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for motor vehicles to replace the internal 
combustion engine; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H. Res. 1190. Resolution expressing the 

sense of the House with respect to an early 
resolution by the Supreme Oourt of the 
problems involved in desegregating the Na-

tion's public schools; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PIRNIE: 
H. Res. 1191. Resolution to express the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
the United States maintain its sovereignity 
and jurisdiction over the Panama Canal 
Zone; to the Committ ee on Foreign Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. SCHWENGEL introduced a bill (R.R. 

18919) for the relief of Marina J. Kollias, 
which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

SE.NATE-Tuesday, August 11, 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, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Eternal Father, help us to be masters 
of ourselves that we may be servants of 
others. 

We commit our eyes, our ears, our 
minds, our tongues, our beings to Thee. 
Guard us in temptation. Enable us to 
speak the truth in love. When the way 
is hard, the direction vague, and the solu­
tion eludes us, grant that our spiritual 
life may hold its course. 

Spare us, O God, from ever giving up 
until the whole earth is saturated with 
Thy light and truth, until men learn to 
walk in the way of peace, and Thy spirit 
has dominion over all the nations. 

In the Master's name we pray. 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 
fallowing letter : 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.0., August 11, 1970. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. J ames B. Allen, a Senator 
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. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon­
day, August 10, 1970, be dispensed with. 

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. At this time, under the previous 
order, the Chair now recognizes the dis­
tinguished Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CHURCH) for not to exceed 15 minl!tes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Idaho yield to me with 
out losing any of his time or losing the 
floor? 

Mr. CHURCH. I yield. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

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

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN­
ATOR JACKSON TODAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin­
guished Senator from Washington <Mr. 
JACKSON) be recognized for not to exceed 
40 minutes, fallowing the speech by the 
distinguished Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLOTT) today. 

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR JAVITS TODAY 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distinguish­
ed Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS) 
be recognized for not to exceed 15 min­
utes following the speech by the distin­
guished Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG), 
which will occur before the Senate pro­
ceeds to the transaction of routine 
morning business. 

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

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at the conclu­
sion of the speech by the distinguished 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAVITS) 
today, there be a period for the transac­
tion of routine morning business, with 
statements therein limited to 3 minutes. 

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

S. 4212 AND S. 4213-INTRODUCTION 
OF BILLS RELATING TO THE SAW­
TOOTH BASIN IN IDAHO 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be­

half of myself and my distinguished col­
league from Idaho (Mr. JORDAN), I sub­
mit for appropriate reference a bill to 
create a national park in the uplands 
surrounding the Sawtooth Valley in 
south-central Idaho. A similar bill is be­
ing introduced in the House by the other 
members of the Idaho delegation. We be­
lieve that this spectacular alpine region 
fuHy qualifies for national park status 
and would benefit from the special super­
vision that such a designation brings. 

The Sawtooth Mountains-jagged mono­
liths of granite piercing the sky like the 
teeth of a gigantic saw---offer summits 
of unblemished wilderness. The adjoining 
White Cloud range, an 8-by-10-mile area 
of breathtaking grandeur, is bedecked 
with chains of crystalline lakes. The lofty 
Boulder Mountains, to the south of the 
White Clouds, round out the complex. 

Mr. President, you will recall that the 
Senate passed a bill on July 2, 1969, to 
establish the Sawtooth National Recre­
ation Area. This bill, S. 853, which Sen­
ator JORDAN and I sponsored, we amended 
on the floor just before passage to in­
clude the White Clouds and to augment 
Forest Service regulation of prospecting 
and mining in this beautiful but fragile 
region. The bill is still pending in the 
House, although hearings were conducted 
by the House Interior and Insular Affairs 
Committee in Washington last year. The 
House has now scheduled a field trip for 
August 25 and a hearing on August 26 
at Sun Valley, Idaho. 

The Senate floor amendment of S. 853 
was generated by a threat of a road in 
the White Clouds and an open pit mine 
in the very heart of this alpine region, 
without doubt one of the most beautiful 
in the Nation. That threat remains, as 
does the threat of impinging and un­
sightly commercialization of the Saw­
tooth Valley, where private ranchlands 
present an unspoiled remnant of the Old 
West and a colorful introduction to the 
mountains. 

For several months, the four members 
of the Idaho congressional delegation 
have met periodically to discuss an ade­
quate management program for this re­
gion. We have concluded that the con­
troversy over possible open pit mining in 
the White Clouds-which has attracted 
national attention-must not be permit­
ted to preempt the enactment of legisla­
tion needed now to protect the scenic at­
tractions of this superb mountain area. 

We have, accordingly, decided to urge 
prompt enactment by the House of an 
amended version of the Sawtooth Na­
tional Recreation Area bill approved by 
the Senate. This would furnish the 
Forest Service with urgently needed au­
thority to establish zoning regulations to 
protect the Sawtooth Valley from de­
facement. We are also recommending 
that the House update the bill to provide 
interim protection, not presently avail­
able, to the White Clouds, Boulder, and 
Sawtooth Ranges. This interim protec­
tion, offered in the form of a separate 
jointly sponsored bill, would confer au­
thority on the Forest Service to prevent 
injurious disturbance of surface lands in 
the protected area caused by motorized 
and mechanical equipment. It would also 
impose a fixed-term moratorium on the 
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location of new mining claims pending 
a final decision on a permanent manage­
ment plan. 

On behalf of myself and my colleague 
from Idaho <Mr. JORDAN), I now submit 
for appropriate reference such a bill for 
Senate consideration. 

Vested rights based on prior mining 
claims could not, under our constitu­
tional system, be extinguished by a na­
tional park. The park bill, which we in­
troduce today, would, therefore, establish 
a park subject to valid existing rights 
and authorize such special use permits as 
may be reasonable for the exercise of 
such rights. If mining operations should 
occur, they would be subject to regula­
tion by the National Park Service in 
order to assure the largest feasible meas­
ure of protection to the resource. 

Mr. President, we believe that a Saw­
tooth National Park and National Rec­
reation Area complex will best meet the 
requirements for safeguarding the future 
of this remarkable mountain region. 
Such a management plan will prove a 
perpetual asset to Idaho and the Nation, 
and assure the proper facilities to ac­
commodate the burgeoning number of 
visitors now converging on the area. 

Although field hearings were held by 
the Senate Parks and Recreation Sub­
commmittee in Idaho in 1966 on bills for 
both a Sawtooth Park and for a recrea­
tion area, the House committee hearing 
at Sun Valley this month will again 
provide Idahoans an opportunity to ex­
press their views on the future of the 
region in relation to the legislative meas­
ures we recommend. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the two bills, which 
I hereby send to the desk, may be printed 
here in the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore <Mr. ALLEN). Without objection, 
the bills will be received and appro­
priately referred; and, without objection, 
the text of the two bills will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The bills, introduced by Mr. CHURCH 
(for himself and Mr. JORDAN of Idaho) , 
were received, read twice by their titles, 
referred to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 4212 
A bill to establish the Sawtooth Mountains 

National Park 1n the State of Idaho, and 
for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in order 
to preserve for the benefit, use, inspiration, 
and education of present and future gener­
ations certain lands in the State of Idaho 
containing rugged and unspoiled scenic, 
scientific, historic, and natural values, high 
mountain peaks, and unique alpine features, 
there is hereby established, subject to valid 
existing rights and permits for special uses 
of federally owned lands as may be reason­
ably necessary for the exercise of such rights, 
the Sawtooth Mountains National Park 
(hereinafter referred to as the "park"). The 
park shall comprise two units, the Sawtooth 
Unit and the White Clouds-Boulder Unit, 
and it shall consist of the lands, waters, and 
interests therein within the boundaries of 
each such unit as generally depicted on the 
map entitled "Sawtooth Mountains National 
Park," numbered NP-SA W-20, 014, and dated 

April 1970. The map shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the offices 
of the National Park Service, Department of 
Interior. The Secretary may make minor ad­
justments in the boundaries of the park by 
publication of a notice to that effect, to­
gether with a revised map or other boundary 
description, in the Federal Register. 

SEc. 2. Within the boundaries of the park 
the Secretary of the Interior (hereinafter 
referred to as the "Secretary") may acquire 
lands, waters, and interests therein by dona­
tion, purchase With donated or appropriated 
funds, or exchange, except that any prop­
erty owned by the State of Idaho or any 
political subdivision thereof may be ac­
quired only by donation. 

SEC. 3. The Secretary shall protect, admin­
ister, develop, and maintain the park in 
accordance with the provisions of the Act 
of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535), as 
amended and supplemented (16 U.S.C. 1 et 
seq.). 

SEC. 4. There are authorized to be ap­
propriated such sums as may be necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act, for 
developnlent, plus or minus such sums, if 
any, as may be indicated by engineering 
cost indices applicable to the types of con­
struction involved herein. 

SEC. 5. In order to facilitate the admin­
istration, public use, and enjoyment of areas 
Within the park and adjacent national for­
est lands, and to provide for such admin­
istration and use in an efficient and eco­
nomical manner, the Secretary is authorized 
to enter into agreements with the Secre­
tary of Agriculture whereby administrative 
or public use facilities may be designated 
on lands Within the park or on national 
forest lands, and constructed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance With plans agreed 
upon by the two Secretaries. Funds avail­
able to the Secretary for the purposes of the 
park and funds available to the Secretary 
of Agriculture for purposes of c.he national 
forests shall be available to carry out the 
purposes of this section. 

SEC. 6. Within two years from the date 
of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall review the area Within the park, and 
shall report to the President in accordance 
With subsections 3(c) and 3(d) of the Wil­
derness Act, his recommendation as to the 
suitability or nonsuitability of any area 
Within the park, including the former prim­
itive area, for designation as wilderness. 
Any designation of any such area as wilder­
ness shall be accomplished in accordance 
With said subsections of the Wilderness 
Act. 

SEc. 7. The distributive shares of the re­
spective counties of receipts from the na­
tional forests from which the park is created, 
as paid under the provisions of the Act of 
May 23, 1908 (35 Stat. 260), as amended 
(16 U.S.C. 500), shall not be affected by 
the elimination of lands from such na­
tional forests by the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 8. With regard to valid claims to any 
lands Within the park made under the 
United States mining laws, which are exist­
ing on the effective date of this Act, a 
patent to any such claim hereafter issued 
shall convey title only to the minerals there­
in, and title to the surface shall remain in 
the United States. 

s. 4213 
A b111 to temporarily withdraw certain Na­

tional Forest Land in the State of Idaho 
from the operation of the United States 
Mining Laws, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, in or­
der to permit adequate time to study and 
determine the provisions desirable and need­
ed for management of the national forest 
lands in the Sawtooth, Challis, and Boise 

National Forests in the State of Idaho shown 
on the map entitled, "Temporary Withdrawal 
Are~awtooth, Challis, and Boise National 
Forests" dated August 1970, which includes 
the Sawtooth and Boulder mountains and 
White Clouds peaks and which is on file and 
available for public inspection in the office 
of the Chief, Forest Service, Department of 
Agriculture, in orde.r to assure the preserva­
tion of and to protect the scenic, historic, 
pastoral, fish and wildlife, recreational, 
aesthetic, and other environmental values, 
such lands are hereby withdrawn, subject to 
valid and existing claims, from all forms of 
location and entry under, and operation of, 
the mining laws of the United States for a 
period of five years from the date of this Act. 
The Secretary of Agriculture shall, as soon as 
practicable after the date of this Act and no 
later than 60 days after such date, publish 
in the Federal Register a detailed description 
and map showing the boundaries of such 
area. 

