gram, We cannot wait, Mr. President, be-
cause there is no evidence whatever that
the threat will wait.

I have no doubt that we could increase
our confidence in the likely effectiveness
of, say, the antipoverty effort if we were
to try all of its individual programs on
an experimental basis first, waiting until
all the results were in before implement-
ing the programs on a significant scale.
But the ravages of malnutrition will not
wait while we experiment with food
stamp programs any more than the
threat to our security will wait while we
experiment with Safeguard. The degree
of confidence we have in the effective-
ness of Safeguard is high—certainly high
enough- for prudent men to approve the
recommendation of the Armed Services
Committee.

Mr. President, I began by calling the
attention of my ‘colleagues to the
changes that have taken place since we
debated the decision to deploy Safe-
guard & ‘year ago. The threat has
changed, unhappily for the worse. The
Safeguard program has been changed by
your Armed Services Committee so that
it is now limited to the defense of the
deterrent. The diplomatic context has
changed with an impressive record of
serious discussion in the SALT talks. The
technical development has proceeded
satisfactorily in a most orderly fashion.

I hope the debate in the Senate this
year will reflect the new facts and the
new situation.

I shall be surprised, for example, to
hear Senators assert that Safeguard is
provocative to the Soviets. Since we have
acted in committee to limit the system
to the defense of our missile sites, it can
hardly be considered a provocation.

Since this defense in no way dimin-
ishes the Soviet Union’s retaliatory ca-
pability, I hope it will not be argued that
the Soviets are forced to respond to Safe-
guard. Unless they wish to acquire the
capability to destroy our deterrent, the
Soviets should be indifferent to our
efforts fo protect the Minuteman force.

Again, I shall be astonished to hear
opponents of Safeguard argue that there
is no threat to Minuteman, as some did
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last year, while also arguing that land-

based missiles are obsolete because they

are irretrievably vulnerable.

These are but three of a litany of ar-
guments made against Safeguard last
year which, if they were not then fool-
ish, certainly are now. :

Mr, President, the country is experi-
encing a wave of hostility to the military
at the moment, a hostility that makes
fair and objective debate on a question
of defense spending a difficult thing to
achieve. From the belief that we have
been doing, too little to solve our do-
mestic problems—a view that I share
with many Senators—it is all too easy
to pass to the belief that we have been
spending too much on defense. It is too
easy in the present climate of opinion
to persuade ourselves that an attack on
the Pentagon is an attack on pollution
or poverty. It is too easy to slip into the
view that if we could only drastically
cut back on our military spending, these
problems would somehow melt away.

Mr. President, I believe that this coun-
try is rich enough in moral and material
resources to provide for its security and
solve its domestic problems as well. T am
confident that the Senate will reject the
counsel of those who would endanger
that security and the prospects for a ne-
gotiated arms control agreement simply
to achieve a pyrrhic wictory over the
Pentagon.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
section of the report of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee on-the Safeguard anti-
ballistic-missile system.

There being no objection; the ma-
terial was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

RECOMMENDATION AND REPORT OF THE SENATE
ARMED SERVICES COMMTITTEE, JULY 14, 1970
SAFEGUARD ANTI~-BALLISTIC-MISSILE SYSTEM

The need for Safeguard

The Committee has examined with con-
cern the continued expansion of Soviet stra-
tegic forces which pose a serlous potential
threat to the American land-based deterrent.
The United States cannot permit such a
threat to develop without taking sultable
countermeasures to provide for the continu-
ing survivablity of sufficlent strateglc weap=-
ons for credible retaliation and confident
deterrence,

Even if the Soviets should not install ad-
ditional missile launchers, the present nums-
ber already depolyed or under constructlion
constitutes a delivery capabllity which, with
qualitative improvements, would pose a ser-
fous threat to our land-based Minuteman
deterrent in the mid-1870's. These qualita-
tive improvements, which are well within
Soviet capabilities, include an improved ac-
curacy for the 88-11 and an accurate MIRV
on the 8S-9.

Preferable to an increase of American of-
fensive forces, especlally at this stage of
serious arms control negotlations, is the ad-
dition of further anti-ballistic missile de=-
fenses to protect the land-based deterrent.
The Committee hopes that the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks will succeed in sta-
bilizing the strategic balance; but prudence
demands that the United States take ap-
propriate measures to guarantee the sur-
vivability of our retaliatory capabllity.

The Committee shares the President's
judgment that defense of the U.S. deterrent
in no way jeopardizes the security of the
Soviet deterrent and, in fact, provides addi-
tional incentives for the Soviet Union to
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enter a substantial arms limitation arrange-
ment.
Committee recommendation

The Committee has decided to confine the
authorization for the continuation of the
Safeguard program to.those sites devoted to
the defense of the deterrent, Thus the Com-
mittee has approved continuation of the
Phase 1 sites at Malmstrom and Grand Forks,
as well as full deployment at Whiteman and
advanced preparation at Warren Ailr Force
hase.

In taking this dection, the Committee
wishes to establish the primacy of active de~
fense to increase the suryivability of the
land-based deterrent. By striking from the
authorization the House approved adminis-
tration request to proceed now to advanced
preparation of four area defense sites, the
Committee affirms its conviction that there 15
no compelling need to move now to the de-
ployment of an area defense of our popula-
tion against Chinese Communist ICBM
attack.

While the impact of the Committee’s ac-
tlon on the Safeguard authorization is only
$10 million, the long term effect, should this
decision be perpetuated In subsequent years,
is substantial,

Present circumstances do not justify a di-
version of our resources from the primary
task of defending the deterrent to the less
urgent objective of providing a defense
against the evolving Chinese Communist
threat. Whether the development of a thin
area defense is a wise response to a future
Chinese nuclear capability remains to he
demonstrated.
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It is the Committee’s considered judgment
that the proposed deployment, sufficlent for
our national security requirements and con-
ducive to strategic arms control, deserves
the full support of the Senate,

General summary of funding for Safeguard
system

The budget request contains a total of
$1.459 billion (including military construc-
tlon) for the Safeguard Anti-ballistic Missile
System. Of that amount $1.359 billion re-
quires authorization,

The bill as reported recommends authoriza-
tion of $1.349 billion. The Committee, in re-
stricting advance site preparation to Warren
only rather than the five sites requested, re-
duced the authorization by only $10 million.
However, the Committee action, based on
the current situation, will reduce the total
projected acquisition cost (Research and De-
velopment, Procurement, and Military Con-
struction) from $10.7 billion. for the twelve
site deployment of $6.5 billion for the four
site deployment protecting only the Minnte-
man deterrent, an ultimate savings of $4.2
billion. :

Moreover, of the £6.5 billion total projected
cost for the four site Minuteman defense,
about $2.2 billion has been obligated and
would not be recovered even if the program
were terminated. Thus the remaining cost
of the four site Minuteman defense is $4.3
billion. It should be emphasized that the
total authorization recommended by the
Committee amounts to $1.349 billion for fis-
cal year 1971.

SAFEGUARD PROGRAM FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971 RELATED ONLY TO PROTECTING THE DETERRENT AND NOT AREA DEFENSE
[In millions of doliars]

Phase 2
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2. Spartan Missiles and launchers for
Malmstrom and Whiteman sites,
3. Total complex at the Warren site if de-

ployment is subsequently authorized.
Technical considerations

In an effort to assess the capabilities of
the Safeguard system, the Committee heard
extensive testimony on its technical effec-
tiveness., The Committee believes that the
technical reservations brought to its atten-
tion (e.g. radar blackout, radar discrimina-
tion, refraction and, the like) have been
given proper consideration by the Depart-
ment of Defense, and concurs in the judg-
ment of the Department that such develop-
mental problems as may remain are capable
of solution within the overall system design,

The Committee wishes further to note
that many of the technical limitations on
the system are assoclated with, and only
pertain to doubtful, uncertain and high-
risk modes.of attack against it; strikes of
the nature that one would expect fron an
adversary requiring a high-confidence attack
strategy should not seriously degrade the
technical performance of the system, given
the levels of offensive threat presently pro-
jected. Should the threat increase beyond
present projections, the Committee would
look to supplementary components as a
means of assuring that an adequate retalia-
tory deterrent would survive attack.

The Committee is convinced that & con-
siderable measure of protection of the Min-
uteman force will result from deployment.of
Bafeguard at the scheduled Minuteman
complexes. The Committee is of the opinion
that the Soviets would be unlikely to attack
the Minuteman force unless they were cer-
tain to destroy all but a few tons of mis-
siles. In this event, a planned Soviet attack
would first encounter the entire inventory
of Safeguard interceptors before destroying
those missiles that come under Safeguard’s

Due to the Due to
Whiteman ~advance prep
site W

Due to added
SPRINTS at
Phase 1 GF and MALM

protective cover. The number of Minuteman
thus protected is substantially larger than

Authorization:
RD.T.&E
Procurement

Family housing. . .
Military construction _

Subtotal in bill_ _ ...

Other not subject to au!horlzatmn
Procurement. . ...... 5
Mliltary cnnslrduchun

an B
M:Ittar)r personnel .. __L._._ ..

Subtotal.

Total ABM program

lnelense request for advance preparation for 5 area sites was $25,000,000.

request for ad

Use of fiscal year 1971 procurement funds
for Safeguard

The $650.4 million in new procurement
obligational authority is contained in the
total Army request for missile procurement.
The bill itself does not specify the use to
which the procurement funds would be put.

The supporting information furnished to
the Committee by the Department of the
Army states that the planned procurement
for fiscal year 1971 is as follows:

1. Sprint missiles and Launch Equipment
(Grand Forks).

2. Spartan missiles and Launch Equipment
(Grand Forks).

3. One Perimeter Acquisition Radar (Malm-
strom). .

4. Two Missile Site Radars (Malmstrom and
Whiteman).

5. One Missile Site Radar Data Processor
(Whiteman).

6. Partial funding for tralning equipment.

7. Equipment for the Ballistic Misslle De-
fense Center and the Tactical Software Con-
trol Site.

8. Advanced procurement for the Grand

preparation for 5 area sites was $15,000,000.

Forks, Malmstrom and Whiteman sites and
Advanced Preparation for one additional site
at Warren.

Prior and future funding

The major items to be procured with
prior fiscal year funds are as follows:

1. One Perimeter Acquisition Radar and
Data Processor (Grand Forks).

2. One Misslle Site Radar and Data Proc-
essor (Grand Forks).

3. One Missile Site Radar Data Processor
(Malmstrom).

4, Initial Equipment for the Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Center.

5. One Perlmeter Acquisition Radar Data
Processor (initial use at Tactical Software
Control Site; final use at Malmstrom),

6. Partial funding for training equipment.

The remaining major procurement items
for Modified Phase 2, as approved by the
Committee, subsequent to 1971 are as fol-
lows:

1. Sprint Misslles and launchers for the
Whiteman site and sugmentation of Grand
Forks and Malmstrom sites.

has been suggested by some critics who have
assumed that the Soviets would allow three
hundred Minuteman to survive a first strike
against the force.

The Committee evaluated the possible
need to supplement Safeguard should the
Soviet threat to Minuteman grow beyond the
levels which Safeguard is designed to coun-
ter. The Committee accepts the view that
the relevant criterion for the.evaluation of
a systemn of active defense is not the defense
cost per Minuteman silo saved, or the re-
lationship between the cost of the protec-
tion and the cost of the misslle itself. It is,
rather, a comparison of the cost of the de=
fense to the cost of the offense to offset that
defense.

In considering supplementary components
to augment Safeguard defense of Minute-
man against Wigh attack levels that might
possibly evolve If the Soviets boih expand
and qualitatively improve their ICBM Torces,
the Committee also examined alternatives to
Safeguard for the defense of Minuteman.
The alternatives fall into two classes. First,
there are the ihterim systems which are de-
rived by modifying existing air defense sys-
tems or air-to-air weapons systems. These
modifications, when carefully engineered and
tested to establish confidence in. their per-
formance equivalent to Safeguard are un-
likely to be available any earlier than Safe-
guard. An even more serious deficlency 1is
that the lower radar power and slower inter-
cepter misslles designed for attacking alr-
craft make these interim systems very “‘brit-
tle”; i.e., relatively minor changes in the
threat make these Interim systems useless,
and these interim systems could not be up-
graded to accommodate those changes In the
offense which would render them useless.