SEC. 2. The Congress hereby recognizes and 
declares the need for the Secretary of 
Agriculture, in exercising his authority 
under the Act of June 4, 1897 (30 Stat. 35), 
as amended and supplemented (16 U.S.C. 
551), and otherwise consistent with the pur­
poses and provisions of the National En­
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 Stat. 
852), to make provision for and take action 
to regulate and control the use of, and pro­
tect the surface values of, the national 
forest lands described in section 1 of this 
Act, including, when deemed by him to 
be necessary, the control of the use of motor­
ized and mechanical equipment for trans­
portation over, or alteration of, the surface 
of such national forest land. 

SEC. 3. Patents shall not hereafter be is­
sued for locations and claims heretofore 
or hereafter made in the area described in 
section 1 under the mining laws of the 
United States. This shall not be construed 
as preventing or interfering With the full 
exercise of the rights of the holder of a 
valid claim to further prospect, develop, and 
mine any such claim subject to compliance 
with the rules and regulations covering the 
national forest land on which any such claim 
is located. 

SEC. 4. If any provision of this Act is de­
clared to be invalid, such declaration shall 
not affect the validity of any other provision 
hereof. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
today I join my distinguished colleague, 
Mr. CHURCH, in introducing two meas­
ures designed to protect the scenic at­
tractions in an area of breathtaking 
beauty in south-central Idaho consist­
ing of the White Cloud, Boulder, and 
Sawtooth Ranges. 

By way of background, on July 2, 1969, 
the Senate considered and passed S. 853, 
which established the Sawtooth Na­
tional Recreation Area. This bill, as 
amended, is designed to safeguard and 
enhance the outstanding natural beauty 
of the Sawtooth and White Clouds 
Ranges and to protect these fragile areas 
from overuse. Since the passage of S. 853 
a great deal of controversy has arisen 
over mining in the White Clouds area. 
After many meetings and much discus­
sion, the four members of the Idaho 
congressional delegation have reached 
agreement on the legislative proposals 
which we introduce today to provide a 
suitable management program for the 
Sawtooth region. 

The first proposal which we introduce 
today, is designed to provide interim 
protection, not presently available, to 
the mountains which surround the Saw-
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tooth Valley. These consist of the Saw­
tooth, White Cloud, and Boulder Ranges. 
This interim protection would give the 
Forest Service authority to regulate road 
building and prospecting activities in the 
area. Such regulatory authority is nec­
essary in order to prevent irreparable 
damage to the fragile granitic surface 
lands in this region. In addition, the bill 
would provide for a 5-year moratorium 
on all forms of location and entry under 
the mining laws of the United States. It 
should be pointed out that this provision 
does not extinguish valid and existing 
mining claims. 

This proposal, in conjunction with S. 
853, would go a long way toward provid­
ing an adequate management program 
for the Sawtooth-White Clouds area. It 
is certainly feasible that this package 
could receive favorable action by both 
Houses during the current session of 
Congress. 

The second bill which we introduce to­
day would create a national park in the 
uplands surrounding the Sawtooth Val­
ley. We introduce this bill in order to give 
full scope to the options that are open 
to the people of Idaho. This Alpine 
region, which is a superlative mix of 
rugged peaks, wooded slopes, and moun­
tain lakes and streams, is fully qualified 
for national park status. Such status, 
with the intended special supervision, 
which such designation brings, would 
clearly be of great benefit to this area. 

Here again, existing vested rights from 
prior mining claims would not be ex­
tinguished. The Secretary of Interior 
would be authorized to issue such special 
use permits as may be reasonably neces­
sary for the exercise of valid existing 
mining rights. The National Park Serv­
ice, however, would regulate any mining 
operations to insure the greatest amount 
of protection for the scenic and ecological 
values in the White Clouds-Sawtooth­
Boulder area. 

Mr. President, I believe that the two 
measures which Senator CHURCH and I 
introduce today, in conjunction with S. 
853, are of great significance to the peo­
ple of Idaho, as well as to the people of 
the entire country. I have covered most 
of the accessible parts of Idaho by car 
and horseback and have visited many of 
the national parks and forests and I can 
assure my colleagues that this is a na­
tionally significant area which is emi­
nently worthy of the protection which 
we propose for it today and which is con­
currently being proposed in the House 
by the two distinguished Representatives 
from Idaho. I am hopeful that this legis­
lation, which is the result of a great deal 
of study over the years, receives expedi­
tious consideration by both Houses. The 
Sawtooth-White Clouds-Boulder area 
deserves no less. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF 
SENATOR MUSKIE TODAY 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that upon the con­
clusion of the remarks of the Senator 
from Washington (Mr. JACKSON) this 
afternoon, the Senator from Maine (Mr. 
MUSKIE) be recognized for not to ex­
ceed 30 minutes. 

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

FRESH DANGER IN CAMBODIA 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, when the 

Nixon administration concluded its cam­
bodian military operation earlier this 
summer, it gave the American people to 
understand that our future military in­
volvement in that torn country would be 
strictly limited. President Nixon himself 
indicated this would be our policy. 

The latest newspaper reports now in­
form us that American planes are con­
ducting bombing missions over Cambodia 
in response to requests from the Cam­
bodia government. This directly .con­
tradicts assurances o:f the Nixon admin­
istration that American air attacks 
within Cambodia would be restricted to 
the interdiction of enemy supply lines as 
required to protect American troops, and 
other allied forces, located across the 
border in South Vietnam. 

Nevertheless, the Washington Post re­
ported on page 1 in its editions of 
August 5, 1970, that American jet ftghter­
bombers have now gone to the direct 
assistance of Cambodian troops and "will 
do so again when they are needed." 

The Associated Press, in a dispatch 
printed in the Boston Globe of August 6, 
1970, reports that its correspondent, 
John T. Wheeler, witnessed direct sup­
port of Cambodian troops by seven Amer­
ican F-100 fighter-bombers. The dispatch 
quotes a Cambodian officer describing the 
American air strikes as "direct suppart 
for my battalion. Watch." 

Certainly this operation extends be­
yond the limitations President Nixon an­
nounced on June 30 after American com­
bat troops had been withdrawn from 
Cambodia. In his public announcement, 
the President listed seven guidelines. 
One of these states: 

We will conduct--with the approval of 
the oambodia.n government-air interdiction 
missions against the enemy efforts to move 
supplies and personnel through oambodia 
towa.·d South Vietnam Sllld to re-esta.blish 
base areas relevant to the war in Vietnam. 
We do this to protect our forces in South 
Vietnam. 

There was not the slightest inference 
in the President's statement that Amer­
ican planes would soon be flying direct 
support missions on behalf of Cambo­
dian troops. The conclusion we must 
draw is that our Cambodian incursion 
has simply added to the pernicious 
growth of American military operations 
in Indochina. We are now embarked 
upon a policy of creeping involvement 
in Cambodia. The Pentagon hastens to 
explain that our planes are merely car­
rying out the air interdiction missions 
which the President authorized. But the 
Washington Post newsstory, to which 
I have already referred, carries this ex­
change: 

In Saigon, a U.S. military spokesman was 
asked Tue8day: "Interdiction covers a lot 
of ground, doesn't it?" His answer: "Yes, 
it does." The spokesman would not elabo­
rate. 

Direct air -support of Cambodian 
forces by American aircraft would be' 
prohibited by final enactment of the 
Cooper-Church amendment which 

passed the Senate by a vote of 58 to 37 
on June 30 of this year. The thrust of 
thin Senate action is to draw tight the 
pursestrings on the financing of expan­
sionist military involvement in Cam­
bodia. Direct air support operations 
have been taken in the face of this in­
tended prohibition. 

A Washington Post editorial has 
pointed to the dangers of another Amer­
ican misadventure if such air operations 
continue. In an editorial on August 7, 
the opennig sentence is a vivid one: 

That haunting and all too recognizable 
beast of the Indochina jungles, the two­
toned commltment--also known as the 
heavy-footed undertaking and the creeping 
rational&-again seems to be on the prowl, 
this time in Cambodia. 

The editorial then points out, that de­
spite Presidential assurances: 

The United States is conducting bombing 
raids in Cambodia that have only the most 
tenuous connection with the original ration­
ale of interdicting enemy forces en route to 
Vietnam. As many as 50 planes a day are 
fiying combat support missions for belea­
guered units of the Cambodian army, and 
the Cambodian army being what it is, there 
are few active units in it which are not be­
leaguered. 

Now, understandably, the Nixon ad­
ministration is anxious to explain away 
the latest news dispatches. The New York 
Times reported on August 7 that De­
fense Secretary Laird held a surprise 
press conference. His explanation is 
hardly reassuring. He stated that bomb­
ing by American jets on August 5, 900 
feet in front of a Cambodian battalion 
at Skoun, was an integral part of a gen­
eral interdiction campaign aimed at pro­
tecting American Forces in South Viet­
nam. Secretary Laird is then quoted: 

That particular area is very much related 
to the opening up of the sea area for supplies 
and so forth, and I would merely state that 
the decision was made by the commanders in 
the field that it was an important interdic­
tion mission to destroy the, ah, in this case, 
I believe it was personnel. 

The elasticity of this concept of air 
interdiction is infinite. Measured by 
Laird's definition, the American Air 
Force has been given the green light to 
extend an aerial umbrella over all of 
Cambodia. 

I also want to call attention to two ad­
ditional newspaper articles. 

One appears in the New York Times 
on August 9, 1970, under the byline of 
James P. Sterba and is datelined Saigon. 
It discusses a confidential set of in­
structions issued to unit commanders as 
to what they may say in respect to our 
air activities over Cambodia. 

The second is a column by Mary Mc­
Grory in the Washington, D.C., Evening 
Star which is entitled "We Still Bomb 
the 'Bad Guys'." She points out that the 
American direct air support missions 
still have been unknown had it not been 
for John Wheeler, the AP reporter, who 
both witnessed and reported one. 

Miss McGrory then notes: 
The support missions a.re forbidden under 

the Administration's own guide-lines, issued 
when ground troops were pulled out. They 
also a.re prohibited by the Cooper-Church 
amendment which in Section Four outlaws 
"any combat activity In the a1r above Cam­
bodia. in direct support of Cambodian forces." 
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I ask unanimous consent that the six 

articles to which I have referred be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Boston Globe, Aug. 6, 1970) 
U.S. PLANES HIT ENEMY IN CAMBODIA IN 

STRIKE DESCRmED AS DIRECT TROOP SUPPORT 
SAIGON.-U.S. planes struck at enemy posi­

tions near Skoun yesterday, and Cambodian 
troops advancing in their wake recaptured 
part of the outskirts of that district capitol 
40 miles north of Phnom Penh. 