The second class of alternative ABM sys-
tems for defense of Minuteman are the “dedi-
cated” hardsite defenses made of new com-
ponents optimized for defending Minuteman.
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Development of this kind of system is being
initiated by the Department of Defense in
fiscal year 1971, but it is unlikely that such a
system can be deployed and operational until
several years after a three or four site Safe-
guard defense of Minuteman. The delay
would result in an unacceptable risk In the
1975-1980 time period. However, the devel-
opment of new dedicated hardsite defense
components should be undertaken so that
the Safeguard defense of Minuteman could
be augmented if necessary. The Committee
notes that Safeguard will have a continuing
useful life even if augmented in response to
a threat which exceeds its design capability.

Finally, the Committee observes that many
of the arguments offered in opposition to
Safeguard are directed at the defense of
population against the Communist Chinese
threat rather than the defense of the land-
based deterrent. Technical criticism of the
PAR radar for example, while far from com=-
pelling with respect to defense against a
Chinese Communist threat, is even less im-
portant a consideration to the system capa-
bilities to protect Minuteman missile sites.
Concern that the Soviets would react to
Safeguard deployment by additions to their
offense is unfounded if the mission of the
Safeguard system is protection of the de-
terrent. The premise that the system must
work perfectly is not applicable when de-
fending the deterrent forces since only a
fraction of that force must survive to assure
successful retaliation,

The Committee wishes to emphasize that
defense of the deterrent is the only proper
alternative to the proliferation of our of-
fensive forces, The wisdom of increasing our
security in this manner—by defending a
fixed force rather than adding to it—is cen-
tral to the subject of stable deterrence. In
this way only can we manifest our concern
for the legitimate security of our adver-
saries, while discouraging them from at-
tempting to acquire a first-strike capability.

Safeguard and the SALT talks

It is the position of the Committee that
the authorization of further ABM deploy-
ment to protect the strategic deterrent is
not prejudicial to the SALT talks. Nowhere

in the extensive h of the Commit-
tee or its Subcommittee on Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks was the view expressed that
defense of the deterrent would adversely
affect the current negotiations. On the con-
trary, the Secretary of Defense, the Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency and others argued forcefully that
unilateral termination of the BSafeguard
program would undermine the American
negotiating posture and diminish, rather
than increase the likelihood of a success-
ful agreement.

The importance of Safeguard to an agree-
ment at SALT should be self-evident. As
one of the central limitations to be nego-
tiated In conjunction with limitations on
offensive forces, Safeguard is essential to the
American position. Without Safeguard the
Soviets would ‘have little Incentive to agree
to constrain Iincreases to their offensive
forces. The progress thus far in the SALT
talks has served to confirm the view that
Safeguard is essential to their successful
conclusion.

While the Committee would welcome an
agreement that would obviate the need for
Safeguard, there can be no assurances that
such an agreement will be reached. In the
event of an agreement Safeguard could be
halted and, if necessary, such construction
as might have been completed could be
dismantled. Should our best efforts to
achieve agreement fall, however, Safeguard
would be an important element in the main-
tenance of a secure deterrent force. To delay
the modest deployment authorized for fiscal
year 1971 would, in the opinion of the Com-
mittee, put the SALT talks, and our national
security, at risk,
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Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. JACKSON., I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I want first to con-
gratulate the distinguished Senator from
Washington for what I consider to be
the wisest statement made on the floor
of the Senate on this subject in both
debates that we have experienced.

I hope that the Senate will have the
Senator’'s extreme experience in this
field for as many years to come as it is
possible, because I can see a continuing
opposition by those in our country and
those in Congress who are dedicated
to the unilateral disarmament of our
country.

I hope that the Senator is around for
many, many years to give us the kind of
backing and assurance we need.

I have one question, though, that I
do not quite understand.

On page 3 of the statement, the Sen-
ator says in the third paragraph:

Mr, President, what is perhaps most omin-
ous about the growth in the Soviet S8-9 force
is that the S8-9 is an extremely inefficlent
weapon for retallating against cities.

Later on the Senator speaks about the
great accuracy of this weapon. I wonder
what caused the Senator to draw that
conclusion.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, if the
88-9, which has a throw weight of 25
megatons, were designed as a second
strike weapon, they would not be wast-
ing that much payload or fissionable
material to attack so-called soft targets,
or cities.

The obvious inference here is that this
kind of system has the capability of de-
stroying hard targets. These, of course,
include Minuteman silos. Otherwise, why
would they build a weapon system ca-
pable of delivering 25 megaton warheads
or three 5-megaton warheads at an
adversary?

What they would do, for retaliatory
purposes, would be to have a series of
missiles with a lower yield which would
more than take care of cities.

Mr, GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
understand. I thank the Senator from
Washington for explaining that. I have
one more question that the Senator did
not cover in his report.

Would I be correct in assuming that
at the same time the Soviets have been
very rapidly and dangerously improving
their offensive capability, they have also
made some extremely important im-
provements in their defensive capa-
bility ?

Mr, JACKSON. The Senator is correct.
They have been effective in developing
an ABM capability since about 1957,
when they first undertook to develop
such a system.

They started to deploy it, as I recall,
in the Leningrad area in about 1962.
They now have some 64 launchers in the
Moscow area.

In addition, and this is the significant
part, they are engaging in an active pro-
gram of research and development. They
are doing a lot of testing. It is quite clear
that they are in the process of develop-
ing a new generation of ABM’s.

I would add further that there is the
so-called Tallinn system. This system
was named for the capital of Estonia.

That system in the past has been con-
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sidered by some as having a potential
ABM capability. The majority view in
the past has been that it was capable of
intercepting only air breathers, mean-
ing, of course, primarily aireraft.

I think there is a serious question at
the present time as to whether this sys-
tem, which is deployed all over Russia
and is part of the largest defense system
the world has ever known, could indeed
have an ABM capability.

I believe there are those who feel quite
strongly about this. This view is becom-
ing more prevalent in the intelligence
community.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sena-
tor for yielding. In closing, I again thank
him not only as a Senator but also as an
American for making this brilliant dis-
closure on the floor today.

I hope that our colleagues who have
not been able to hear the Senator will
read his statement in the Recogrp. I can
assure them, being a student in this field
myself, that they cannot learn about this
matter quicker than by reading what the
Senator had to say. If they do read it, I
am confident that the vote will be over-
whelmingly in favor of it.

Mr, JACKSON, Mr. President, I thank
my colleague, the Senator from Arizona,
for his kind and generous remarks.

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

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I am
haéapy to yield to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I,
along with the Senator frem Arizona,
thoroughly appreciate the work that the
Senator from Washington has put into
his presentation. The presentation was
extremely fine, There are a couple of
points that I thought perhaps a colloguy
might further develop.

In the statement, the Senator ap-
proaches the S8-9 as a first-strike po-
tential. He refers to the SS-11 and the
SS-13 as retaliatory forces.

Is it not true, however, that the SS-11
has the capability of being used on hard-
site targets, Minuteman targets, as well
as the SS-9's?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.
Improved accuracy on the SS-11 would
make this a definite possibility.

Mr. DOMINICK. So, we are actually
facing not only an increase in the SS-9
production over what was estimated dur-
ing the debate of last year, but we are
facing an increase in the SS-11's, both as
estimated in regard to its range and also
in regard to its increased accuracy.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.
In the SS-11's, there have been increases
that have not been contemplated. The
same is true of the S8-13’s. This is in
addition to the new sites that have been
discovered that are referred to in my
remarks on the S5-9.

Mr. DOMINICEK. Mr. President, I have
been constantly struck, as I am sure the
Senator from Washington has been, by
the arguments of some of those who
have spoken in opposition to the ABM.
When we ask them what should be done
in the way of offsetting the increasing
threat from the Soviet Union or the Red
Chinese, almost inevitably, the answer
one gets is that, “We ought to increase
the number of Minutemen or increase
the number of Polaris submarines.”
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These are obviously offensive weapons. Is
that not correct?

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct.
I cannot think of anything more pro-
vocative than to exercise that option
at this point and proceed with offensive
systems when the other option of provid-
ing for an active defense is available.

Mr. DOMINICK. I think that really
we ought to make this point over and
over again. What we have been doing is
holding our strategic force relatively
stable for a large number of years, while
the Soviets in the face of that—and they
do know what we are doing, and we
might as well acknowledge that—have
rapidly increasec their offensive forces.
It has not done any good—as many of
the opponents of the ABM have argued—
to try to show the Soviets that we are
exercising good faith by not increasing
our offensive weapons. They are going
ahead anyway.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senafor is cor-
rect. Not only have they increased the
numbers, but the most disturbing aspect
of those numbers pertains to the yield
accuracy and MIRV potential of those
missiles.

They now have operational or under
construction over 1,450 to our 1,054.

The significant point that I want to
make very clear here is that the destruc-
tive capability of the 1,450 exceeds our
land-based capability by several fold.

This is the most disturbing aspect of
what they are doing.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
remember that the Senator from Wash-
ington and myself discussed this point
several years ago, saying that on a pro-
jection, this ecould happen. I remember
that many opponents of this system and
other strategic systems that we have béeen
considering say that it never would hap-
pen, that it could not happen, that we
would obviously be predominant in all
phases.

The Secretary of Defense indicated the
other day that by the middle of the 1970’s,
at the present rate of Soviet expansion
compared with our defense weaponry,
they would be superior to us in every sin-
gle phase of armament. Does the Senator
agree with that?

Does the Senator agree with that?

Mr. JACKSON. I do. I think that an
examination of the Soviet strategie forces
and what is going on in connection with
those strategic forces makes it very clear
to me; and as I said last year and before
that, the Soviets are determined not only
to offset our land-based deterrent, but
also they are determined to offset our
bomber capability, and our Polaris mis-
sile capability.

I think it is clear, as I have indicated
here, that they now exceed us in number
and megatonnage in land-based missiles.

It is clear if they continue to turn out
the Polaris-type submarines—the Y class
submarines with 16 missiles per boat, by
mid-1975 they will have more Polaris-
type boats than we, probably around 50.

I indicated that within the next 2
years they will have 24 to 30, and
they are turning out approximately 10
a year. So they will exceed our Polaris
capability.

In addition, as Admiral Rickover has
pointed out in one single year the Soviets
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turned out five highly sophisticated dif-
ferent type attack submarines. These are
attack submarines designed to nullify
our Polaris force at sea in the 1970's.

Then their Polaris force, of course,
makes it possible during the same time
frame—that is, 1974-75—to reach every
one of our SAC bomber bases. This
places in jeopardy our SAC bomber force.

‘When one looks at that picture, it is not
very encouraging. Therefore, one must
undertake every necessary step to make
sure that the American nuclear deter-
rent—sea-based, our manned bombers,
and our ICBM's—is credible to the
adversary,

Mr. DOMINICEK. I certainly appreciate
the comments of the Senator from
Washington and I hope the country does.

I saw in a recent news release, I be-
lieve it was yesterday or the day before,
that the Soviets have again started to
build their FOB—that is the fractional
orbit bombardment system—which uses
the S5-9 as a launcher, This is some-
thing we do not have at all in our arma-
ment, It could create a satellite system
over this country which, upen being trig-
gered, could launch a nuclear weapon
whieh, I understand, could strike within
3 minutes.

Mr, JACKSON. The Senator is correct.

Mr, DOMINICK. This is an extremely
dangerous type situation we face.

The other thing that bothers me is the
size of their attack submarine fleet,
which is very, very large, as I understand,
in comparison to what we have; and
which is the most efficient method they
have yet found of trying at least to track
our Polaris submarines; so if they get
good enough at that they could keep
track of where we are, even under water.

Mr, JACKSON, I think it is clear the
Soviet strategic effort is not confined to
offsetting our Minuteman land based
ICBM capability; they are going after all
three deterrents, including bombers and
sea-based forces.

Mr. DOMINICE. As I understand the
situation with which we are faced on the
floor, an amendment is pending or about
to be offered, and I am not sure, which
would cut out phase 2 as authorized by
the committee. Is that correct as to the
situation at the moment, as far as the
Senator knows?

Mr. JACKSON. I believe the amend-
ment has been offered and that it is the
pending business.

Mr. DOMINICK. I have not seen it and
I have not heard it thoroughly explained,
but if my recollection is correct, this
amendment would simply cut out some
$300 million authorization for phase II.
Is that correct, as far as the Senator
knows?

Mr, STENNIS. The amendment would
eliminate all funds for that part >f phase
ITI as reported by the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. DOMINICE. And yet what we are
talking about is the defense against this
continued growth of the Soviet threat,
and this year’s actual spending under
that authorization is estimated by the
Department of Defense as being some-
what under, as I recall it, $50 million.

Mr. JACKSON. I believe it is $40 mil-
lion,

Mr. DOMINICK. $40 million.
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Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. DOMINICEK. It would seem that
if we agreed to this amendment we
would certainly be gambling on the good
faith of the Soviet leaders which cer-
tainly has not been proven from past his-
tory, at least from my point of view,
and I would believe from the point of
view of the people in Czechoslovakia. I
believe they would agree with that assess-
ment also.

I thank the Senator. I think the Sen-
ator has done a masterful job in present-
ing the ABM case.

Mr. JACKSON. I thank my good friend
from Colorado for his excellent com-
ments and questions.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield
to the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, our com-
mittee is certainly indebted to the Sen-
ator from Washington, as is the entire
membership of the Senate and the en-
tire Congress, for his wonderful back-
ground of knowledge in connection with
this problem and the complications that
go with the entire matter, including his
detailed knowledge of the situation with
respect to the ABM system and more par-
ticularly, the one we are developing
now. I think the Senator made a splen-
did statement in presenting the data nee-
essary to get a grasp of the picture. An-
other thing that has been so well put
together have been the alternatives,
which make it as clear as a bell. I highly
commend the statement to every Mem-
ber of this body for reading and for
analysis.

I know the Senator’s statement will
reach not only the membership of this
body but a great number of the staff.

I think the facts about the Soviet in-
crease have been well put together and
well stated. It sticks out like a pointed
arrow with a warning signal on top of it.

I wish to address myself to a question
which comes up about what is left in the
bill and what it can be used for. I will
do this in the way of a question.

Included now in this $1.027 billion is
$365 million which the Senator from
Kentucky said the other day “would be
available for advance research and de-
velopment, for research and development
of a system specifically designated to
protect the Minuteman ICBM force.”

It is extremely important to under-
stand that the $365 million is required
for what we call “Safeguard.” Without
the $365 million for research and devel-
opment, the deployment at Grand Forks
and Malmstrom could not effectively take
place.

Is that a correct statement about the
facts?

Mr. JACKSON. This is definitely my
understanding, It is in direct support of
the phase I Safeguard.

Mr, STENNIS. Yes. It is in a different
account but it is just the same. As a prac-
tical matter it is for those two sites I
have mentioned at Malmstrom and
Grand Forks.

Mr. JACKSON. In any new weapons
system the first phase always includes
the ongoing R. & D. requirements as a
part of the initial system and it is car-




27436

ried that way in this account, as it has
heen in other weapens systems accounts.

Mr. STENNIS. I emphasize, too, that
the $365 million is a part of the funds
required to continue the deployment at
Grand Forks and Malmstrom. Contrary
to what the Senator from EKentucky in-
ferred, the funds would not be available
for research and development for a new
system, and that is my point. I call that
to the attention of the Senator from
Kentucky. We want to be sure we are
talking about the same thing. This $365
m'llion goes with the Safeguard and not
for any new system. That is my only
point.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Sensgtor yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. To follow the Senator s
able statement, the $365 million re-
quested includes the funds necessary fo
complete work-on the MSR. It includes
funds for fhe development of the PAR.
It ‘includes funds for the development
and tésting of the Sprint and Spartan
interceptors. It includes funds for the
software without which Safeguard could
not be built.

In sum, without these funds, Safe-
guard would be effectively dead. In other
words, the money eannot be used for any
other purpose than provided for in the
bill and as submitted by the administra-
tion, and that is in support of the two
sites the Senator from Mississippi men-
tioned earlier.

.~ In shorf, there is“no program under
which these additional funds could be
used for any other R. & D. effort.

I think there is a misunderstanding
here, and I think it ought to be clarified.

Mr. STENNIS. That is'the only reason
why I bring-it up, particularly at this
time, to make sure that we get together
on this $365 million. I agree that it is
for the purposes the ‘Senator has al-
ready indicated. It buys test targets for
the Spartan and Sprint missiles. It buys
Spartan and Sprint missiles for flight
testing. It pays for range documentation
for missile testing. This money is in the
bill for those purposes; and those pur-
poses alone, and will not be spent for
any other purpose.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President will the
Senator yield?

1. Mr. JACKSON. 1 yield. '

Mr. COOPER. I regret that I dlcl not
hear all of the distinguished Senator’s
speech, “but: I have :glanced: quickly
through a copy. I appreciate, as:do all of
us, his work in the Armed Services Com-
mittee for  our country and his: vast
knowledge in this field.

I would like to speak to the question
raised by the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STtenn1s) I start by saying, as I did
last year, that we appear to be talking
about-different types of systems to pro-
tect the missile bases. The Senator speaks
of Safeguard, and I speak of an advanced
antiballistic missile system. H

The Senator from Mississippi asked if
there 'was any way, other than on Safe-
guard, on which the $365 million could
be spent. As I understood the Senator
from Washington, he said “No.” I would
like to ask the Senator from Washington
and the Senator from’ Mississippi if in
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the hearings before Armed Service Com-~
mittee there was a discussion of what is
termed a “hard-point system.”

Mr. JACKSON. Yes, indeed.

Mr. COOPER. I have read the hearings
dealing with such a system and also the
very comprehensive hearings held by the
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representa-
tives, under the chairmanship of Mr.
Mason. I found on page 591, and fol-
lowing pages of the House report, the
section entitled “Hard Site Defense Sys-
tem.”

The point we are making and expect
to debate on this amendment is that the
$365 million for research and develop-
ment ought to be spent on a hard point
missile site defense system which would
protect missile sites. Last year we were
told by the Department of Defense, and
it was said again and again on the floor
of the Senate, that the system was ready
to deploy. The argument was made, “Let
us not wait; let us deploy this system to
protect our missile sites.” The truth of
the matter is that a year has passed and
there has been no deployment, and in
that time the Department of Defense, in-
c¢luding the Secretary of Defense, includ-
ing Assistant Secretary Johnson, who, I
understand, directs the program and Mr.
Gilstein; a scientist in the Department of
Defense, testified that the Safeguard
system would be inadequate to meet a
threat posed by the Soviet Union through
a growing deployment of the S5-9.

‘Is it not a fact that money in this bill
hé4s been set aside for work upon small
radars, for work upon smallér Sprints,
and upon & new system which is desig-
nated'a hard site defense system? '

Since 1ast yvear a great many of the
questions we raised are now agreed to
by the Department of Defense and by
the proponents of the bill.

The first argument for this system was
that as Sentinel it would protect people
and cities. Then the proposal came be-
fore us in a new guise, to protect against
missiles “launched “accidentally and
against the Chinese threat. Thé Armed
Services Committee has abandoned the
Chinese threat argument. Since last year
the Department of Defense has admitted
that the Safeguard system will not
protect our missile sites. It is spoken
of as a transition system., This testimony
is in the hearings.

There is $1 billion in this bill for. de-
ployment at the two sites, which our
amendment does not touch. Over $1 bil-
lion, including a carryover of $224 mil-
lion, was chligated last year. No ques-
tion of leadtime is involved. No question
of an ongeing Safeguard system remains.
Over $2 million has been made available
for the two sites in phase I.

What we ore arguing, as we argued last
year, is that if the SALT talks fail—and
I hope they will not fail—and the Soviets
continue to deploy the SS-9 system and
the pther systems mentioned, then, for
the security of this country.and for the
security of its people, it would be a mis-
take—it would be more than e mistake,
it would be a dereliction of our duty to
the people, to spend money on a system
which the Department of Deferse is say-
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ing will not work if the threat continues.
That is the argument we make.

This year we heard, in the Foreign Re-
lations Subecommittee chaired by the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. GORE), sci-
entist after scientist—some heard be-
fore the Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee; some before the House Committee
on  Appropriations—testified almost
unanimously, that this Safeguard system
will not work.

The Senators on the committee have
good information, and know that the sci-
entists gave many reasons why Safe-
guard would not work. For instance, with
one MSR covering a field, soft as it is,
it could be destroyed by one S8-11, elim-
inating protection for the entire field.

The Defense Department is engaging
in a program to develop small radars. It
has also been'stated that Safeguard mis-
siles exploding at greater heights than
advanced and smaller Sprints, which
could be detonated closer to the earth,
would not give as good protection and
these scientists also testified that thead-
vanced system would be a cheaper sys-
tem than Safeguard.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for a moment?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. JACKSON. Just for the purpose of
trying to clarify my understanding with
that of my good friend from Kentucky,
I have before'me the statement the Sen-
ator made at the time the amendment
was introduced. He said:

The sum of 365 milnon-—

Referring to the R. & D.—

would be avallable for advanced research
and development, for research and develop-
ment. of a_ system specifically deslgned to
protect the Minuteman ICBM force. Such a
*dedicated hard site system” has been advo-
cated by many distinguished weapons scien-
tists. gacoad 101

I think there is a misunderstanding
here, and maybe we can clarify it.

The $365 million, as we have it.in the
bill before us, is-for research and devel-
opment in support of Safeguard phase I.
This means that the $365 million is nec-
essary -to develop the system for the two
sites that have been authorized: Malm-
strom in Montana and Grand Forks, in
North Dakota.

We have looked into thm question of a
system of hard-site defense in some de-
tail, and I fully respect my good friend's
position on the need to set. into -this
subject.

;The Armed Services Comm!t.tee held
hea.rmgs on this subject when we were
going through the whole Safeguard pro-
gram for this year, and approved. $58
million requested by the administration
for:the purpose:of R. & D.on hard-site
defense,

The fact is that this program—the
hard-site defense program—is adequate-
ly funded. After the statement was made,
I wanted to be ecertain abcut the -ade-
quacy of these funds, so I contacted the
Department of Defense. ' The Defense
Department has informed me that it is
not certain whether the program in ques-
tion ean get organized soas to effectively
spend even the entire $58 million we have
approved in the committee for fiscal year
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1971. The addition of more funds would,
the department informs me, “pretty

much result in chaos.”

In short, Mr. President, there is no
program for hard-site defense under
which these additional funds can be used.
That is the judgment of the Department
of Defense, and that was our judgment,
I might say, when we held the hearings.

I wanted to make this statement be-
cause I think there is a misunderstanding
as to the purpose of that $365 million for
research and development,

When we start work on a new weapons
system, we always include, at the outset,
as a part of the initial system, funds car-
ried under research and development.
Then after that, it moves out of that
phase to include ongoing so-called series
production, which is no longer carried as
research and development.

I believe, in order to be helpful here,
that that is where the misunderstanding
may have originated. I did want, Mr.
President, to make very clear the mean-
ing of the $365 million in the budget.

I emphasize again that in addition to
that $365 million, there is $58 million
for hard-site defense research and de-
velopment. This is separate and apart
from the other amount, and appears in
the budget of the Advanced Ballistic Mis-
sile Defense Agency.

I thought my friend from Kentucky

would like to have that explanation. I
realize that the $3656 million carried as
research and development might have
been construed as being a flexible sum of
money that could be used for all aspects
of research and development in connec-
tion with missile defense. But the facts
are, as I'say, that the $365 million is &
specific research 'and 'development sup-
porting fund for Safeguard, for ‘the two
sites that I referred to earlier.

I hope that will be helpful to the
Senator.

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator mean
to say that that the funds ‘could not be
used for any research to improve the
original design of the Safeguard system
or to modify it in any way?

Mr. JACKSON. It can be-used 4o im-
prove: the components going:into those
two sites, MSR,; PAR, Sprint, Spartan,
data processing and software and testing
and evaluation; but it is not an experi-
mental research and development pro-
gram for hard point defense

- Because this hard-site:defense is miore
in the area of the unknown, we delib-
erately put it in a-separate category.
Those funds are to be found in connec~
tion with the $58 million that I referred
to earlier.

I want to say to my good irlend—_and'

I know how frugal he is on these mat-

ters—that the Department has assured

us -that they may not be able to spend
that entire $58 ‘million, let alone. $365
million, more for this purpose. :

Mr. STENNIS; In context with that.
point, Mr. President, will the Senat.or
yield to me?

Mr. JACKSON. I yield.

Mr, STENNIS. The $58 million to
which the Senator refers, as a matter of
fact, is over in the research and devel-

opment account, and not connected with,

procurement, as the bill is kept. It is in
pure research and development, and for
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advanced work beyond the Safeguard
concept; is that not correct?

Mr. JACKSON. The $58 million is for
the Army Advanced Ballistic Missile
Defense Agency.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. And that is separate
and apart from the $365 million that is
for research and development in support
of the components going into those two
sites, one in Montana and one in North
Dakota.

Mr. STENNIS. If I may make this
statement—and I think this is carefully
put together—the major share of the
$365 million is for the testing and eval-
uation phase of the Safeguard develop-
ment. This is the part that shows the
system will work, which confirms that
Safeguard will do the job that it is in-
tended to carry out. Although it is in
R. & D., it is really development.