The Cambodian appeal for air support 
when three of their battalions trying to drive 
away a big Viet Cong and North Vietnamese 
force on the Ia.St four miles to the key road­
junction city, were caught in a. fire fight. 

Associated Press correspondent John T. 
Wheeler, who witnessed the action, said seven 
American FlOO fighter-bombers bombed and 
strafed enemy troops a.bout three miles from 
Skoun. 

A Cambodian officer, directing the air 
strike from the ground, was asked two ques­
tions: Were the strikes in direct support of 
his troops or were they against enemy sup­
ply lines leading to South Vietnam? 

"This is direct support for my battalion. 
"Watch," replied the Cambodian officer as an 
FlOO dropped two 250-pound bombs after 
coming in at treetop level. 

The official U.S. position is that the planes 
fly interdiction raids in Cambodia "as appro­
priate against enemy troops or materia.l 
which could threaten U.S. and other free 
world lives in South Vietnam." 

"We have nothing to add beyond cur state­
ment," a U.S. Command spokesman said last 
night, referring to the U.S. position. 
- The Cambodian officer directed the Skoun 
strikes in a radio exchange with an American 
pilot in an unmarked spotter plane. 

Wheeler said that while the troops battled 
into Skoun's outskirts, hard fighting prob­
ably lay ahead because a strong enemy force 
is believed dug in there. 

A Cambodian commander at Sre Khlong 
45 miles southwest of Phnom Penh-where 
the enemy cut off Highway 4 leading to 
Cambodia's south coast oil installations for 
three days this week--said that U.S. pla.nes 
also struck the enemy in that region. 

The air raids came amid light fighting 
elsewhere in Cambodia and South Vietnam, 
save for a sharp clash 50 miles southwest of 
Da Nang, South Vietnam, at the allied camp 
at Kham Due 13 miles from Laos. 

The U.S. Command said two Americans 
were killed and 14 wounded when North 
Vietnamese troops hit their night defensive 
position at Kham Due, moving in under a 
60-round barrage of 82-mm mortars. 

Fifteen of the enemy were reported killed 
in the two hour battle, the first serious as­
sault on Kham Due since it was reopened 
three weeks ago to support allled operations 
near the Laotian border. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 5, 1970] 
AMERICAN PLANES BOMBING IN CAMBODIA 
U.S. officials in Saigon and Phnom Penh 

acknowledged Tuesday that American planes 
are bombing in Cambodia in response to re­
quests from Cambodian authorities. 

In the past, the White House and Pentagon 
have said U.S. air attacks inside Cambodia 
are used only to protect American and other 
friendly forces across the border in South 
Vietnam. 

In Phnom Penh, U.S. officials conceded 
privately that American jet fighter-bombers 
have gone to the aid of embattled Cambodian 
troops in the pa.st antl will do so again when 
they are needed. 

"We are responding to anyone's request for 

interdiction missions in the area of Cambo­
dia," one official in Saigon said. 

The direct air support has been given under 
a U.S. policy described by one ofilcia.l 1n 
Phnom Penh as "stay out of it if you can; 
provide assistance but don't take a leading 
role.'' 

Under the guidelines, U.S. sources said, 
policy has been to urge the South Vietnamese 
air force to provide as much of the required 
air support as possible to the Cambodians. 

U.S. support would be made available only 
when South Vietnamese warplanes were fully 
committed elsewhere. 

American officials have been reluctant to 
discuss U.S. air support for the Cambodians 
possibly because of the lack of any clear 
policy statement from Washington follow­
ing the June 31 deadline for U.S. troop in­
volvement in Cambodia. 

In Washington, administration officials said 
there had been no change in U.S. policy but 
they noted that "oftentimes there are an­
clllary effects" from U.S. air attacks that 
could make it appear that they were carried 
out to aid Cambodians. 

The official U.S. position, repeated Tues­
day by a Pentagon spokesman, has been that 
American planes are participating 1n "inter­
diction" of Communist supply routes and 
bases in Cambodia. 

In Saigon, a U.S. military spokesman was 
asked Tuesday: "Interdiction covers a lot 
of ground, doesn't it?" His answer: "Yes, it 
does." The spokesman would not elaborate. 

Informed sources disclosed that as many as 
50 American fighter-bombers, ea.ch carrying 
about eight tons of bombs and rockets are 
taking part each day in raids on Cambodian 
territory. 

The U.S. Commaind in Saigon repeated its 
earlier statement that U.S. air attacks in 
Cambodia are directed at "enemy troops or 
material which could threaten U.S. and other 
free world lives in south Vietnam." But 
other officials gave the impression that 
American planes are also attacking Vietcong 
and North Vietnamese troops that threaten 
Cambodian forces. 

"If the Cambodians say there is an enemy 
troop concentration or supply area at a given 
point," said one source, .. 'and U.S. bombers 
go in to interdict, this seems well within 
President Nixon's ground rules." 

"We sometimes get a peripheral or side 
benefit,'' said another official. "If it happens 
to be enemy troops, we're not going to com­
plain. But officially it's interdiction." 

The Cambodian deputy commander in the 
Kiri Rom area southwest of Phnom Penh 
told newsmen Monday that U.S. Air Force 
Phantoms were supporting his troops by reg­
ularly bombing enemy forces in his area, 
which is miles west of any known enemy 
supply route to South Vietnam. 

In Phnom Penh a Cambodian military 
spokesman claimed Wednesday that allied 
air strikes have killed 1,500 Communist 
troops southwest of the capital since Monday. 

The spokesman said 1,000 of the Commu­
nists were killed by Cambodian air force raids 
about 75 miles southwest of the capital, and 
the bodies of another 500 were found by 
Cambodian troops sweeping near Sre Khlong, 
about 50 miles southwest of Phnom Penh. 

The spokesman said that to the northeast, 
Communist troops still occupied buildings 
around the marketplace at Skoun. 

Sporadic action was also reported near the 
center of Kompong Thom and an admlnis­
trati ve post at Prey Totung was attacked by 
the Vietcong. 

He said three battalions of Cambodian re­
inforcements were trying to drive the Com­
munists out of Skoun, 35 miles northeast of 
Phnom Penh. The road to the south stm was 
closed and the spokesman advised newsmen 
not to travel on it. 

On Highway 4, about 50 miles southwest 
of Phnom Penh, cambodian troops Tuesday 
found the bodies of 11 civilians apparently 

gunned down by Vietcong recently. Several of 
the bodies were decomposed and one was be­
lieved that of a European man. 

In Vietnam, fighting fl.a.red up in three 
areas of the Mekong Delta, and South Viet­
namese forces report~ killlng 56 Commu­
nists while losing eight killed and 61 
wounded. 

About 200 of 600 Vietnamese prisoners be­
ing moved by ship from Conson Island in 
the South China Sea to a prison near Saigon 
revolted and freed themselves from their 
shackles Tuesday while the vessel moved up 
the Saigon River shipping channel, but they 
were brought under control by Vietnamese 
navy forces. 

The Thai government, meanwhile, report­
edly has launched an emergency mobiliza­
tion plan to give weapons training to men 
and women in four provinces on the border 
with Cambodia.. Sources said the volunteers 
would be allowed to buy arms and ammuni­
tion at reduced rates. 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 7, 1970] 
A FAMILIAR BEAST IN THE CAMBODIAN JUNGLE 

That haunting and &11 too recognizable 
beast of the Indochina jungles, the two­
toned commitment---a.Iso known as the 
heavy-footed undertaking and the creeping 
rationale-again seems to be on the prowl, 
this time in Cambodia. In pulllng American 
ground forces out of that newly troubled 
land at the end of June. Mr. Nixon had broad­
cast assurances that future American opera­
tions there would be confined to air actions 
mounted for the purpose of protecting Amer­
ican lives back in South Vietnam. In spirit 
though assuredly not in letter, the President 
has seemed anxious to respect the intent 
of the Senate which, in the Cooper-Church 
amendment to the foreign military sales act 
and in the Armed Service Committee's lan­
guage in the military procurement bill has 
plainly opposed a policy o.f supporting the 
government of Lon Nol. 

It now turns out, however-who can say 
he is really surprised ?-t:Qat the United 
States ls conducting bombing raids in Cam­
bodia that have only the most tenuous con­
nection with the original rationale of inter­
dioting enemy forces en route to Vietnam. 
As many a.s 50 planes a day a.re flying com­
bat support missions for beleaguered units 
of the Cambodian army, and the Cambodian 
army being what it is, there are few active 
units in it which are not beleaguered. Ameri­
can military officialS chose to say that the 
planes are interdioting "enemy troops or 
material which could threaten U.S. and other 
free-world lives in South Vietnam." And 
Secretary Laird appears further to have 
broadened the definition of "interdiction." 
But as a. oambodian officer told a correspond­
ent while Amerioan F-lOOs circled over a 
local battlefield, "This is direct support for 
my battalion, watch." And down came the 
planes, with bombs, napalm and incendiary 
bullets in turn. 

Senator Mansfield voiced his alarm to the 
Senate on Wednesday. "If this continues," 
he warned, "it could mean that we will have 
a repetition of what happened in Vietnam; 
namely, that first we will provide air sup­
port, then send advisers, then deploy troops, 
and thus get into a full-fledged war." We do 
not think things wm continue that far, to a. 
"full-fledged war." Nonetheless, the inade­
quate performance of the Cambodian army, 
despite American air support and South Viet­
namese help too; and the planned expan­
sion of the American aid program in Cam­
bodia from $8 million to $30 million; and 
the increasing isolation of the Lon Nol gov­
ernment in one corner of the country; and 
its deepening dependence on the United 
States-all these developments are extreme­
ly upsetting. The argument for confining 
American raids striotly to border and trail 
interdiction of Vietnam-bound men and ma­
terial grows stronger by the day. 
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[From the New York Times, Aug. 7, 1970) 
LAmD DENIES JETS SUPPORT CAMBODIANS 

(By Neil Sheehan) 
WASHINGTON, August 6.-Secretary of De­

fense Melvin R. Laird reiterated today the 
Nixon Administration's contention that 
American planes were not giving close air 
support to Cambodian troops despite eye­
witness press reports to the contrary. 

In a surprise Pentagon news conference 
this morning, Mr. Laird said bombing by 
American jets yesterday, 900 feet in front of 
a Cambodian battalion, was part of a gen­
eral interdiction campaign aimed at protect­
ing American forces in South Vietnam. Yes­
terday's bombing at Skoun, he said, was 
aimed at preventing the Vietnamese com­
munists from reopening sea supply routes 
through Cambodian coastal towns. 

"That particular area," Mr. Laird said, "ls 
very much related to the opening up of the 
sea area for supplies and so forth, and I 
would merely state that the decision was 
made by the commanders in the field that it 
was an important inte.rdiction mission to 
destroy the, ah, in this case, I believe it was 
personnel." 

CITES "OVERALL PROGRAM" 
"These interdiction missions are flown 

when it is felt that the personnel is of suf­
ficient magnitude, or the supplies, or the 
build-up, or it does have an effect on the 
overall program which we have in Vietnam," 
he continued. 

Skoun is a road-junction town 35 miles 
northeast of Phnom Penh, the Cambodian 
capital. The nearest coastal town, Kompong 
Som, the port formerly known as Sihanouk­
ville, is 80 miles southwest of Phnom Penh. 
Mr. Laird did not explain how Slroun could 
be connected with coastal supply routes. 

According to a dispatch of The Associated 
Press, a Cambodian captain called in Amer­
ican jets to bomb and napalm an enemy 
force that had halted an attack by his bat­
talion aimed at retaking Skoun. 

In normal military terminology, inter­
diction is the bombing of rear area supply 
lines or enemy troops that are not engaged 
with friendly forces. Close air support, on 
the other hand, is the bombing of an enemy 
force that is in contact with allied troops. 

Mr. Laird was asked, in light of what hap­
pened at Skoun, how he could continue to 
maintain that the Administration was not 
providing close air support for the Cam­
bodians. 

"It depends on what you refer to as inter­
diction, I think. I believe it is [interdiction]," 
he said. "It's very difficult to get these forces 
together in large numbers and to get con­
centrations of supplies. The VC and the 
North Vietnamese are now following a policy 
of trying to concentrate their supplies and 
their build-up of supplies, material and 
men around population centers, and you 
have to have forward air controls so that 
you can -be in a position where you protect 
civilians." 

Mr. Laird's comments today appeared to be 
another attempt by the Administration to 
ward off charges that it is providing the 
Cambodians with close air support, which 
would be prohibited by the Cooper-Church 
Amendment, attached by the Senate to the 
Foreign Military Sales Act earlrer this sum­
mer, but not yet accepted by the House. 

Designed to block a step-by-step increase 
in an American military commitment to 
Dambodia, as took place in Vietnam, the 
amendment specifically forbids the use of 
American planes for "any combat activity 
in the air above Cambodia in support of 
Cambodian forces." 

Mr. Laird made clear today that the Ad­
ministration's definition of interdictory 
bombing in Cambodia to protect Americans 
in South Vietnam encompasses virtually all 
of Cambodia, or along the sanctuary areas, 
or along the Tiver route. 

He acknowledged that there would be 
"certain ancilliary benefits" for the Cam­
bodians in this bombing, but did not specify 
wh:at these !benefits would ibe. 

A PENTAGON EXPLANATION 
Asked to explain the difference between 

Mr. Laird's "ancillary benefits" and close air 
support, Jerry W. Friedheim, a Pentagon 
spokesman, said: 

"The difference ls how it looks to the 
Cambodians and how it looks to us. How 
it looks to the Cambodians ls that these 
ancillary benefits are direct support for his 
troops. It looks to us like an interdiction 
campaign conducted in the context of our 
interdiction operations aimed at protecting 
the safety and security of our forces in South 
Vietnam and the Vietnamization program 
and keeping our casualties down and so 
forth." 

Mr. Laird also denied telling Congressmen 
that American troops would be out of com­
bat in South Vietnam by May of 1971. Repre­
sentative Clark MacGregor, the Republican 
Senatorial candidate in Minnesota, opposing 
former Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey, 
has been quoting Mr. Laird to this effect. 

Mr. Laird said he had deliberately avoided 
giving anyone a timetable for ending Ameri­
can involvement in the war. He explained 
that he had, however, both in public and in 
private meetings with Congressmen many 
times described the various phases of the 
Vietnamization program. 

Phase One ends in May of 1971 and its 
end, Mr. Laird has said, wlll entai:l the hand­
ing over of "ground combat responsibility" 
to the South Vietnamese. Mr. Laird has never 
defined what "ground combat responsibility" 
means. 

"Now if anyone wants to draw conclusions 
and draw up their own timetables based 
upon these broad, general applications of 
the Vietnamization program, they are doing 
that on their own," Mr. Laird said. 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 9, 1970] 
DIRECTIVE ON U.S. Am ROLE 

(By James P. Sterba) 
SAIGON, SOUTH VIETNAM, Aug. 8.-The 

United States military command here has 
issued a confidential set of instructions to 
all unit commanders on what to say when 
asked about American air operations in 
Cambodia. 

The instructions were issued after Amer­
ican reporters in Cambodia said they had 
witnessed United States jet bombers flying 
close air support misisons for Cambodian 
troops fighting the Communists-something 
President Nixon said would not be done after 
American troops withdrew from Cambodia 
on June 30. 

Secretary of Defense Melvin R. Laird has 
insisted that American pilots are flying only 
interdiction missions, that is, bombing strikes 
along enemy infiltration routes designed to 
block the flow of men and materials to the 
battlefields. Close air support is bombing and 
strafing of enemy positions actually on the 
battlefield to help Cambodian ground troops 
in combat. 

United States officials here had denied that 
American pilots were flying close support 
missions in Cambodia until American news­
men reported watching such missions and 
listening to conversations between the Amer­
ican pilot of a plane and an English-speaking 
Cambodian soldier directing him from the 
ground. 

INSTRUCTIONS CONFIDENTIAL 
The classified instructions were issued two 

days ago under a cover sheet marked "confi­
dential." In them, commanders are ordered 
not to make any statements other than the 
following: 

"The United States policy on air opera­
tions in Cambodia is to conduct operations 
to interdict enemy supplies, communications 

and personnel when in the judgment of U.S. 
commanders, such operations will have an 
ancillary effect that directly benefits the pres­
ent Government in Cambodia, but the reason 
for carrying on air activities in Cambodia is 
the interdiction of supplies, material and per­
sonnel in order to protect Americans in Viet­
nam, the Vietnamization program, to en­
hance continuing American withdrawals and 
to reduce American casualties." 

The instructions also warned: "Public 
statements will not go beyond the above 
directly or by allusion, nor will specific de­
tails on any mission or numbers of missions 
be discussed." 

STATEMENT IS READ 
Today, at the afternoon military briefing, 

the United States military spokesman refused 
to say whether close support missions for the 
Cambodians were being flown by Americans. 
Rather, he simply read the policy statement. 

Meanwhile, outside the briefing room, 
South Vietnamese newsboys were selling 
Stars and Stripes, the authorized daily news­
paper of the United States armed forces. On 
page six was an article saying Secretary of 
Defense Laird avoided comment on the wit­
nessed close air support missions. 

Next to the article was a United Press In­
ternational photograph purporting to show 
a United States Air Force F-100 jet bomber 
dropping his bombs next to Cambodian 
troops in battle. The airplane in the photo is 
large enough to identify it as an American, 
not a South Vietnamese jet. The South Viet­
namese have none. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star, 
Aug. 10, 1970] 

WE STILL BOMB THE "BAD GUYS" 
(By Mary McGrory) 

The best explanation of why U.S. planes 
are bombing in support of Cambodian gov­
ernment troops may be found in the tran­
script, just published, of hearings held in 
May before Sen. Stuart Symington's sub­
committee on U.S. Security Agreements and 
Commitments Abroad. 

The witness was Maj. Gen. Richard G. 
Ciccolella, an old Asian hand, now chief of 
staff of the 1st Army. 

"We have never really hurt these people 
badly enough," the general told Symington 
when the Senator asked him how he would 
go about winning the war. "When you hurt 
them badly enough-I don't care who they 
are-they are going to quit." 

To the general, the struggle in Cambodia 
is the scenario of a John Wayne movie, with 
good guys and bad guys. Here are his views 
of the past and present regimes in that 
unhappy country: 

"Because of his deep-seated hatred of the 
U.S., I regard Sihanouk with disfavor. How­
ever, I oonsider General Nol, whom I also 
know, to be an outstanding man and a 
friend of the U.S." 

That is a fair reflection of the White 
House view, too, although various officials 
have said we are not committed to the 
preservation of the Nol government. 

It also is claimed that we have always 
bombed Oambodia, and Defense Secretary 
Melvin R. Laird insists the current raids are 
"interdictions" undertaken to damage en­
emy supply lines in the name of protect­
ing troops in Vietnam. 

Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield, 
noting that the targets were "one hell of 
a long way from the Ho Chi Minh trail," 
plaintively requested that we "oa.11 things 
what they are." 

It is a preposterous request to address to 
an administration which called a full­
throated invasion of Cambodia "an incur­
sion" and a President who speaks of the 
transition to "a peacetime eoonomy" as the 
source of our economic ills. 

Nobody would have known about the raids 
except for an Associated Press reporter, John 
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Wheeler, who was on the scene and heard 
the Cambodian government commander call 
on the U.S. bombers for help. Secretary Laird 
lamely countered that the United States 
does not answer all such calls. 

The support missions are forbidden under 
the administration's own guidelines, issued 
when ground troops were pulled out. They 
also are prohibited by the Cooper-Church 
amendment which in subsection 4 outlaws 
"a.ny combat activity in the air above Cam­
bodia in direct support of Cambodian 
forces." 

The authors of the amendment, Sens. 
John SheTinan Cooper, R-Ky., and Frank 
Church, D-Idaho, are protesting this con­
tradiction of the Senate will. 

President Nixon, who kept the Senate in 
the dark on the Cambodia invasion, seems 
unlikely to be abashed. His apologists will 
doubtless point out that the amendment has 
no statutory force, since the House refused 
to take any action whatever and the measure 
has been struck for three weeks in a House­
Senate conference committee. 

Besides, the President acts these days like 
a man who has won the war for public 
opinion at home. He knows that the House 
will countenance anything done under the 
guise of "protecting American boys." 

Administration spokesmen, confident that 
the end-the-war bill in the Senate is doomed, 
are getting bolder. Veterans' Administration 
chief Donald Johnson, speaking in Los An­
geles on July 25, excoriated Sens. Hatfield 
and McGovern and 22 other dove co-sponsors 
as "salesmen of surrender, selling the 'sell­
out' like some sell used cars or potato chips." 

The President, like two presidents before 
him, feels that with a little more pressure, 
he can bring the war to a victorious con­
clusion. 

At his last press conference, he said, "We 
are ending the war." With students scattered 
and anti-war fever below normal, he ap­
parently feels he can, in the surgical, air­
power way favored by Republicans since 1964, 
bomb the enemy to terms. 

Gen. Ciccolella last May expressed the 
philosophy that prevails in the White House 
and dictates the missions: 

"Time has run out for the Communists 
on the battlefield of Vietnam, and no one 
knows it better than the Communists them­
selves." 

The President's only task apparently is 
to get them to admit it in Paris. 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, do I 
have any time remaining? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator's time has expired. At 
this time the Chair is to recognize the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Idaho may be recognized for 2 addi­
tional minutes. 