Mr. JACKSON. Let me be as clear and
direct as possible: if we take the $365
million and divert it from Safeguard
R. & D, to “advanced” R. & D., phase 1
is dead.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. JACKSON. I mean it is dead, pe-
riod; we have killed the technology, in-
cluding the sites in Montana and North
Dakota. I cannot think of a more sim-
ple explanation of what would happen if
that $365 million were to be used for “a
dedicated hard-site system.”

Mr. STENNIS. I will agree that that is
correct, It kills it dead, if you take out
the $365 million, as I understand it.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is correct,
absolutely. It means that the phase 1
program for Monta.na. and North Dakota
cannot go forward.

We.do haye the funds in the bill for
hardsite R. & D., and I commend the Sen-
ator from Kentucky for raising this point
about the need for research and develop-
ment on a hard-peint defense. I simply
thought it was essential that Senators
understand what would happen if the
$365 million were singled out for the
purpose of hard-point defense.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish to
respond briefly.

I say, with the greatest respect, to the
Senator from Washington (Mr, JACK-
soN) and the Senafor from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS), and also the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. DoMinick), that I

know that they have served long upon

the Armed Services Committee, they
have access to very-detailed information
and are dedicated to their work. But I
must say that, after 3 years of misinfor-
mation from the Department of De-
fense and two administrations about the
purpose of Safeguard and its mission,
we should look very carefully at what'is
being offered now. I believe it only natu-
ral that the Senate members of the
Armed Services Committee would begin
to question very eclosely statements re-
garding the purpose ‘and the eﬂective-
ness of this system.

I said earlier—and' the Senator is
aware’ of this—that the anti-ballistic-
missile system was first offered ‘to Con-
gress and to the American people as an
area defense systém to protect the peo-
ple. Nothing pulls at' one's heart more
than such a claim, Two years ago it was
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the burden of the argument for the Sen-
tinel. It was argued that it would save
5,000 or 10,000 or more Americans. And
who can argue with that? But we knew
it would not provide such protection.

Then Secretary McNamara came to
Congress with a modified Sentinei. Tt
was to protect our Minuteman missiles
sites. It was to protect against the
Chinese threat. It was to protect against
an accidental launch. How the Senate
argued the necessary protection of the
people of this country against the Chi-
nese threat. The committee has dropped
the argument of Chinese threat.

Now we are approached as last year
with the argument that Safeguard is
hard site, hard point missile defense.
Last year the Department of Defense
would not budge from its position that
this was ready and an adequate defense,
and we could not delay any' longer.

But even last year the Department of
Defense was beginning to work on alter-
natives on an advanced system con-
tradicting what was said last year. $158
million is made available for an ad-
vanced system ,is it not?

Mr. JACKSON, It is $58 million.

Mr. COOPER. For special hard point
defense.

I should like to read from the hearings
of the House Committee on Appropria-
tions. I will place the enfire exchange
in the Recorp, because I do not want
to quote the chairman of the commit-
tee, Mr. Mahon, out of context. I do not
know what his views are about this Safe-
guard system, and it would be unfair for
me to quote him out of context. This is
the question Mr. Maumon asked of Dr.
Gilstein ‘of the Department of Defense
on page 160 of the hearing record:

It generally has been agreed that Safe-
guard was not, as now conceived, really ade-
quate to defend Minuteman against a Soviet
attack that might come with just the num-
bers of weapons they have today. So, what
threat are you talking about over and above
the one the Secretary of Defense has been
discussing?

Dr. GustEly. We are talking about the
growth threat that goes beyond the
time frame. This involves &' possible CAITY~
ing of reentry vehicles per booster of
the SS-0 class rather than three per booster
as they are now showing in their R, & D.
phase, .

"Now I refer to Mr. Johnson, Assistant
Secretary of the Army, on page 161. He
was asked the question by Mr. WyMaN:

What s wrong with it?

.. He is talking about Ba.feg'uard

Mr. Johnson replied:

The deeigion to deploy it would be a func=
tion of the growing threat. The decision to.
develop it is associated with 'the fact that it
is very clear that, should he choose to de-
velop the multiple warhead approach and 1o
upgrade ‘the accuracy of his 55-11 sq they
now become silo attackers, should he choose
to do that, then it is clear you will need 1t. It
would be imappropriate to wait to have the
development ready until you see him doing
that. 80, the declision to proceed with the
development is that it 1s a rather straight-
forward attack that he could provide if he
developed along the lines of the multiple ve-
hicles and the upgraded SS-11's. Therefore,
the development, we feel, should proceed.
The deployment decision then depends upon
your'intelligence in the ouf years.
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Of course, so long as all the money is
put into the development of Safeguard
components, which witnesses say is in-
adequate to defend our ICBM missile
sites, money will not be available for the
development of a hard point system
which even Department of Defense of-
ficials say is necessary if SS-9 is con-
tinued to be deployed. It may be argued
that time will be lost in the development
of our advanced system. I should like to
read what Dr. Gilstein said about this.
On page 162 he was asked this question:

Is it more or less in the scientist’s mind at
the present time?

Dr, GuusTEIN. It is more than that. It is in
operating condition In various facilities. The
data processors exist. The software for the
processors is being written. The processes
are starting to be demonstrated. The tech-
nology for much of the radars, the phased
array antennas, the crossfield antenna tubes,
modulators, and so on, also exist as com-
ponents. They exlst in full scale right now
and have been demonstrated. An integrated
radar has not been made.

At another point in the hearing—un-
fortunately, I cannot put my hand on it
at this time, but I will supply it for the
REcorD—a witness was asked whether
there would be any significant time he-
tween the deployment of Safeguard, as
it has been described for us last year and
this year, and an advanced system; and
the answer was there would be no sig-
nificant time. I will insert the colloguy in
the RECORD.

My point is this: The Senator is con-
cerned about the continued deployment
of 88-9 and other weapons systems, and
I am, and I think all of are who have
heard the testimony on this subject.
Suppose the SALT talks fail and
deployment continues? Shall we end up
with a system which leading scientists
say will not be able to protect missiles?
We are arguing that whatever money is
in the bill for research and development
should go on improvements in the Safe-
guard system, whatever they may be.
My judgment is that the Department of
Defense has made the decision to move
away from Safeguard to an advanced
system, but it is not frank enough to say
the decision is made.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, first, let
me see if I can clarify one or two things.
There is nothing new about research and
development in  connection with hard
point defense. It dates back almost a
decade to the first studies and research in
1961. I have a complete list here of the
effort up to date. I think there are some
61 studies and contracts concerned with
hard point defense, going back to &an
ARPA study in 1961. This is only a partial
list of the programs on the subject ini-
tiated within the Department of Defense
since 1961. i

The point of the discussion my good
friend from Kentucky referred to is that
the necessity of deploying a hard site
defense is tied to what the Soviets do.
Obviously, if the Soviet threat exceeds
the capability of Safeguard, then the
need to take additional steps to protect
the deterrent, of course, will be essen-
tial. One such step. might be to augment
Safeguard at the proposed four sites.
Another might be to supplement it by
adding on to Safeguard a. dedicated
hard-site system.
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What we are doing here is trying to
deal with the current situation, the
known situation. I do not know what the
Soviets will do. I am sure, looking into
the future, that if they go ahead and ex-
pand on a very large scale, there may be
a need to go beyond, possibly, an active
defense, and we may well have to take
steps to add to our offensive capability.

What we are frying to do here is,
No. 1, to protect the credibility of the
American deterrent, to protect the secu-
rity of the United States, and to give to
the President a steady hand in nego-
tiating for arms limitation with the
Soviets,

Now, if these things fail, then we have
to take whatever steps beyond that which
are necessary to protect the security of
this country.

I am only suggesting here that there
are options available. We are now im-
plementing one option., All of these
things are relative. As we look ahead,
we may have to take and exercise addi-
tional options, depending entirely on
what the Soviet threat turns out to be.

My good friend from EKentucky knows
that a year ago in debate, both in the
open and closed sessions, the general
feeling was, on the part of many Sena-
tors, that the growth of the SS-9 threat,
at least, would taper off or stop.

We now know that, of course, even
during the period of the SALT talks,
even in the midst of the Vienna talks on
SALT, the Soviets were then and there
starting new SS-9 sites.

These are disturbing facts, which seem
to me to have a direct bearing on what
we do here in connection with the ABM.

I did wish to emphasize that the hard
point approach, the hard point research
and development effort, is not new and
that it has been going on all these years.
It has to be geared to the ongoing threat.
We hope that threat will come to an
end with some kind of understanding in
Vienna or Helsinki.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, has the
rule of germaneness expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ScHWEIKER), The Chair would inform
the Senator from Wpyoming that the
rule of germaneness has expired and the
Senator is recognized.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Chair.

MR. JOHNSON, VETERANS' ADMIN-
ISTRATION ADMINISTRATOR

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I have
read with interest the remarks on the
floor yesterday regarding a speech made
by the Veterans’ Administration Admin-
istrator, Mr. Donald Johnson,

Without discussing the merits of the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment or Mr,
Johnson’s reaction to it, let me say I hope
I did not read between the lines of the
REecorp an implied threat that Mr. John-
son will be given a hard time when next
he appears before a congressional com-
mittee on behalf of the veterans.

I am sure we can all agree that the
McGovern-Hatfield amendment and the
welfare of America’s living veterans of
all wars are two different matters.
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I am confident that no Senator would
let his anger at Mr. Johnson affect his
feeling for the welfare of those who have
so nobly defended our country’s inter-
ests in Vietnam, Korea, and throughout
the world.

REDUCTION OF AIR POLLUTANTS
FROM EXHAUSTS OF AUTOMO-
BILE ENGINES

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, last week,
I witnessed here in Washington a demon-
stration of a simple but highly efficient
method for bringing about the reduction
of air pollutants coming from the ex-
haust of automobile engines.

Atlantic Richfield Co., one of the coun-
try’s leading petroleum-energy firms, in-
vited me to a speeial showing of & system
developed to help individual motorists
contribute to the reduction of a major
source of air contamination in our con-
gested cities.

This progressive company is making
a positive contribution in the direction
of cleaning the air we breathe before we
are no longer able to breathe it and, in
my judgment, is to be highly commended.

On C Street;, just outside the New
Senate Office Building, I saw skilled
technicians, in less than 10 minutes, di-
agnose the volume of certain air con-
taminants coming from the exhaust pipe
of a car and recommend simple, rela-
tively inexpensive corrective measures.

Atlantic Richfield has invested more
than $1 million in this program, assem-
bling its “Clean Air Caravan'—a fleet of
vehicles equipped with sophisticated ex-
haust analysis systems, and manned by
competent personnel. Units from the
“Clean Air Caravan" have been made
available to provide the motoring public
with exhaust emission analysis—as a
public service, at no charge—in such
metropolitan areas as Los Angeles, Chi-
cago, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, Sacra-
mento, Dallas, District of Columbia sub=
urbs, and have been scheduled for a
number of other cities within the next
couple of weeks.

Sinee June 15, when this system was
introduced in Los Angeles, more than 20,-
000 drivers around the country have had
their cars tested. I am told that the reac-
tion of motorists to this service has been
very enthusiastic. There is no doubt in
my mind that this enthusiasm is sparked
by Atlantic Richfield’s sincere, noncom-
mercial operation of the “Clean Air Cara-
van.” When a driver receives an account
on the eondition of his car with advice
for improving it, there is no effort made
to promote the company’s products, ac-
cording to reports.

The analysis hardware for this oper-
ation consists of a group of infrared and
electrical sensing units that quickly
measure carbon monoxide and unburned
hydrocarbon emissions at idle and nor-
mal engine operating speeds, and a pol-
lution control valve testing system.

Sun Electric Corp., Chicago, manufac-
turer of electronic automotive testing
equipment, is the developer of the ex-
haust emission tester.

The hydrocarbon and carbon mon-
oxide analysis processes were developed
through an intensive effort between
Atlantic Richfield and Sun Electric.
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The analysis procedure is relatively
simple: While the car engine is running,
a metal guide is inserted into the exhaust
tailpipe, a unit for electrically measur-
ing engine speed is clamped onto a spark
plug wire, and another device is attached
to the engine oil filter opening. All of
these lead to the analysis equipment.
Panel instrumentation measures hydro-
carbon parts per million and percentage
of carbon monoxide in the exhaust, en-
gine rp.m. and pressure level of the
crankcase ventilation system.

From the instrumentation readings,
trained service personnel can determine
the existence of such discrepancies as an
improper air/fuel mixture, dirty air filter
or a plugged pollution control system—
all contributors to exhaust pollutants
through inefficient fuel combustion and
all usually easily corrected by simple ad-
justment or part replacement.