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

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have 

asked for this time to commend the dis­
tinguished Senator from Idaho for point­
ing up what I believe to be a most dis­
turbing development with reference to 
the Cambodian situation, and that is 
what appears to be very heavy and direct 
American air support of the Cambodian 
forces which, as the Senator said, is not 
only in violation of the Cooper-Church 
amendment, but also in violation of the 
repeated assurances the administration 
has given Congress and the American 
people that we would not become involved 
in the direct support of any particular 
regime in Cambodia. 
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I commend the Senator not only for the 
foresight he had months ago in offering 
the amendment that he did, which would 
have prevented this type activity, but also 
for the succinct remarks he has made 
here today. 

As the Senator knows, I intend to ad­
dress myself to the Cambodian situation 
presently. 

Mr. CHURCH. I know the Senator has 
that intention and I look forward with 
much anticipation to his address. I plan 
to be here while he delivers it and hope 
to participate in a colloquy with him at 
some point during, or following, his ad­
dress. 

I can only say that the most recent 
developments above Cambodia under­
score the need to enact the Cooper­
Church amendment into law. I hope it 
will prove possible to reach some agree­
ment in the conference now going on, so 
that we can bring back the Military Sales 
Act with the Cooper-Church amendment 
still affixed to it and still substantially 
intact. 

The single purpose we have in mind, as 
the Senator well knows, is to prevent the 
United States from assuming a new set of 
obligations to another government in 
Indochina without the consent of Con­
gress. 

I should think the recent expansion of 
the air war over Cambodia is but another 
danger sign pointing to the wisdom of 
erecting a legislative barrier against our 
involvement in a widening war in Indo­
china, taken on surreptitiously and dis­
closed only because of the diligence of a 
few newspaper reporters, all of which 
flies in contradiction of assurances here­
tofore given the American people by the 
President himself. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I again commend the 
Senator, and I wish him well in his ef­
forts in the conference in connection 
with the Cooper-Church amendment. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore. The distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota <Mr. McGOVERN) is recog­
nized under the previous order for not 
to exceed 30 minutes. 

THE CAMBODIAN TRAGEDY 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, there 
are two basic points I want to make to­
day about the invasion of Cambodia by 
American and South Vietnamese troops 
last spring and the events which have 
followed. First, the Nixon administration, 
in my opinion, is deceiving the American 
people in claiming an important military 
victory in Cambodia that will shorten 
the war in Indochina. Second, it is a 
betrayal of the humanitarian principles 
of the American people for us to disrupt 
or destroy the lives of the people of little 
Cambodia to serve some dubious tactical 
purpose of our own in the country next 
door. The destructive impact of the in­
vasion on the Cambodian people and the 
continued pillage by South Vietnamese 
forces and American bombers as just de­
tailed by the Senator from Idaho, is a 
moral and political disaster. 

We are being sold a malodorous bill of 

goods under a false label and at a price 
none of us would wish to pay. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from South Da­
kota yield for a question? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I would prefer to 
finish the address and then I will be 
happy to yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming. 

The full costs remain to be assessed. 
But the grim tabulations of American 
lives lost and mangled in Cambodia­
scrupulously left out of the proud ac­
counting of captured booty-reveal 339 
dead; 1,501 wounded. And neutral Cam­
bodia, the unwilling but relatively undis­
turbed host for small Communist sanc­
tuaries on its border a few months back, 
now finds some two-thirds of its territory 
held or contested by Communist forces. 
Vietcong forces, once confined to small 
border areas, are now shelling the capi­
tal of Cambodia. 

The venture into Cambodia has been 
described as a military success. Even 
some of its critics have begrudgingly ac­
cepted that assessment, perhaps in the 
charitable hope of averting embarrass­
ment for the President. 

But it is now becoming clear that the 
invasion was a military and political 
blunder. It saved no American lives; it 
cost American lives. It saved no Cam­
bodian lives; it cost Cambodian lives and 
is making that little country and its 
gentle, amiable people the suffering 
pawns of a war they neither understand 
nor support. 

Consider the terrific costs to Cam­
bodia. There appear on that land now 
the same scars-from the heavy bom­
bardment of American and Vietnamese 
warplanes-that have disfigured South 
Vietnam. Peaceful rural villages are dis­
rupted. Civilians die by firepower which 
cannot distinguish between enemy and 
innocent. 

A report to the New York Times in 
early July is illustrative. Correspondent 
Sydney H. Schanberg told of Cambodian 
women being forced to strip by South 
Vietnamese soldiers in order to get at 
any jewelry that had been hidden in 
their clothes. Quoting directly from his 
account: 

In Prey Koth, where most of the villagers 
were robbed of their meager savings and 
valuables, there were 33 thatch houses. 
TWenty-eight were sacked by the South Viet­
namese. 

"Please help us," an old farmer pleaded 
with a Western visitor. "Please do every­
thing you can to stop this from happen­
ing to us again." 

Note that this punishment is not in­
fl.icted under any pretense that "it is 
for their own good" as we have some­
times maintained in South Vietnam. It 
is happening simply because the Cam­
bodians got in the way of our war in 
Vietnam. Just as Vietnam was pressed 
into service as the battlefield for our 
misguided and counterproductive effort 
to contain Asian Communism, Cambodia 
is now being di~>"Upted because we believe 
our tactical military interests justify 
this sacrifice of innocent people. The 
Cambodians who suffer now do so in con­
siderable part, because we think it may 
help in our effort to strengthen the hold 
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of the Thieu-Ky government upon the 
Vietnamese. 

And what have been the gains to the 
United States of all of this? Have we 
achieved the objectives announced by 
the President when he explained last 
spring why we were attacking Cambodia? 
We have neither found nor destroyed the 
Communist central headquarters which 
the President said was a basic objective 
of the invasion. Neither have we ended 
the threat of Communist sanctuaries in 
Cambodia. Rather, the Communist forces 
previously confined to a border strip 
have now fanned out across most of 
Cambodia. 

We captured a few tons of rice, but 
that is easily replenished from the rich 
Cambodian harvest. Boasting of cap­
tured rice in a rice-surplus area such 
as Cambodia is so ridiculous that it can 
only reveal how really desperate the 
President was to find some reason, how­
ever superficial, to justify a mistaken 
venture. 

The President has made much over the 
capture of arms and ammunition. But 
the enemy in South Vietnam was armed 
prior to the invasion and it is still armed. 
If wha;'.; we captured would last them 6 
to 8 months, as advertised, then they 
will continue fully equipped because ac­
cording to American commanders in the 
field, we captured only 30 to 50 percent 
of the surplus stocks stored in Cambodia. 
Moreover, they probably placed little re­
liance on the obsolete weapons we carted 
back. Only 2,000 of the 15,251 individual 
weapons captured were of the AK-47 
model currently in use. And in any case. 
the weapons, too, can be replenished, 
with relative ease and the enemy has 
plenty of time. 

The assertion that we should be en­
couraged by the result.s of the invasion 
because it illustrated the ambition and 
competence of the South Vietnamese 
Army and improved their morale is in­
credible. If they needed battle testing, 
they certainly had ample opportunity 
to engage the enemy in ,their own country 
where most forces usually fight, whether 
or not they do on someone else's soil. 

If they were competent, they would 
not need sideshows next door to prove 
it. The only unique information about 
ARVN coming out of Cambodia is that 
they enjoy fighting where they are not 
strongly contested and that they have a 
disturbing tendency to act like a 12th 
century conquering army toward the 
people they "liberate"-looting villages, 
assaulting women, and mistreating the 
civilian population. 

I might say parenthetically, Mr. Pres­
ident, that numerous observers have re­
ported that the North Vietnamese and 
the Vietcong forces in Cambodia are 
much more considerate in dealing with 
the Cambodian villagers than are the 
South Vietnamese troops. Admittedly, 
this may be from a shrewd judgment of 
how to win the support of the villagers, 
but whatever the explanation, I do not 
find it an encouraging report. 

I find it appalling, particularly since 
South Vietnamese still operating in 
Cambodia no longer have with them the 
restraining influence of American troops. 
Any Southeast Asian observer has known 
of the longstandin·g enmity between the 

Cambodians and the Vietnamese which 
adds a serious complication to our "un­
leashing" of South Vietnamese forces in 
the Cambodian countryside. From the 
standpoint of Cambodia, the sequence of 
events beginning with the replacement 
of Prince Sihanouk by Lon Nol followed 
by the American and South Vietnamese 
invasion was a Il:altional catas,trophe 
that is tearing the little country apart. 

But let us return to the beginning, 
recalling that the seizure of weapons and 
the elevation of ARVN morale were post 
facto reasons for the invasion. 

In his April 20 announcement on troop 
withdrawals, the President gave no hint 
of concern about the threat to American 
furces in Vietnam PoSed by the guerrilla 
forces in Cambodia. He said: 

We finally have in sight the just peace 
we aire seeking. We can now say with con­
fidence that pacificaition ls succeedlng. We 
can now say with confidence that the South 
Vietnamese can develop the capability for 
their own defense. And we can say wiith 
confidence that all American combat forces 
will be withdrawn. 

Secretary of State Rogers reassured 
the House Armed Services Appropriations 
Subcommittee on this specific issue on 
April 23, 3 days after the President's 
speech, in a statement he subsequently 
expunged from the record: 

We have no incentive to escalate. Our 
whole incentive ts to deescalate. We recognize 
that if we ascalate and get involved tn Cam­
bodia, that our whole program is defeated. 

Meaning, presumably, the program of 
Vietnamization. 

And he told the subcommittee that no 
ground forces would be sent to Cam­
bodia. 

Just 1 week later, the invasion was 
launched. Only two groups were fore­
warned. An assortment of Legion and 
VFW officials and retired officers knew 
about it because the President told them. 
The North Vietnamese and Vietcong 
knew about it because they saw it com­
ing. But the Congress-the elected rep­
resentatives of the American people-­
could not be trusted or consulted; not 
even the committees with jurisdiction 
over military and foreign affairs. 

The President said on April 30, some 10 
days after his speech on the progress of 
Vietnamization, in announcing the rea­
sons for the Cambodian invasion: 

Tonight, American and South Vietnamese 
units will attack the headquarters for the 
entire Communist military operation in 
South Vietnam. 

But there was no enemy "Pentagon" 
and it was not attacked. The most per­
manent and least mobile installation 
captured was a laundry, hardly an essen­
tial element of command. In fact, the 
New York Times had earlier reported on 
April 4, 3 weeks before the invasion, 
that the enemy headquarters had been 
moved out of Cambodia and into South 
Vietnam. 

Official pronouncements quickly 
dropped the capture of COSVN as the 
purpose of the assault. But the deception 
did not end there. 

Quoting again from the President's 
April 30 statement: 
The enemy in the past two weeks has 

stepped up his guerrilla actions and he is 

concentrating his main force in these sanc­
tuaries that you see in this map, where they 
are building up the large massive attacks on 
our forces and those of South Vietnam. 

The President then pointed to several 
sanctuaries right along the South Viet­
namese border where he said the enemy 
was concentrating his forces in prepara­
tion for massive attacks on our forces in 
South Vietnam, but 3 days later, on May 
2, Robert Kaiser reported in the Wash­
ington Post: 

Military sources said today that they were 
not sure what President Nixon was talking 
about Thursday night when he described on 
television a large and recent Communist 
buildup in cambodia. 

Defense Secretary Laird was not sure, 
either. On May 14, he told a breakfast 
meeting of reporters-listen carefully to 
this, Mr. President-that: 

Starting about mid-April, we found the 
(enemy) forces facing in the opposite direc­
tion and moving away. There was not as 
great a military <:onfrontation. The risk to 
American forces (going into Cambodia) was 
much less. 

These statements simply cannot be rec­
onciled. The President told us the enemy 
was building up for large massive attacks 
on our forces in Vietnam; yet, at the 
same time, the Secretary of Defense re­
ported the enemy was moving in the op­
posite direction. It cannot be that the 
President acted to prevent an attack 
from the enemy's rear. 

Look, then, at another aspect of the 
situation prevailing when the invasion 
was launched. The nimble neutralist gov­
ernment of Prince Sihanouk had been 
deposed, and Lon Nol was in the process 
of attempting to consolidate his power 
in Cambodia. Ironically, one method he 
employed was the harassment and mur­
der of Cambodians of Vietnamese origin, 
taking advantage of ethnic antagonisms 
to increase his own popularity. In addi­
tion, probably with the expectation that 
American help would be forthcoming, 
he directed his small military forces to 
move toward Communist sanctuaries. 

This prodding of the beehive produced 
the natural result, in amounts well be­
yond the protective capacity of Cambo­
dian forces; Lon Nol sent out urgent ap­
peals for help, lest his government fall 
immediately to advancing Vietcong 
forces. 

During his consideration of those re­
quests, the President heard strong op­
position from Members of Congress, in­
cluding the chairman of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee. He could not 
have been unaware of the deep hostility 
to any U.S. involvement with propping up 
the new Cambodian Government. And 
that hostility was present for the best of 
reasons, at least for anyone who could 
recall the origins of our involvement in 
Vietnam. 

Militarily, the prospects could not have 
been worse. Cambodia's sole defense has 
been its neutrality. Whereas South Viet­
nam had been blessed with billions in 
military assistance prior to its near mili­
tary and political collapse in 1964, Cam­
bodia had only a ragtag army with an 
assortment of weapons from an assort­
ment of countries, including China and 



August 11, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA TE 28213 
the Soviet Union-doubtful sources of 
replacements and spare parts. Secretary 
Laird offered the best possible illustration 
of the Cambodian Army's impotence by 
pointing out that only a third of the Com-
munist forces in Cambodia were involved 
in the strikes which preceded our inva­
sion. Yet, Phnom Penh was near collapse. 

Also parallelling the story in Vietnam, 
any U.S. support of Lon Nol would result 
in our identification with an illegitimate 
government in power only because of its 
contempt for the processes of self-deter­
mination that is professed as our single 
remaining aim in South Vietnam. For us 
to intervene would aline the United 
States with the destruction of Cambodian 
land and people, and would establish Lon 
Nol as an American puppet in the eyes 
of his nationalistic countrymen. In short, 
involvement offered another venture 
doomed militarily and politically from 
the start, and it offered another great 
opportunity for communism in Indo­
china. 

While such considerations dominated 
discussions of aid to Cambodia on Capi­
tol Hill, the President was apparently 
being moved by other factors. I suspect 
the greatest was his realization that his 
Vietnamization strategy was becoming 
less and less viable, in large part because 
of events in Cambodia. 

As he said on April 30: 
Cambodia . . . has sent out a call to the 

United States, to a number of nations, for 
assistance. Because if this enemy effort suc­
ceeds, Cambodia would become a vast enemy 
staging area and a springboard for attacks 
on South Vietnam along 600 miles of 
frontier. 

Those words, in my view, gave a broad 
hint of the real reason for the invasion, 
as did another phrase from the same 
statement: 

I have concluded that actions of the 
enemy in the last 10 days clearly endanger 
the lives of Americans who are in Vietnam 
now and would constitute an unacceptable 
risk to those who will be there after with­
drawal of another 150,000. 

During those 10 days, it will be re­
called, Secretary Laird told us that 
enemy forces were facing the opposite 
direction. 

I submit, therefore, that our forces 
were sent into Cambodia, not only to 
capture the elusive Communist head­
quarters, nor to capt_ure tons of rice and 
weapons, nor to field test the South 
Vietnamese Army, but at least in con­
siderable part we went in to rescue the 
Lon Nol government from imminent col­
lapse. That, indeed, may have been a 
primary goal. 

To defuse congressional and public 
oppooition, however, the President de­
vised a different rationale. His tactic 
seems to have been to open a second 
front in the Cambodian theater, thus re­
moving some of the military pressure on 
Phnom Penh, while avoiding the appear­
ance of a direct involvement in yet 
another Asian country. 

All along, that purpose has been de­
nied. According to Secretary Rogers, for 
example: 

We don't intend to become involved m.111-
tarily in support of the Lon Nol government 

or any other (Cambodian) government ..• 
Now obviously some of the things we are 
doing have peripheral effects. There a.re divi­
dends that flow to the present government 
because it keeps the enemy off base. But 
that's not our primary purpose, and that 
will not be our purpose in the future. 

Mr. President, the President's own 
words belie such assertions. Any doubts 
that remain on that score should cer­
tainly be set to rest by events of the 
past week relating to American air mis­
sions over Cambodian territory to which 
the Senator from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) 
has just addressed himself. 

It should be recalled that the Presi­
dent set careful guidelines for air inter­
diction when U.S. ground troops were 
withdrawn. He said it would be limited 
to countering enemy efforts to move sup­
plies and personnel through Cambodia 
toward South Vietnam and to reestablish 
base areas relevant to the Vietnam war. 

But now Secretary Laird admits that 
American aircraft have been bombing in 
support of Cambodian forces holding 
Cambodian population centers. A Pen­
tagon sPokesman confirmed that mili­
tary commanders are responding to 
Cambodian requests for air strikes. 

Yet, Mr. Laird tosses up another se­
mantic smokescreen. The Pentagon 
maintains that the guidelines are not 
being violated, with the explanation that: 

When they catch enemy troops in the 
open, they will go after them even if there 
happen to be Cambodian troops around. 

And Secretary Laird says that there 
will continue 

To be ancillary benefits to the Cambodian 
ground operations. But the primary mission 
is interdiction. 

Mr. President, this is patently absurd. 
Are we to believe that Cambodian troops 
just happen to be around the routes of 
supply to South Vietnam covered by the 
President's guidelines? Are we to be­
lieve that those routes conveniently run 
by Cambodian population centers in need 
of protection? Are we to believe that 
Cambodian troops just happen to be lo­
cated in the areas where the Cambodians 
have requested air strikes? 

Mr. President, the pattern of decep­
tion has continued long enough. We are 
today and we have since May first, both 
directly and through the South Viet­
namese, been operating in direct support 
of the Lon Nol government. That was at 
least one reason for the invasion. It is 
a reason for the air strikes. It is a rea­
son why South Vietnamese forces still 
remain in Cambodia. How long will the 
administration deny the obvious? 

There is more at stake here than the 
credibility of the Nixon administration. 
That question is serious enough. But 
beyond that, if we understand why the 
Cambodian venture was undertaken, we 
learn volumes about the prospects for 
the administration's Indochina policy. 
And let us be frank, Mr. President. Not 
one of us can claim to know at this point 
all of the reasons behind this poorly ex­
plained invasion move. 

Specifically, we learn that far from 
assuring the success of Vietnamization, 
the Cambodian invasion signaled its 
weakness. 

According to the President's own 
statements, Vietnamization cannot suc­
ceed if the Lon Nol regime falls and 
Cambodia becomes a 600-mile-long sanc­
tuary for the North Vietnamese and the 
Vietcong. But the Len Nol government 
apparently cannot survive without exten­
sive military support from the United 
States and South Vietnam. And the 
dilemma is further compounded by the 
fact that each step in our military pur­
suit of the Communists into Cambodia 
weakens Lon Nol politically with his own 
people, because of the destruction and 
suffering it imposes upon the people of 
his beleaguered land. Meanwhile, Amer­
ican forces are left holding the bag in 
South Vietnam while a large South Viet­
namese Army forages in Cambodia to the 
dismay of much of the Cambodian popu­
lace. It is not possible either for the 
United States or Vietnam to achieve 
military success in a widening guerrilla 
war with declining numbers of troops. 

Mr. President, the Attorney General, 
John Mitchell, has advised those who 
feel the administration is retreating on 
school desegregation to watch actions 
rather than words. He suggests there is 
more to be learned from what the admin­
istration does than from what it says. 

The same principle applies with equal 
force to the President's Indochina policy. 
And when employed on that front, Cam­
bodian action is revealed as an effort to 
conceal another costly, futile expansion 
of the war. 

It is difficult to believe that so many 
years of hopeless effort in Indochina 
have failed to convince this administra­
tion that we cannot maintain a govern­
ment to our liking in Saigon or other 
Southeast Asia capitals. The President's 
policy of "decisive moves" with refer­
ence to Cambodia is as barren as the 
gradual escalation that was abandoned 
more than 2 years ago and which 
many of us criticized in earlier admin­
istrations. 

We have heard protests in recent 
weeks from supporters of the admin­
istration's policy who say they resent 
any implication that they are less de­
voted to peace than those of us who take 
a different view. They argue that the 
President is moving toward peace, that 
he is withdrawing American troops, and 
that he deserves the plaudits of those 
who despise this tragic conflict. 

The President doubtless does want 
peace in Vietnam, but I do not believe 
his present course will move us in that 
direction. I intend shortly to address 
myself in greater depth to the Presi­
dent's so-called Vietnamization policy, 
which I see as a device for keeping us 
involved in Indochina-not a method 
for extricating us. I have tried today, 
however, simply to place in better per­
spective what I believe to have been a 
mistaken action in extending the war 
so rashly across the face of Cambodia. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the article by Mr. Schanberg to 
which I referred to be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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[From the New York Times, July 2, 1970] 
LOOTING BY SAIGON UNITS STIRS CAMBODIAN 

HATRED 
(By Sydney H. Schanberg) 

PNOMPENH, CAMBODIA.-Looting and pil­
lage of Cambodian towns by South Viet­
namese troops is increasing and has become 
a serious problem here at a time when the 
two countries, traditional enemies, are trying 
to establish an alliance against North Viet­
namese and Vietcong forces. 

Publicly, both governments say that the 
problem is under control, and there is clearly 
a commitment at the top to try to contain 
it. But earlier this week, two regiments of 
South Vietnamese troops moving up from 
southern Cambodia to help out at a trouble 
spot 35 miles north of Pnompenh left behind 
a trail of pillage in at least four villages and 
towns-and a residue of Cambodian fear and 
hatred. 