A fouled spark plug and broken spark
plug wires are other malfunctions that
can often be detected through the sys-
tem.

It is important to recognize that the
procedure I have been talking about
gives each motorist a share of the credit
for environmental gains accomplished.
The technicians can analyze and advise
on corrective measures, but the actual
cleanup of pollutants is accomplished by
each motorist taking prompt action as
advised. Naturally, the cars in most need
of improvement will show the greatest
gains,

Let me quote one top Atlantic Rich-
fleld executive:

The “Clean Air Caravan™ is a result of re-
cent research activity, but Atlantic Rich-
field early recognized the need for control-
ling exhaust pollutants. In 1960, an exten-
sive program was initiated to control nitro-
gen oxide emissions using an exhaust gas
recirculation technique.

These activities reflect our company's con-
cern for the solution of pOl‘.l'I.lt.lOD. pmblams-—-
not only in the air we breathe but also in
water and in our visual environment.

We also consider that individual citizens
have a share in environmental responsibil-
ity. The “Clean Air Caravan” helps each
motorist make a meaningful response to the
pollution challenge by correcting problems in
his own car.

Atlantic Richfield Co. is to be con-
gratulated for its progressive, public-
minded policies in this major effort to-
ward cleaner air. In my opinion, this is
an excellent example of the cooperation
between government and industry that
is necessary to overcome many of the
problems facing us in the United States
today.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 18260) to au-
thorize the U.S. Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare to establish edu-
cational programs to encourage under-
standing of policies and support of activ-
ities designed to preserve and enhance
environmental quality and maintain
ecological balance, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.
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HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 18260) to authorize the
U.S. Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to establish educational pro-
grams to encourage understanding of
policies and support of activities de-
signed to preserve and enhance environ-
mental quality and maintain ecological
balance, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE-
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 17123) to au-
thorize appropriations during the fiscal
year 1971 for procurement of aircraft,
missiles, naval vessels, and tracked com-
bat vehicles, and other weapons, and re-
search, development, test, and evalua-
tion for the Armed Forces, and to pre-
sceribe the authorized personnel strength
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest 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. HART. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

The Senator from Michigan is rec-
ognized.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we are in a
sense resuming a debate that is not new
to this Chamber, the debate on the de-
ployment of the Safeguard antiballistic
missiles.

While the system we debate today is
the same as the system the Senate au-
thorized by a one-vote margin last Au-
gust, events or a lack of events have
changed, to some degree, the emphasis
of the debate.

Yesterday, Senator Coorer and I in-
troduced an amendment dealing with
Safeguard. That amendment was co-
sponsored by Senators CaAsg, BROOKE,
Burpick, CHURcCH, CRANSTON, EAGLETON,
GoODELL, GRAVEL, HaARRIS, HARTKE, HAT-
FIELD, INOUYE, JaviTs, KENNEDY, MANS~
FIELD, McCarTHY, MCGOVERN, MATHIAS,
MoNDpALE, MUSKIE, NELSON, PELL, PrROX-
MIRE, SAXBE, SCHWEIKER, TYDINGS, YAR-
BOROUGH, and Younc of Ohio.

In order to spell out the effect and
meaning of that Safeguard amendment,
I will briefly outline what the amend-
ment does and then cite events of last
year which affect this debate.

The administration requested $1,359
billion to continue deployment at Grand
Forks, N. Dak., and Malmstrom, Mont.,
the sites approved last year; to purchase
additional Sprint missiles for those sites;
to begin site preparation at Whiteman
Air Force Base, Mo., and at Warren Air
Force Base, Wyo.; and fo begin prepara-
tions at four additional sites which the
Pentagon admitted would be part of a
thin area defense. ’
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The Senate Armed Services Commit-
tee reduced that request $10 million by
striking the authorization for the four
sites officially dedicated to an area de-
fense.

Our amendment would reduce the au-
tho ization by an additional $322 million,
strik'ng all funds for the Missouri and
Wyoming sites, but leaving authorization
to continue deployment at Grand Forks
and Malmstrom and to add Sprint mis-
siles at those sites.

Our amendment then would authorize
an expenditure of $1.027 billion, or about
$332 million less than requested by the
administration.

The amendment was drawn with cer-
tain recent events in mind.

Despite last year’s argument that de-
ployment was needed at Grand Forks
and Malmstrom to work out bugs in the
system, Congress is asked to expand the
system with little or no work having been
accomplished at those sites.

Last year, despite the contention of
Safeguard opponents that the system
was not likely to work, and if it did, that
it could be easily overcome, supporters of
Safeguard urged approval because it
was “the best we have.” This year, Penta~
gon officials admit that the system can
be overwhelmed, and want additional
funds to develop new radars and to pur-
chase additional interceptor missiles.

Last year, arms limitation talks—
SALT—were a hope. This year, the talks
are in progress and a worthwhile agree-
ment is the hope.

Last year, we were told that we needed
authority to deploy two Safeguard sites
as a bargaining chip for SALT, This year,
we are told we need additional Safeguard
sites as bargaining chips.

Against this background, Senator
CoorEer and I do not consider this amend-
ment so much a compromise as & ra-
tional, modest but important effort to
help stem the ever escalating arms race
and, specifically, to stop the momentum
of this particular weapons system.

To those who believe we should seek
to strike all money except for research
and development, let me emphasize that
a vote for this amendment in no way
endorses what we opposed last year.

Rather, we are addressing ourselves to
the critical questions of stopping the mo-
mentum of a weapons system which, if
fully developed, could cost—and you can
almost name your favorite big figure—
as much as $50 billion, and of stopping
the momentum of an arms race, which,
with each new escalation, decreases
rather than increases the national se-
curity.

To those who say that increased costs
resulting from any delay in moving ahead
with what has been called phase II of
Safeguard will offset any immediate sav-
ings, we reply that an ultimate expendi-
ture of $50 billion and deployment of a
weapons system which could push the
arms race to the ultimate destruction of
the world should not be decided on
whether a savings of $300 million may
or may not evaporate.

And to those who wish to push that
argument, remember that the same could
be sald for pennywise-pound-foolish
reductions in expenditures for urban re-
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newal, mental health, hospitals, and ed-
ucation.

Mr, President, before turning to spe-
cific questions about our amendment, I
think it might be helpful if we try to
define exactly what we are debating.

In rejecting the Pentagon’s proposal
for Safeguard sites dedicated to an area
defense, the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee said:

The committee affirms its conviction that
there is no compelling need to move now to
the deployment of an area defense of our
population against Chinese Communist ICBM
attack,

Mr. President, I agree with that con-
clusion.

However, as shall be developed later,
I do not agree with the contention of the
committee that the sites at Malmstrom,
Grand Forks, Whiteman, and Warren
can be considered solely or even chiefly
as devoted to the defense of deterrent.

For the sake of clarity then, we should
not use interchangeably, as the commit-
tee report appears to do, the terms “Safe-
guard” and “defense of deterrent.”

The ‘question at hand is neither
whether we may need at some time in the
future a hard-point defense of our de-
terrent, nor, as indicated in the commit-
tee report, “unilateral termination of the
Safeguard program.”

Rather, as T indicated previously, we
are debating eritical ‘questions of mo-
mentum,

In a world increasingly threatened by
nuclear extinction with each new round
of the arms race, does the ‘Senate wish
to take a small step to slow the momen-
tum of a race to oblivion?

In a nation which must do more to
fight pollution and poverty, which must
do more to improve its delivery of health
care, to fight crime, to build housing, does
the Senate wish to take a small step to
slow the momentum of a weapons system
of doubtful reliability and at best of mar-
ginal need which, if fully deployed, could
cost as much as $50 billion?

The Senate can take those steps by
voting for our amendment to stop deploy-
ment of phase II of Safeguard.

And the Senate can vote yes on the
amendment if it answers these two ques-
tions in the negative:

First. Is phase II of Safeguard vital
to the success of SALT?

Second. Is phase IT of Safeguard vital
to the national security?
order ‘

SAFEGUARD AND THE ARMS HACE

Mr. President, a discussion of the re-
lation of Safeguard to the arms race
can be divided into two parts.

First, does the United States need to
expand the Safeguard system ' to
strengthen chances of securing an arms
control agreement which promises a real
limitation on arms development and de-
ployment? :

And second, does deployment of Safe-
guard affect the arms race?

Mr. President, history does not.indi-
cate that the policy of arming to disarm
holds much promise. To the contrary, the
arms -limifation agreements. we have
reached with the Soviet Union have been
preceded by the absence of such a policy.

Let me deal with those questions in
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Those conclusions are not mine alone,
but are based on research developed by
Adrian 8. Fisher, dean of the George-
town University Law Center and former
Deputy Director of the U.S. Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency.

In June of 1946, the United States, with
a monopoly on nuclear weapons, at-
tempted to negotiate the Baruch plan.
The plan would have established inter-
national control of the production, de-
velopment and use of nuclear material.

Based on the reasoning that we should
expand Safeguard to win concessions at
SALT, it would appear that our over-
whelming strength in 1946 would have
put pressure on the Soviet Union to ac-
cept our proposal.

Of course, the opposite happened.
Fearful that the United States intended
to relegate Russia to a second-class pow-
er, Moscow declined to agree and began
an intensive effort to eatech up in the
nuclear arms race.

In 1957 after the launching of Sputnik,
Moscow, dealing from a position of
strength, sought an agreement limiting
strategic nuclear delivery systems.

Based on the reasoning that we should
expand Safeguard to win concessions at
SALT, it would appear as if the Rus-
sians’ overwhelming strength in 1957
would have pressured us into accepting
their proposal. :

Of course, the opposite happened.
Fearful that we might be relegated to a
second-class power, we declined to agree
and began an intensive effort to catch
up in the race for nuclear delivery
systems.

However, when President Eisenhower
sought a freaty to maintain the Antare-
tic a nuclear-free zone; he did not em-
bark and this Nation did not embark on
a program to deploy nuclear weapons
in the Antarctic.

And today we have an agreement not
to place nuclear weapons in the
Antarctie.

When President Kennedy sought a
treaty banning atmospheric testing of
nuclear weapons, he did not embark and
this Nation did not embark on an accel-
erated program of atmospheric testing.
To the contrary, he announced that not
only would the United States suspend
all such testing so long as other nations
did not test, but he promised that this
Nation would not be the first to Tesume
testing.

Under the argument that we should ex-
pand Safeguard, that stdtement should
not have been made, but today we have
an agreement controlling atmospheric
testing of nuclear devices.

When "President Johnson. sought a

treaty to control the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons, he did not launch and

this Nation did not launch a program to
give nuclear arms to other countries.

Tothe contrary, the U.S. Senate, under
the leadership of Senator PASTORE, helped
create the atmosphere  which. resulted
in the signing of a nonproliferation
agreement., . :

During the négo't.{atldns. Moswv& ex-.

pressed concern that under one guise or
another, the United States might seek to
transfer nuclear weapons to West Ger-
many.
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The Pastore resolution commended the
President's efforts to negotiate a non-
proliferation treaty. The wording of that
resolution, combined with its legislative
history, and the expressions of the Sena~
tor from Rhode Island in the course of
the hearings helped convince Moscow
that we had no intention of transferring
nuclear arms to West Germany.

Under the reasoning that we should
expand Safeguard, that resolution should
not have been passed; the proper course
would have been to amend the Atomic
Energy Act to permit the transfer of nu-
clear weapons to other countries. But to-
day, because of our restraint at the time,
we have a nonproliferation treaty. T

Mr, President; on April 9 of this year
the Senate passed, by a .vote of 72 to 6,
a resolution urging the President fo seek
an immediate suspension by the United
States and the Soviet Union *“of all of-
fensive and defensive nuclear strategic
weapons systems.”

Mr, President, the Senate should sup-
port rather than undercut the intent of
that resolution, a resolution in keeping
with actions taken in the past which
have helped lead to arms limitation
agreements. :

Mr. President, we can support the in-
tent of that resolution, we can remain
consistent with its expression of a desire
to halt the arms race by voting against
deployment of phase IT of Safeguard.

In doing that, we leave the President
with a formidable bargaining chip he
says he needs—the sites at Grand Forks
and Malmstrom—but we make clear to
the world that we are not anxious to
esgalate the arms race.

In that way the Senate would be act-
ing in a responsible way to help slow the
momentum of that race to oblivion.

To those who fear that an expression
of a desire to end the arms race might
be interpreted as a sign of weakness, I say
that Moscow knows the big bargaining
chip is not found in partial deployment of
a system of doubtful reliability, but is
found in the uncontested authorization
request for research and development on
a more effective defensive system and in
the awareness that if SALT fails, such a
system will undoubtedly be installed.