In one of the looted vmages, Prey Koth, 
about 12 miles southwest of Pnompenh, the 
farm people told a visitor how the South 
Vietnamese soldiers came into their thatch 
houses late on Sunday afternoon and, hold­
ing all protesters at gunpoint, stole gold, 
money and rice and undressed some of the 
women to get at the jewelry they had hastily 
hidden inside their clothes. 

SIMILAR COMMENTS MADE 

At a news conference Monday Premier Lon 
Nol of Cambodia said, when asked about 
earlier South Vietnamese looting, "Where 
there are injustices, the (South) Vietnamese 
command deals with them severely. -There 
was some confusion at the beginning. But it 
is being regularized now." 

South Vietnamese officials have made sim­
ilar comments in this joint attempt to keep 
the mounting anger in the countryside from 
undermining the new alliance. 

A growing number of informed observers 
here-noting reports that the North Viet­
namese and Vietcong troops have treated vil­
lagers reasonably well, paying for their food, 
for example, instead of stealing it--fear that 
the South Vietnamese p1llage could spur 
some villagers into joining the enemy. 

So far, only four South Vietnamese soldiers 
are reported to have been charged with loot­
ing. These four, a battalion commander and 
three of his soldiers, are said to be awaiting 
court-martial for the sacking two weeks ago 
of Kompong Speu, a provincial capital 30 
miles southwest of Pnompenh. 

Some Western diplomats believe that the 
problem, if not checked, could seriously 
weaken the already uneasy relationship be­
tween Pnompenh and Saigon. And some for­
eign military experts feel that if the looting 
continues to spread, it could produce a situ­
ation in which South Vietnamese troops 
would be brought into Cambodia only for 
quick strikes in embattled areas and then 
would be taken back to South Vietnam 
immediately. 

There is a minority point of view, however, 
that holds that the situation is indeed fairly 
well under control and that the behavior of 
the South Vietnamese is relatively normal 
for soldiers under battle pressure. According 
to this view, the South Vietnamese troops are 
showing "considerable restraint" considering 
the massacre of more than 1,000 ethnic Viet­
namese here by Cambodian soldiers in the 
early stages of this war two and a half 
months ago. 

One foreign military attache here acknowl­
edged that the increased looting was "a bad 
thing" but said he wished reporters would 
not write about it because he felt publicity 
would exacerbate the situation. 

In Prey Koth, where most of the villagers 
were robbed of their meager savings and val­
uables, there are 33 thatch houses. Twenty­
eight were sacked by the South Vietnamese. 

"Please help us," an old farmer pleaded 
with a Western visitor, "Please do everything 

you can to stop this from happening to us 
again." 

The South Vietnamese troops arrived in 
Prey Koth at 4 P.M. on Sunday afternoon. 
They had picked it as a place to camp for 
the night before making the final leg of the 
journey to their destination north of Pnom­
penh, Longvek, the site of a Cambodian arms 
depot under enemy pressure. 

A half mile by dirt road off Route 4, Prey 
Koth is a poor but pretty village in the shade 
of tall trees and bambo clumps; its 200 people 
depend for their livelihood on a scanty rice 
crop and the crude sugar they make from the 
Juice of the palm-tree fruit. 

GmLs RUN FOR SAFETY 

As soon as the villagers saw the South Viet­
namese trucks pull up on Sunday, they 
forced all their young girls to run for safety 
to a village about a mile away. Rapes have 
been reported in some of the early looting 
rampages, but none recently. 

The troops immediately began swarming 
through Prey Koth, grabbing chickens and 
sacking the houses, most of which are on 
stilts. 

One woman, Huy Kam, 33 years old, who 
seemed to be still in a state of shock and kept 
wringing her hands, said, "I hate them for 
this. I was so afraid they would kill me." 
She said she had shoved all her savings, 
about $55 and a gold necklace in her pocket 
and had tried to run from the soldiers but 
that they had caught her and taken every­
thing. 

Other villagers came forward to tell sim­
ilar or even more pitiful stories. 

Another woman, Leng Lim, 44, said the 
South Vietnamese had undressed her to get 
at the gold-jewelry she had hidden in her 
skirt. Her 69-year-old brother, Ek Muong, 
begged them to stop. 

"I'm so old I couldn't do anything," said 
the brother, a bent bony man who walks with 
a cane. "They pointed a gun at me. So I had 
to stand there and watch while they took the 
clothes off my sister." 

A pregnant woman was forced to undress 
because the soldiers accused her of using her 
swollen stomach to hide things under her 
skirt. She said that as she undressed, they 
kept a knife at the neck of her three-yea.r­
aid daughter. Her husband was working three 
miles away at the time. 

Some observers say that the looting is un­
derstandable because the South Vietnamese 
soldiers are poorly paid and therefore look 
upon their campaign in Cambodia as a 
chance to enhance their income. 

But no matter what explanation is given, 
the fact of growing Cambodian hatred for the 
Vietnamese remains, and this is a bad sign 
now that American troops have withdrawn 
from Cambodia and the country-its own 
army poorly trained and equipped-is left 
largely dependent on the South Vietnamese. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The time of the Senator has ex­
pired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for 5 additional min­
utes, so that I may be permitted to yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota for yielding for a question. 

I have a copy of the Senator's state­
ment, which I believe has been distribut­
ed to the press, and on the third line of 
that press release I find this statement: 

First, the Nixon administration is deceiv­
ing the American people in claiming an im­
portant military victory in Cambodia that 
wlll shorten the war in Indochina. 

As I recall the Senator's statement, in 
reading his statement this morning, he 
said: 

First, the Nixon administration--

Then I think he introduced the words 
in my opinion, is deceiving the American 
people. 

I presume that what the Senator in­
tends to do is to modify the statement. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I will stand on either 
statement, whichever the Senator pre­
fers. 

Mr. HANSEN. I should like to ask the 
distinguished Senator, then, whether he 
is aware of the fact that a recent Harris 
poll discloses that some 61 percent of 
the American people in this country have 
indicated that they support the position 
of the President in Cambodia. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, I am aware of 
that, I would say to the Senator; and I 
would like to cite it as exhibit 1 of proof 
that the American people have been de­
ceived. 

Mr. HANSEN. Would it be fair to say, 
then, that despite what the President 
has said and despite what 61 percent of 
the people say, the distinguished Sena­
tor from South Dakota is saying that he 
and 39 percent who may not agree with 
the President are better able to discern 
what have been the actions of the Presi­
dent insofar as a deception is concerned 
rather than to agree with the 61 percent 
who agree with the President and not 
with the distinguished Senator? 

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say to the 
Senator that, as he knows, I have been 
speaking out against our policy in South­
east Asia for many years. During most 
of that time, considerably less than 39 
percent of the American people, in vari­
ous public opinion polls, agreed with the 
warnings that I and other Members of 
the Senate were issuing. Most of the 
American people during the greatest 
share of that dissent over the last 6 or 
7 years have tended to believe the Presi­
dent when he told them that we had to 
send in more and more troops and more 
and more planes and more and more 
military operations of all kinds. Most 
people tended to believe the President 
when he said that victory was just 
around the corner, that we could see 
light at the end of the tunnel, and that 
if we would just quit raising questions 
about the war, everything would go well. 
It turns out that all those predictions 
were wrong and that just about every­
one now realizes that the minority who 
issued the early warnings against our 
involvement in Southeast Asia were 
right, even though they were in the mi­
nority. 

What I suggest to the Senator today 
is that the President of the United States 
is in a very powerful command position, 
both in terms of committing American 
forces abroad and in commanding pub­
lic attention for the explanation of his 
actions. 

I do not find it very hard to understand 
why the public opinion polls at the pres­
ent time show that some 61 percent of 
the American people tend to go along 
with the President when he says it was 
necessary to invade Cambodia in order 
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to get out of Vietnam. I think it is a mis­
take in judgment. I think the American 
people have been misled. I think they 
were misled, also, as to the purposes of 
that invasion. I think it is a mistake for 
the President to announce on nationwide 
television that we are moving in to cap­
ture the central headquarters of the en­
tire Communist apparatus in Southeast 
Asia and then, after the event, explain 
that the military operation has been a 
success because we captured some rice 
and some modest supplies of weapons 
which were largely obsolete. 

What I am saying to the Senator here 
today is that I am surprised that even 
39 percent of the American people have 
been able to see through this very 
strenuous effort on the part of the Presi­
dent to sell the American people on the 
necessity of this invasion. I can only say 
that I think it is a mistake in judgment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The Senator's additional time has 
expired. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD the Harris survey to which I 
earlier ref erred, as published in the 
Washington Post of today. 

- There being no objection, the Harris 
survey was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE HARRIS SURVEY: 61 PERCENT Now BELIEVE 

NIXON JUSTIFIED IN CAMBODIA MOVE 

(By Louis Harris) 
In the aftermath of the U.S. move into 

Cambodia, 61 per cent of the American peo­
ple believe that President Nixon was "justi­
fied" in ordering the action. 

Perhaps the most significant finding of a 
special Harris Survey on Cambodia is that 
Mr. Nixon has scored an impressive turn­
around in what seemed to be a growing 
credibility gap over the Vietnam war. 

Between May 25 and 30, after the dispatch 
of troops into Cambodia and again between 
July 25 and 30, after their return, cross sec­
tions of households across the nation were 
asked: 

"As far as the war in Vietnam and Cam­
bodia is concerned, do you think President 
Nixon has been frank and straightforward 
about the war, or do you think he has not 
told the American people the real truth 
about the situation there?" 
Frank and straightforward: Percent 

July ------------------------------- 48 
May ------------------------------- 42 

Not told rea.l truth: 
July ------------------------------- 38 
May ------------------------------- 46 

Not sure: 
July ------------------------------- 14 
May ------------------------------- 12 
Not only did the President's credlblllty 

rating sharply improve, but confidence that 
he would keep his pledge of troop withdrawal 
from Vietnam also turned completely around. 
The two cross sections were asked: 