Those who contend that deployment of
Safeguard as proposed by the Senate
Armed Services Committee is not pr~-
vocative and will not escalate the arms
race cannot have it both ways.

Either Safeguard is provocative and a
bargaining chip, or it is not provocative
and is not a bargaining chip.

If Safeguard is not provocative, even
supporters of phase II of Safeguard must
admit that thé argument that phase II
is needed as a bargaining ‘chip does not
hold water. -

If Safeguard is provocative, then sup-
porters of phase II must admit deploy-
ment threatens to escalate the arms race,
and must weigh that danger against
what history tells about the value of
arming to disarm.

It seems to me that Safeguard is pro-
vocative. Let me explain.

The national security of this country
and of the Soviet Union is built on the
ability of the nuclear deterrent of each
nation to inflict an unacceptable amount
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of damage on the other even after being
subjected to attack.

Any weapons system that downgrades
the effectiveness of one nation’s deterrent
upsets the balance and forces that nation
to develop -a new weapon to restore the
balance.

An area defense system which is de-
signed to protect cities ecould, if it worked,
downgrade the deterrent value of exist-
ing weapons.

For that reason, while a hardpoint de~
fense of deterrent missiles may not esca-
late the arms race, deployment of an area
defense will.

The Senate Armed Services Committee
contends  that by eliminating the four
sites designated for area defense, it has
made clear that Safeguard is for defense
of the deterrent.

Unfortunately, words in a committee

report do not change the fact that Safe-
guard components were originally de-
signed to provide area defense.
_ Unfortunately, the words of the com-
mittee report do not change the testi-
mony of Pentagon witness after Pentagon
witness that the sites at Warren and
Whiteman, as well as the sites at Grand
Forks and Malstrom, can be building
blocks for an area defense.

The Pentagon made gquite clear its
intentions for Safeguard when, in re-
sponse to a question submitted by the
Armed Services Committee, it wrote:

In one sense, we have already started the
area defense at the two sites authorized last
year for Phase I because those two sites con-
tribute to all the objectives the Safeguard
system, if fully deployed, would meet. They
would protect not only Minuteman but they
also form an integral part of the area defense
of the entire country. (Page 289, Authoriza-
tion for Military Procurement, Research and
Development, Fiscal Year 1971, Hearing be-
fore Senate Armed Services Committee)

I submit that the strategic planners in
Moscow have every reason to accept the
position stressed over and over again by
ranking Pentagon officials,

Dr. W. K. H. Panofsky, Director of the
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center, put
the situation well when he submitted this
statement to the Senate Armed Services
Committee:

I disagree with the statement that “Safe=
guard poses no threat to the Soviet deter-
rence.” I that Phase I and Phase II-A
of Safeguard clearly do little to “protect the
population.” Howeéver, the announced policy
of covering the country with an anti-Chinese
ABM designed to'avold damage if at all pos-
Blble, signals an intent ' to go further. Just
the fact that Safeguard is poorly designed for
its announced objective of defending the de-
terrent, and the policy of an anti-Chinese
“yirtually infallible” defense emphasizes to
the USSR that retaining the option of ex-
pansion to a thick city defense is an impor-
tant ingredient of the Safeguard decision.

Also, most of the pro-ABM public witnesses
have made it unmistakably clear that they
view the entering wedge role of Safeguard
toward ‘a city ‘defense against the USSR as
its most important function, the Presldent’s
statements notwithstanding. (Page 2320, Au~
thorization for Military Procurement, Re-
search and Development, Fiseal Year 1071,
Hearing before Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee)

And to use the words of Defense Secre~
tary Laird:
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The fundamental driving force in an arms
race 1s what one country perceives as possible

objectives of another country's actions. (As-
soclated Press luncheon, New York City, April
20, 1970.)

Secretary Laird and his assistants have
spelled out in great detail the possible
objectives of deploying Safeguard, and
those possible objectives would clearly
escalate the arms race.

BAFEGUARD AND THE NATIONAL SECURITY

Mr. President, it has been said that the
question of going ahead with phase II of
Safeguard is a policy question as to
whether we should pursue the weapon
which offers the greatest prospect of pro-
tecting our land-based ICBM deterrent
force.

I do not agree, for posed in that way,
the questions of whether our total de-
terrent is endangered and whether Safe~
guard will provide any real protection
are ignored.

If, ' indeed, our total deterrent were
threatened, and if indeed Safeguard
would provide significant protection, one
would have to weigh the efféct of deploy-
ment of phase I on the arms race against
the extent of the threat to our national
security.

But neither or those contingencies is
corréect.

Let us assume that phase I and phase
IT of Safeguard work and are fully de-
ployed. A chart prepared from public
information by Dr. Panofsky and printed
on page 2222 of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee hearing on th.is bill, shows
the following:

If Moscow limits itself to producing
S55-9 missiles at its present rate, our
present ICBM land-based deterrent
would be threatened at the start of the
next decade. At that point in time, Safe-
guard would provide some protection, but
by eontinuing production of S8-9's, Mos-
cow ‘shortly would have enough missiles
to overwhelm Safeguard.

If the Russians increase the rate of
production, or improve the accuracy of
the SS-9, or go to MIRV's, all of which
they would be most likely to do if they
were intent on going for a first-strike
eapability, they would have the capacity
to overwhelm Safeguard before it is de-
ployed by mid-decade.

If a SALT agreement results in a level-
ing “of missile deployment, then Safe-
guard will not be needed.

In other words, for upwards of $12
billion we will be purchasing a defense
system which will be effective only if the
Soviet Union follows a very narrow range
of options, and even then, only for a very
short time.

This fact was in essence admitted by
several Pentagon witnesses when they
testified in support of authorizations
needed fo finance research on more ef-
fective ways to protect our land-based
deterrent.

Let me cite just three examples from
testimony given the Senate Armed Serv-
tces Committee.

Dr. John S. Foster, Jr., Director of De-
fense Research Engineering, made the
following statement:

Mr. Chairman, it is true that a level of
offense can be obtained that will overwhelm
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any defense. Secretary, Lalrd and others of
us in the testimony have sald that the Soviet

offensive force could grow to the point where
the Safeguard Phase II deployment level
could be overwhelmed.

To guard against that possibility, we have
initiated in the fiscal year 1871 program the
development of a smaller and less costly
radar to provide point defense for the Min-
uteman fields.,

Should the threat continue to grow, we
would have the opportunity to deploy these
smaller radars in larger numbers than the
MSR's, so that they could cope with a sig-
nificantly increased threat.

Lt. Gen. A. W, Betts, Chief of Research
and Development, said:

The reason that we. have a conslderable
increase this year (in research funds) is that
a decislon has been made that we should
protect our options for the future possibilitv
that' the Soviet threat to Minuteman will
continue to advance beyond that which could
be handled by the Safeguard system, and in
the event: that it does, and the declsion is
made that we need to put a hard site de-
fense of a greater capability in the Minute-
man flelds than we now have as we plan
Safeguard, then we would want the tech-
nology-that is represented by these develop-
ments. (Page 815, Authorization for Military
Procurement, Research -and Development,
Fiscal Year 1971, Hearing before Senate
Armed Bervices Committee).

The third witness, Secretary of the Air
Force Robert C. Seamans, Jr., said:

If the Soviets continue to increase the
threat, it may prove more cost effective to
rely upon a broader mix of defensive meas-
ures—close-in hard point defense, harden=
ing, and multibasing, as examples. (Page
908, Authorization for Military Procurement,
Research, and Development, Fiscal Year 1971,
Hearing before Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee)

Now let me turn to the question of
whether our total deterrent is in danger.

Our deterrent rests with ICBM Min-
uteman missiles, nticlear submarines,
strategic bombers, and a vast array of
tactical nuclear weapons located abroad.

Only if all of these deterrents are en-
dangered, and only if all of them can
be wiped out simultaneously, can a strong
case be made for the need to defend our
Minutemen.

That case has not been made and, T
suspect, cannot be made.

But even if one fears that the impos-
sible can happen, and even If one be-
lieves that we should spend $12 billion
for a defense which can only be effective
if the Russians refuse to exercise any of
several options, and then only for a short
time, one must still answer the very se-
rious technical objections raised against
Safeguard.

In brief, there are a large body of sci-
entists and technicians who believe that
the computer which will direct Safe-
guard missiles cannot work with the re-
liability required to provide a credible
defense.

There is considerable doubt within the
scientific community, acknowledged by
the Pentagon, that the system will sig-
nificantly increase our defense posture
because the radar which directs the
Safeguard missiles -is easler to destroy
than the Minuteman missiles Safeguard
is supposed to protect.




27442

Finally, persons experienced with de-
veloping sophisticated weapons systems
point out that such systems have almost
always required rigorous and realistic
field testing and sometimes actual use to
iron out all the bugs, and I think it is
safe to say that Safeguard is one of the
most, if not the most, sophisticated
weapons system ever proposed.

Unless we are willing to subject Safe-
guard equipment to missile attacks, it
will never be tested as it should.

Mr. President, the objections which
argued against deployment at Grand
Forks and Malmstrom last year argue
even more strongly against expansion of
the system this year.

I do not think it is incorrect to sug-
gest that some members of this body
supported deployment at Grand Forks
and Malmstrom last year on the grounds
that useful knowledge on eliminating op-
erational bugs could be developed by ac-
tual field deployment.

Now, however, with little or no work
done on the site authorized last year, the
Pentagon is asking us to approve an ex-
pansion of the system.

This request we made despite this
statement made last year by Secretary
Laird:

So to those who are concerned about
whether the SAFEGUARD system will work,
I would say let us deploy Phase I and find out.
Only in this way can we be sure to uncover
all of the operating problems that are bound
to arise when a major weapon system is first
deployed. Since it will take five years to de=
ploy the first two sites, we will have ample
time to find the solutions through our con-
tinuing R&D effort to any operational prob-
lem that may arise. And only then will we
be in a position to move forward promptly,
and with confidence, in the event the threat
develops to & point where deployment of
the entire system becomes necessary. (Page
237, Senate Armed Services hearings, 1970,
on 8. 3367)

I, for one, remain unconvinced that
there is any great need to hurryinto
deployment on an untested system cost-
ing billions of dollars and which, if al-
lowed to grow as envisioned in the Penta-
gon, can only escalate the arms race and
the arms budget of both this nation and
the Soviet Union.

Rather, I am convinced that the Sen-
ate should take a small step to slow
the momentum of the race to oblivion,
Normally, we make such pleas on behalf
of generations to follow, but in this case,
there may be no generation to come.

Rather, I am convinced that the Senate
should take a small step to slow the mo-
mentum of an expensive weapons sys-
tem of doubtful reliability and at best of
marginal need.

We can do no less for a nation which
must do vastly more to fight pollution
and poverty, to improve its health care
delivery system, to achieve educational
excellence, to fight crime, to build needed
housing and all the rest of the litany of
nonmilitary domestic needs, the failure
adequately to respond to which ean more
effectively destroy our future than any
threat from overseas.

We can take those steps by striking
authorization for expansion of Safeguard
from this bill—the step that is proposed
by the amendment offered by the Senator
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from Kentucky and myself, and many
others.

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

Mr. HART. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. Mr, President, I con-
gratulate the Senator from Michigan
upon his address to the Senate today
on the amendment which he has offered,
and in which I have joined with a num-
ber of other Senators. As always, his ap-
proach has been one based upon reason
and experience, and made in good tem-
per. I have no doubt, as the debate pro-
ceeds and he continues to draw upon his
knowledge and experience and present it
to the Senate, that it will have great ef-
fect. I know that, in discussions with a
number of Members of the Senate who
are concerned about this problem, he has
shown his desire to reach a solution that
would protect the principle in which he
so strongly believes—one which would
also be considered reasonable by other
Members of the Senate, and one that
would not in any way damage our coun-
try’s position in the SALT talks.

I will ask the Senatfor if he does not
consider that the acceptance which the
amendment offers of the action that was
taken last year, one which appropriated
more than a billion dollars for phase I
of the Safeguard system, plus the billion
dollars that will be authorized this year
in the pending bill—provide a very ample
and generous position for any use of the
SALT talks.

Mr. HART. Mr, President, first I thank
the Senator from Kentucky for his kind
comments, and remind my colleagues
that it was he who initially undertook
this fight several years ago. We are all
delighted to be with him, and hope this
time he can have a measure of success.

Now to his question. I think the argu-
ment can be made that casting the au-
thorization in the form this amendment
would cast it makes the chip, if there is
such a chip, stronger than proceeding
either as recommended by the adminis-
tration or by the Armed Services Com-
mittee, by authorizing them to concen-
trate their efforts on what the kinks are.

Actually, there are those two sites
provided for in phase I. Undertaking to
develop this Safeguard system, to me—
and I am sure to the Senator from
Kentucky as well—would provide a
stronger, more compelling kind of poker
threat than advancing without any ex-
perience or feedback yet from phase I
to phase IT.

As Secrefary Laird, last February a
year ago, said:

So to those who are concerned about
whether the Safeguard system will work, I
would say let us deploy Phase I and find
out. . . . Since it will take five years to
deploy the first two sites, we will have ample
time to find the solutions through our
continuing R&D effort to any operational
problem that may arise. And only then will
we be in a position to move forward prompt-
ly, and with confidence, in the event the
threat develops to a point where deploy-
ment of the entire system becomes necessary.

If he was sound then, he is sound now
in providing, as this amendment does,
the tools to proceed at phase I along
with basic research, we believe, that
would make stronger and not weaker the

August 5, 1970

chip, if indeed there is any validity to
the argument.

Mr. COOPER. I would appreciate the
Senator’s comments about the threat
which is talked about so much. If it
should become & reality, would not the
preservation of a deterrent and the se-
curity of our country be better assured
by the amendment we offer, rather than

the continuing deployment of a system
which almost the entire scientific com-
munity admits is faulty and many in
the Department of Defense have stated
in testimony is inadequate?

Mr. HART. I believe, and we believe,
that it would enhance the security and
better safeguard the security of this Na-
tion.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Michigan.

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, I congratu-
late the senior Senator from Kentucky
and the senior Senator from Michigan
on their amendment, of which I am
proud to be a cosponsor. I trust that with
their skilled management, the amend-
ment will prevail.

HANOI'S CRUEL TREATMENT OF
PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, we have seen
evidence on many occasions that the
deliberations of this body do not pass
unnoticed in the capital of North Viet-
nam. For that reason, I should like to
address myself to a subject of intense
concern to every American—indeed, to
every humane person anywhere in the
world—and one where the true interests
of our adversaries in Hanoi happen to
be identical with our own. If the leader-
ship in Hanoi could only be brought to
recognize where their own advantage lies
in this matter, much needless pain and
suffering might be lifted from the lives
of many innocent victims of the unfor-
tunate conflict in which we are mutually
engaged.

I refer, of course, to the plight of the
many hundreds of American servicemen
either missing in action or known to be
captives in Vietnam. At this moment we
cannot even be certain how many of
these men are alive or dead. The total of
captured and missing is somewhere in
the neighborhood of 1,500. But the au-
thorities in North Vietnam continue to
treat the names of captured Americans
as though they were military secrets—
to the deepening distress and anguish
of the wives, parents, and children in-
nocently involved. As one wife so poig-
nantly pleaded of the North Vietnamese
delegation to the talks in Paris:

You should at least be willing to tell me
whether I am a wife or a widow.

The unfortunate families of these men,
in order to foster exchanges of the
pathetically limited information which
comes to us, have formed the National
League of Families of American Prisoners
of War and Missing in Action in South-
eéast Asia. I had the honor of attending
the opening of an office and communica-
tons center in the building of the Re-
serve Officers Association right across
from us here in the Capitol. Their appeal
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is to the conscience, not only of their
countrymen, but of men of goodwill
throughout the world. I hope they will
have the wholehearted support of the
Congress and of the executive officials of
our Government; certainly they shall
have mine.

In this regard, we are assured by the
Department of Defense that all benefits
which accrue to families of service mem-
bers are extended equally to the families
of those missing in action or known to
be eaptured; also the rights, privileges,
or benefits of a serviceman’s family are
the same whether the man is a prisoner
of war or is listed as missing in action.
Full pay and allowances continue in
either case. I believe that this is the least
we can do for those who have sacrificed
so much, and I pledge, personally, to
support the efforts of any family to as-
sure that its rights are fully honored.

As a Member of the U.S. Senate and
of the Foreign Relations Committee, I
have never hesitated to question either
the wisdom or the justice of my own
country’s actions in this conflict. For ex-
ample, I was an early and strong oppo-
nent of the bombing sorties into North
Vietnam. I believed that they would
prove to be counterproductive; that they
would contribute more to prolonging the
war than to shortening it. Furthermore,
of those Americans now prisoners of war
or missing in action, more than half are
pilots or crewmembers of  aircraft

downed over North Vietnam during those
bombing raids.

My opposition to those raids was not
then popular with the leaders of my own
party who were responsible for the deci-

sions I opposed, nor with a substantial
number of my own constituents. But such
was my honest conviction, and I felt
obliged to express it. In all matters per-
taining to the war in Vietnam, I have
endeavored to act without consideration
of political consequences, with a maxi-
mum of objectivity, and yet with—in the
words of the authors of the Declaration
of Independence—“a decent respect for
the opinions of mankind.”

All this is worth mentioning today only
because it should be made clear that
those of us who opposed the policies
which produced the capture of our
POW's are as concerned—are as passion-
ately interested—in their welfare as
those who originally advocated the same
policies. I hope this fact will not be over-
looked in Hanoi.

There are, I suggest, only three prin-
cipal concerns which might reasonably
influence a government'’s policy for deal-
ing with prisoners of war. They are:
First, a fundamental concern for law
and decency; second, the attempt to
achieve some military objective; and,
third, the pursuit of some political goal. If
I were speaking now to the government of
North Vietnam, I would argue that their
present treatment of war prisoners is
harmful to their own self-interest not
merely on one of the grounds I have men-
tioned, but on all three.

In the first instance, how can any na-
tion fail to gain advantage from honoring
international agreements into which it
has solemnly and voluntarily entered?
For the basic human rights of prisoners
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of war are not merely matters of subjec-
tive judgment; they are clearly and ex-
plicitly spelled out in the Convention on
Protection of Prisoners of War concluded
at Geneva in 1949 and acceded to by
North Vietnam in 1957. The same con-
vention was ratified by the United States
in 1955 and by South Vietnam in 1953, so
that it is legally binding on all of the
combatants in the present hostilities.
That the convention represents the col-
lective judgment of mankind on mini-
mum standards of justice and decency is
indicated by the fact that it was signed
by more than 125 parties, including more
than 100 members of the United Nations.
Can any power which seeks international
recognition and support hope to further
its own interests by continuing disdain
for such an overwhelming body of world
opinion?

The convention is quite specific. In
addition to the right to recieve mail and
packages and to send a minimum of two
letters and four cards each month, the
Geneva convention specifies minimum
standards of detention, diet, and hygiene.
It requires repatriation of the ill or seri-
ously wounded. It specifies that the de-
taining power shall accept the offices of
some neutral power or respected inter-
national organization such as the Red
Cross as a protective power for the pris-
oners. And it requires that the detaining
power provide the names of the prisoners
it holds to their families and to the neu-
tral power or the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross.

That the Government of North Viet-
nam has steadfastly ignored these and
all other provisions of the Geneva con-
vention is too well documented to require
detailing here. It is sufficient to repeat
that they:

!ﬁefuse to release the wounded and
sick;

Refuse to identify the prisoners they
hold, with the result that hundreds of
wives, children, and parents do not know
whether their loved ones are dead or
alive;

Refuse to allow a reasonable level of
correspondence or delivery of packages
to the POW’s; and

Refuse to permit inspection of its POW
camps by the International Committee
of the Red Cross, which regularly in-
spects all POW camps in South Vietnam.

It has been suggested that, since no
officially declared state of war exists
between our two countries, Americans
are not subject to the protection of the
convention. But article 2 of the Geneva
convention, to which North Vietnam
acceded on June 28, 1957, explicitly pro-
vides that—

It shall apply to all cases of declared war
or any other Armed conjflict which may arise
between two or more of the High Contract-
1ng Parties, even l{ the state O]' war is not
recognized by one of them.

It would be hard to recall an interna-
tional agreement whose purpose was
spelled out more clearly.

Attention has also been called to the
reservation put forward by the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam to article 85 of
the convention, with the suggestion that
Hanoi's present conduct toward prison-
ers may be somehow justified by that res-
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ervation. This, too, is insupportable. The
article in question states in its entirety:

Prisoners of war prosecuted under the
laws of the Detalning Power for acts com-
mitted prior to capture shall retain, even
if convicted, the benefits of the present Con-
vention.

North Vietnam declined to accept this
article as written, specifying instead
that—

The Democratic Republic of Vietnam de-
clares that prisoners of war prosecuted and
convicted for war crimes or for crimes
against humanity, in accordance with the
prinelples laid down by the Nuremberg
Court of Justice shall not benefit from the
present Convention, as specified in Article 85.

This reservation cannot be used to
justify Hanoi’s present course because,
in its own words, only those “prisoners
of war prosecuted and convicted” for
war crimes or crimes against humanity
are to be denied protection by the con-
vention. Despite a great deal of rhetori-
cal propaganda about “war criminals”
and so forth, there have been no prose-
cutions and no convictions of Ameri-
can POW's by North Vietnam, even un-
der its own laws or in its own courts.
American POW's are, therefore, entitled
to all their rights under the Geneva con-
vention by Hanoi’'s own definition of
those rights.

The record is clear: under any pos-
sible interpretation of law or history,
North Vietnam, by her continued viola-
tion of the basic rights of prisoners of
war, holds herself aloof from the most
fundamental humane instincts of the
community of nations—and does so in
violation of a solemn compact into which
she entered voluntarily with more than
100 other nations. I confess that it is
impossible for me to imagine how her
leaders could expect such actions to work
for the advantage of their country.

Another consideration which might
reasonably influence the treatment of
war prisoners, I have suggested, is the
hope for military advantage. And on this
ground, too, the present policy of North
Vietnam seems to me to work clearly
against Hanoi’s own best interests. Ill
treatment of prisoners is to the military
disadvantaged of any belligerent. The ex-
pectation of such treatment only re-
doubles the enemy’s determination to
fight to the end. It encourage in him the
attitude stated long ago by Plato that—

He who allows himself to be taken prisoner
may as well be made a present to his en-
emies; he is their lawful prey, and let them
do what they like with him.

Military advantage gained from the
treatment of prisoners of war has in-
variably stemmed from applying the
principles of leniency and justice, not
those of harshness and vengeance. In
World War II, for example, the Allies
took great pains to give their prisoners
humane treatment and to advertise this
fact to the enemy. Interrogation of Ger-
man POW’s who surrendered voluntarily
showed that an overwhelming majority
of them expected good treatment, in spite
of strenuous efforts by the German Gov-
ernment to make them believe otherwise.

If the Government of North Vietnam
pursues its present course in hope of
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military gain, therefore, I suggest, that
its policy is as unwise as it is inhumane.

A third consideration which might af-
fect the conditions of detention for
POW's is some hope of political gain on
the part of the captor. One line of rea-
soning is that, if Hanol waits long en-
ough, the anxiety and frustration of the
prisoners’ families will turn to bitterness
and frustration of the American people
toward their own government. They will
blame, not Hanoi, but Washington’s ob-
stinacy over the settlement of the war
for the prisoners’ plight. This, in turn,
will increase pressures from the Ameri-
can people for ending hostilities.

I sincerely hope that no such thought
is taken seriously by the authorities in
Hanoi. In fact, no course of action could
be more counterproductive. Continuing
maltreatment of POW’s in North Viet-
nam—and the deepening doubts such
treatment creates about the nature and
intentions of the Hanoi government—
could easily become the largest single ob-
stacle to peace. Conversely, few acts
could redound more to Hanoi’s credit
than an immediate decision to honor the
repeated pleas of the Secretary General
of the United Nations, the Vatican, the
International Red Cross, and the gov-
ernments of scores of nations—not to
mention the most important and sad-
dening voices of all: those of the parents,
wives, and children who now live in un-
relieved doubt and torment because of a
policy which produces no advantage for
the government which pursues it.

Let us have done with legalisms and
logic chopping. All prisoners of war taken
by the United States and other non-
Communist forees in South Vietnam are
treated, not only in_strict accordance
with the Geneva convention, but with a
liberality. which goes even beyond that
convention. Under the convention, for
example, guerrilla forces are entitled to
prisoner-of-war status only if they are
subject. to a commander, carry arms
openly, wear a uniform or other distinc-
tive sign recognizable at a distance, and
comply with the laws and ecustoms of
war, By those standards, a great many
Vietcong would not gqualify. They are,
however, uniformly afforded prisoner of
war status by both the United States and
South Vietnam.,

There are currently six POW camps in
South Vietnam. U.S. military advisers
are assigned to all of them and each is
regularly inspected by the International
Committee of the Red Cross to make cer-
tain that the rights of some 33,000
prisoners, under the Geneva Convention,
are enforced. In a formal statement to
the General Assembly of the United Na-
tions last November, the U.S. delegate,
Dr. Rita E. Hauser, observed:

The United States understands that every
country believes that it is right and its
enemy wrong. But . .. the Geneva Convention
was designed specifically to meet this prob-
lem. It imposes upon all combatant powers
the obligation to treat military personnel
made helpless by their captivity in accord-
ance with a single objective and verifiable
standard.

We know that there have been docu-
mented cases of maltreatment in the
POW camps of South Vietnam. But these
complaints were lodged by the Interna-
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tional Red Cross which, in contrast with
the North, has full access to the prison
camps of the South and is in a position
to protect the prisoners from a continua-
tion of such abuses. As our delegate to the
United Nations also said:

Let me be clear that we are not claiming
a perfect record on this subject. War is ugly
and brutal by nature, and violations by in-
dividuals have occurred. The point is, how-
ever, that the Allled command has made

every effort to ensure that the Convention
is applied.

‘We ask no more from North Vietnam
in regard to prisoners under their control.

I would hope that the leaders of North
Vietnam would soon recognize that their
cruel treatment of war prisoners is a
treatment which not only horrifies pub-
lic opinion throughout the world, but
which is also harmful to the long-ferm
interests of Hanoi itself. When this real-
ization occurs to them, then we can hope
for a change of heart and policy.

To help bring about that realization.
it would be most helpful if our friends in
France, Sweden, and other countries
would make their humanitarian voices
heard in Hanoi with the same vigor they
have shown in criticizing our own policies
in Vietnam.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to compliment the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PeLL)
for a very fine, studied, and considered
statement on this very vexing prisoner-
of-war issue. I heard his speech and I
think he did a very fine job.

Let us hope and pray that they listen
and, even more importantly, that our own
allies listen.

Mr, PELL. I thank my good friend
from New York.

CULEBRA

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, over the
course of the last several months, the
plight of the residents of a tiny Amer-
ican island in the Caribbean—Culebra—
has come increasingly to public atten-
tion,

Culebra is part of the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico, and its citizens are
American citizens. Yet much of the is-
land has for years been owned by the
Navy, and it is now used for practice
firing of naval ordnance to the increas-
ing dismay of the Culebrans.

As a Senator from New York, which
has many residents of Puerto Rican ex-
traction, and as a former member of the
Commission on the Status of Puerto
Rico, I have taken an interest in this
matter, and I am' pleased to say that
others, including some of my colleagues
here in the Senate, the Governor of my
State, and members of the press, have
likewise taken an interest.

Governor Rockefeller recently released
the following letter to the Secretary of
Defense:

Hon. MeLvIiN R. LAIRD,
Secretary of Defense,
The Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.:

I am in full sympathy with our American
Citizens on the island of Culebra off Puerto
Rico who object to the use of Culebra by the
U.8. Navy Tor Target Practice. Burely, the
Navy can find an uninhabited spot for test-

August 5, 1920

ing missiles, bombs and shells rather than
disturbing the tranquillity and safety of a
place that'is home to over 700 people. On
behsalf of thousands of Puerto Ricans in New
York State who sympathize with the resi-
dents of Culebra, I strongly urge that the
Navy curb its plan to lease more of the is-
land, find another firing range and restore
the Culebrans their peace.
Sincerely,
Nersorn A. ROCKEFELLER,

Both the New York Times and the
Washington Post have editorialized
against the Navy's use of this island,
and I ask unanimous consent that these
editorials be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

[From the New York Times, July 10, 1970]
CULEBRA AND GOLIATH

Can anyone really believe that the only
sultable target area In the entire Atlantic
Ocean for testing a new generation of guided
missiles and glide bombs is a 7,000-acre is-
land off Puerto Rico which 728 American
cltizens call home? So says the United States
Navy, which already owns a third of the
island of Culebra and now intends to lease
and eventually buy another third.

What the Navy has really wanted to do for
fifteen years is to buy all of Culebra and
resettle the island’s residents elsewhere. But
Culebra is & munieipality of Puerto Rico and
can be dissolved under the Commonwealth's
Constitutlon only by vote of its residents.
A survey indicates that 95 per cent of the
Culebrans oppose the Navy's current expan-
slon ‘plan and at least 76 per cent want the
Navy to pull out altogether.

Under existing conditions, Culebrans must
cope with a nerve-wracking, noise-pollution
problem from shelling, bombing agnd low-
flying Navy jets. Culebrans find their free-
dom of movement curtalled by Navy maneu-
vers and security requirements, their econ-
omy and development menaced by the Navy's
expansion plan.

As part of what they Navy calls the “inner
range portion” of the Atlantic Fleet Weap~
ons Range complex, Culebra unguestionably
offers substantial advantages for the devel-
opment of new systems. What is equally
obvious Is that the Navy for a long time
remained Insensitive to the rising resent-
ment of the Culebrans and dragged its feet
on examining possible alternatives to the use
of this inhabited island.

It would be a salutary example of what
one likes to think the United States is still
all about if the mightiest Navy in the world
now decided on its own to weigh anchor
and go elsewhere to explode its new arsenal,
leaving 726 poor islanders In peace and
quiet.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, July 4,
1970]

WHaY BoMB AN INHABITED ISLAND?

It is time that high-level attention be paid
to the controversy over Culebra. The Navy,
which already owns about one third of this
7,000-acre island in the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, is trylng to obtain another
third of it so as to expand its training opera-
tions there, with the installation of a Walleye
missile target on the immediately adjacent
small island of Culebrita. The move is bit-
terly resisted by most of the 726 inhabitants
and many other Puerto Ricans on the ground
that the use of the island as a target has
already made life there almost intolerable.

The Puerto Rican Civil Rights Commission
has described the military training operations
on Culebra as “excessively intense, continu-
ous, Irregular and dangerous.” The cattle
business on the island is said to have been
virtually ruined. Fishing has been gravely
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impsaired, and since these two industries have
been the. chief source of income for the
families living on the island, the economic
‘impact of the shelling and bombardment has
been severe. Equally troublesome is the effect
on education. One teacher reports that the
school buildings “tremble with every explo-
sion” and that the children are too fright-
ened, distracted by noise and plagued by loss
of sleep (from the night bombing) to give
serious attention to their studies.

Repercussions from this use of an inhab-
ited island as a target have spread far beyond
Culebra itself. Many Puerto Ricans see In
it evidence of a general lack of sensitivity in
Washington to commonwealth problems.
Tenslons on the island have risen notably
since the shelling and bombing on Culebra
have been stepped up. A columnist for the
San Juan Star recently suggested that if
Congress should grant the Navy's request
to take over more of the island it ‘*‘could
swing popular sentiment toward independ-
ence or at least away from statehood more
éffectively than anything else.”

Aside from the injustice of infilcting con-
ditions akin to warfare on the people of
Culebra, therefore, the Navy's policy threat-
ens to complicate the relations between the
United States and the commonwealth. Just
now those relations are in a delicate state.
Sentiment in favor of independence has been
growing along with sentiment for statehood,
although a substantial percentage of the
people still seem to favor the existing com-
monwealth status. It would be most unfor-
tunate if the government in Washington
should unduly influence the outcome of the
debate now going on in regard to Puerto
Rico’s future by continuing a shortsighted
and inhumane policy in Culebra.

The need for good relations between Puer-
to ‘Rico and the United States will remain
an imperative of the future whether the
commonwealth 1s retained or statehood is
requested. For one thing, the Roosevelt
Roads Naval Base is the second most impor-
tant naval installation in the Carribean. For
another, the relations between Washington
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and San Juan are enormously influential in
our dealings with the rest of Latin America.
Even though the Navy finds Culebra a con-
venient area for its training operations, we
simply cannot afford as a nation to get into
the posture of putting bombs ahead of

people,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have lit-
tle doubt that, if this kind of Navy tar-
get practice took place in close proximity
to inhabited portions of a State repre-
sented in this Senate, the Senator from
that State would insist—and rightly so—
that, if there were any alternative, the
practice be terminated and that the
Navy find an uninhabited place to test
its weapons.

But Puerto Rico has no Senator, and
yvet it has the whole Senate, whose re-
sponsibility it is to protect the rights,
tranquillity, the safety of every Ameri-
can citizen.

Because of that responsibility, I have
written to the Secretary of the Navy
about this matter, and I have also urged
the chairman of the appropriate Senate
subcommittee to investigate it and to see
if this intrusion on the lives of, and dan-
ger to, the Americans living on Culebra
is really unavoidable, or if the Navy can
and should find alternative sites for the
use of the Navy.

I hope very much that the Navy will
likewise seek to adjust its practices, vol-
untarily, to the legitimate needs and
aspirations of the people of Culebra.

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR GUR-
NEY AND SENATOR GOODELL
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent ihat on
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completion of the remarks by the able
Senator from Indiana. (Mr. BayH) to-
morrow, the Senator from Florida (Mr.
GURNEY) be recognized for not to exceed
30 minutes; and that upon the conclu-
sion of his remarks, the Senator from
New York (Mr. GoobeLL) be recognized
for not to exceed 20 minutes., . .

The PRESIDING OFFICER  (Mr.
WiLriams of New Jersey). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, if there is no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed -to; and (at 5
o'clock and 9 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, August 6.
1970, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate August 5, 1970:
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
J. Fred Buzhardt, Jr., of South Carolin~
{0 be General Counsel of the Department - -
Defense.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by th.-
Senate August 5,1970:
U.S. DisTRICT COURT

G. Thomas Eisele, of Arkansas, to be l'I"
distriet judge for the eastern distriet -
Arkansas.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, August 5, 1970

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

‘Father John T. Creed, St. Margaret’s
Church, Saugus, Mass., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Heavenly Father, almighty and eternal
‘God, we ask Your blessing on these Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives.

Bestow on them Your guidance in or-

der that they might perform their duties
in helping all God’s people who are in
need. Lord, we call upon Your Holy
Spirit to assist those who are educafing
our youth so that they might be well
prepared to take on the many responsi-
bilities that a great nation demands of
its people.
- We further beseech You, O Lord, to
help our Nation to unite that, regardless
of race, color, or creed we may be truly
one nation under God.

This we ask in Your name. Amen.

o Tt THE JOU'RNAL

The Jowrnal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approvéd.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writihg from the
President -of the United States were

communicated to the House by Mr. Geis-
ler, one of his secretaries, who also in-
formed the House that on the following
dates the President approved and signed
bills and joint resolutions of the House
of the following titles:

On July 10, 1970:

H.J. Res. 1284. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the President's Commission on Campus
Unrest to compel the attendance and testl-
mony of witnesses and the production of
evidence, and for other purposes.

On July 13, 1870:

HR. 2047. An act for the relief of Rose-
anne Jones;

H.R.5000. An act for the relief of Pedro
Irizarry Guido; and

H.R.12858. An act to provide for the dis-
position of certain funds awarded to the
Tlingit and Halda Indians of Alaska by a
judgment entered by the Court of Claims
against the United States.

On July 16, 1970:

H.R.5106. An act for the relief of Rogelio
Tabhan;

H.R. 16739. An act to extend until July 8,
1974, the existing authority of the Adminis-
trator of Veterans' Affairs to maintain offices
in the Republic of the Philippines;

H.R.17868. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and:other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of saild Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
and for other purposes; and

H.J.Res. 224. Joint resolution to: change
the name of Pleasant Valley, Canal, Calif.,
to “Coalinga Canal.”

On July 17, 1970:

H.J. Res.746. Joint resoltulon to amend
the joint resolution authorizing appropria-
tions for the payment by the United States
of its share of the expenses of the Pan Amer-
lcan Institute of Geography and History.

On July 23, 1970:

HR. 11766. An act to amend title IT of the
Marine Resources and Engineering Develop-
ment Act of 1966.

On July 22, 1970:

H.R. 2036. An act to remove a cloud on the
titles of certain property located in Malin,
Oreg.

H.R. 7618, An act to provide for the con=-
veyance of certain real property of the Fed-
eral Government to the Board of Public In-
struction, Okaloosa County, Fla.

On July 24, 1970:

H.R. 7517. An act to amend the Canal Zone
Code to provide cost-of-living adjustments
in ecash relief payments to certaln former
employees of the Canal Zone Government,
and for other purposes.

H.R. 16585. An act to authorize appro-
priations for activities of the Natlonal
Sclence Foundation, and for other purposes.

On July 29, 1870:

H.R. 12758. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interlor to establish a volun-
teers in the park program, and for other pur-
poses.
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