"President Nixon has said that we still 
will be able to withdraw 150,000 U.S. troops 
from Vietnam by next May. In view of the 
operations in Cambodia, do you think he 
will be able to bring back the 150,000 U.S. 
troops by then or not?" 
Will be able to: Percent 

~~~ ===========================~=== :~ Won't be able to: 
July ------------------------------- 30 
May ------------------------------- 49 

Not sure: 
July ------------------------------- 20 
May ------------------------------- 18 

They were also asked: 
"In under taking the military opera.tions 

in Cambodia, do you think the Vietnam war 
has now been widened into a bigger war in 
all of Indochina, including Laos and Cam­
bodia., or do you think the move into Cam­
bodia prevented a widening of the war?" 
Prevented widening of war: Percent 

July ------------------------------- 42 
May ------------------------------- 33 

War has been widened: 
July ------------------------------- 29 
May ------------------------------- 53 

Not sure: 
July ------------------------------- 29 
:M:ay ------------------------------- 14 
By 57 to 23 percent, a majority believe that 

U.S. troops were successful in destroying 
North Vietnamese bases in ca.mbodia. By 
56 to 24 percent, the public also denies the 
allegation that the incursion was a "mis­
take." In addition 55 percent agree with :Mr. 
Nixon's claim that by moving into Cambodia, 
"the lives of American fighting men in Viet­
nam were protected." 

Just after the action started, most people 
believed that Mr. Nixon "ha.ct widened the 
war in Indochina-by 53 to 33 percent." But 
now that U.S. troops have been taken out of 
Cambodia and the fighting in Vietnam has 
tended to wind down, a plurality of the pub­
lic (42 to 29 percent) holds the view that 
"the war has been prevented from widening.'· 

The public also has reversed its view that 
Mr. Nixon "did not act properly by not ask­
ing permission of Congress to commit U.S. 
troops in Cambodia." Just after the action 
started, a majority was critical of the pro­
priety of Mr. Nixon's action, by 54 to 37 per­
cent. Now, by a narrow 45 to 42 percent, most 
people say the President's course of action 
was "proper," even though Congress was by­
passed. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen­
ator yield? 

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator from 
Idaho <Mr. CHURCH) has been here since 
10 o'clock and served notice before I 
spoke. As a courtesy to him, if the Sen­
ator from Kansas would agree, I would 
like to yield to the Senator from Idaho 
first and then to the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Certainly. 
Mr. CHURCH. First, I commend the 

Senator for his very forthright analysis 
of the Cambodian episode. I was par­
ticularly struck by his statement that 
today nearly two-thirds of Cambodia is 
either held, or being contested for, by 
Communist forces. Prior to the American 
invasion, something like 10 percent of 
the Cambodian territory was held by the 
Communists. Yet, we are told by the 
President that this operation was the 
most successful in the whole course of 
the war. 

It seems to me that, as time passes, 
a growing number of Americans will come 
to agree with the position taken today 
by the Senator from South Dakota. In 
the past, he has been proved right again 
and again, and I think he will be proved 
right once more on Cambodia. 

As a matter of fact, I recall the 
day the President invited Members of 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela­
tions and the House Committee on For­
eign Affairs to the White House, shortly 
after the invasion commenced, to ex­
plain the reasons why he had ordered 
American troops into Cambodia. I con­
cluded, based upon his explanation and 
the answers he gave to the questions 

asked at that time, and I said publicly, 
that the President had "taken a large 
gamble for a small prize." I stated: 

If he wins the gamble, he gains no more 
than the temporary removal of the border 
sanctuaries in Cambodia, to which the en­
emy will soon return. If he loses the gamble, 
the enemy reprisal could well take the form 
ot a Communist takeover of Cambodia. 

I issued that statement on May 5, 
5 days after the American invasion 
began. 

Today, as the Senator observes, more 
than half of Cambodia has fallen into 
Communist hands, while Communist 
troops oontest for two-thirds of Cambo­
dia. Phnom Penh itself is under siege. 

It may be that 61 percent of the 
American people now believe that the 
Cambodian operation was a great suc­
cess, but I think that, in a few more 
months, they will come to realize that 
what really happened was that we 
pulled the plug on Cambodia and it went 
down the drain. 

I commend the Senator for his ad­
dress, and I forecast that he will once 
more be proved right in days to come. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena­
tor from Idaho for his intervention and 
for what he said about my being right 
in the past, when of course it applies 
with even greater relevance to his own 
analysis of this situation over the years. 
I cannot recall a single prediction that 
the Senator has made that has not 
proved to be accurate in light of subse­
quent events. I am confident that the 
judgment both of us share on this mis­
taken venture into Cambodia will, one 
day, be the prevailing view of most of 
the American people. 

That is why it is so important for us 
to continue to report these developments 
as we have, and why it is so important 
for discussions of this kind to take place 
on the floor of the Senate. 

Now I yield to the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say to 
the junior Senator from South Dakota 
that I am particularly interested in pages 
9 and 10 of his prepared remarks where­
in he indicates, that some of us resent 
the implications and are less devoted to 
peace. I perhaps fall in that category. I 
believe that a majority of Senators sup­
port President Nixon, whether Democrat 
or Republican, because he has a plan for 
peace. The Senator from Kansas has lis­
tened to the criticisms of the Senator 
from South Dakota since coming to the 
Senate in January of last year; but I 
have yet to hear the junior Senator from 
South Dakota off er his plan for peace in 
Southeast Asia unless it is somehow 
wrapped up in the amendment to end the 
war, which I designate the amendment 
to lose the peace, to walk out, to surren­
der, if you will, Mr. President, to charge 
off the deaths of 50,000 young Americans, 
and to have asylum somewhere, as the 
so-called end the war amendment pro­
vides-perhaps in South Dakota, perhaps 
in Oregon, perhaps in Kansas--! am not 
certain where. 

It is one thing to criticize the Presi­
dent, as the Senator from South Dakota 
does so very frequently and constantly; 
but we must recognize that President 
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Nixon has withdrawn 120,000 troops from 
Southeast Asia. He has announced the 
withdrawal of another 150,000 troops, 
which will be 80 percent of combat troops 
withdrawn by next May 15. 

The Senator from South Dakota, of 
course, was opposed to the Cambodian 
incursion. Many of us have expressed 
doubts, but the Senator from South Da­
kota omitted one crucial element, which 
was given by the President, namely, that 
the incursion into Cambodia was nec­
essary for the protection of American 
forces----

Mr. McGOVERN. I did list that in-­
Mr. DOLE (continuing). And to keep 

the Vietnamization program on schedule. 
Mr. McGOVERN. I did list that as one 

ofthe-
Mr. DOLE. This morning, I heard a 

CBS news report from the Cambodian 
border that they had not seen a Viet­
cong in over a month. The reporter on 
CBS indicated the Cambodian venture 
was successful, that 2 or 3 months ago the 
Vietcong and the North Vietnamese were 
all over the area, but today they have to 
go out and search for them. 

I would remind the Senator from South 
Dakota that casualties have been reduced 
as a result of the Cambodian incursion. 
It did not bring about complete and 
total victory, nor permit the withdrawal 
of all U.S. troops immediately. 

Talk about deception. That term might 
be applied to the so-called end-the-war 
amendment, which I call the lose-the­
peace amendment, because it says in 
etiect that at the end of this year we shall 
pull out of Southeast Asia whatever the 
situation. 

If we want to discuss deception, and 
I assume we will, as the Senate gets into 
the so-called end-the-war amendments, 
to make a blanket criticism of President 
Nixon, who is making progress toward 
peace in Southeast Asia and also in the 
Middle East, does a disservice to him. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me respond to 
the Senator from Kansas in two ways, 
and very briefly. 

First, with reference to the importance 
of the critics having an alternative an­
swer to our policy in Southeast Asia, this 
comment has always intrigued me. The 
real alternative was to have listened to 
what the critics were saying years ago, 
not to commit American forces. 

The Senator from Kansas and the 
President of the United States for years 
have advocated the course we have been 
following in Vietnam until it proved to 
be a disaster. 

No one in this country in past years 
was any more consistent in advocating 
every step of our escalation in military 
involvement in Southeast Asia than 
Richard Nixon, who is now the President 
of the United States. As early as 1954 he 
was advocating sending American forces 
there. He advocated that from that time 
until he became convinced, in the 1968 
presidential campaign, that it had driven 
his predecessor from office and it was 
only since that point that he has emerged 
as an advocate of withdrawal from 
Southeast Asia. 

The basic alternative to our involve­
ment in Southeast Asia was not to have 

made this series of errors over the l>ast 10 
years. But I do want to say to the Sena­
tor--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR­
DICK) • The time of the Senator from 
South Dakota has expired. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 ad­
ditional minute. 

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I do want to say to 
the Senator that I have otfered an alter­
native plan to this disastrous and indefi­
nite continuance in Southeast Asia, and 
that is to withdraw on a time certain, 
to set up a timetable, to notify Saigon, to 
notify the enemy, and - to notify the 
~erican people that on such-and-such 
a date all American forces will have been 
removed. I think that is the way to dis­
engage. I do not believe we will ever get 
out by this kind of vague promise, that 
we will withdraw American forces but, 
dependent only upon the capacity of the 
South Vietnamese regime t6 continue the 
war, and dependent only on what North 
Vietnam and the Vietcong do--which, in 
a sense, gives the veto over American 
foreign policy into the hands of both 
Saigon and Hanoi. I object to that. 

Mr. DOLE. Let me say to the Senator 
from South Dakota that President Nixon 
has been in office only 18 months. He was 
not President in 1954, neither was he 
President in 1964 when this body voted 
88 to 2 to approve the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution. 

Those facts speak for themselves. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from South Dakota yield? 
Mr. McGOVERN. I yield. 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, unfor­

tunately, I came into the Chamber at the 
end of this colloquy, but I did hear the 
suggestion that President Nixon, when 
he was Vice President, was in favor of 
our involvement in Vietnam. 

I have in my possession a letter writ­
ten by a man who served in high office in 
the Eisenhower, the Kennedy, and the 
Johnson administrations. In his letter, 
he points out very clearly that the sug­
gestion of involving the United States of 
America with troops in Southeast Asia 
was suggested by, I believe, Mr. Rostow 
and, it was turned down by the Eisen­
hower administration. 

As the letter states quite vehemently, 
their purpose was to send instructors 
and advisers but not involvement. 

So that I want the record to show, so 
far as I am concerned, that it is my 
understanding, from the letter written 
by John McCone, who is well known and 
highly regarded and has served in many 
administrations, that this is his state­
ment and puts that on the record, which 
I am pleased to have the opportunity to 
state for the RECORD, also, under my 
name, at this time. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I thank 
the distinguished Senator from Ohio for 
permitting me a few minutes in which to 
make these remarks. 

Mr. HANSEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier in the day, there was 
a discussion on the Senate floor about 
the Cambodian operation. Since the Sen-

ate was then operating under a time­
limitation agreement, there was not suffi­
cient opportunity to respond to the re­
marks of the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. McGOVERN). 

May I say, Mr. President, that I and 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle 
are most grateful to the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio (Mr. YOUNG) for his 
kindness and forbearance in giving us 
the time that he did. He was most con­
siderate. 

The Senator from South Dakota made 
some very serious charges which should 
not go unchallenged. As I indicated in 
my earlier remarks, a recent Harris sur­
vey showed that 61 percent of the Amer­
ican people support the President in the 
action he took in Cambodia. 
' This view has grown stronger as the 

weeks have passed and people have begun 
to realize the etfects which those opera­
tions have had. They believe that, rather 
than widening the war, these operations 
have helped to limit it, to protect our 
forces, and to insure our Vietnamiza tion 
program. 

I am at a loss to understand the reason 
for such accusations as the Senator has 
made. Throughout this episode the Presi"':' 
dent has been frank and forthright, as 
security permitted, on the purposes of 
the operation. 

On June 3, for example, the President 
said: 

First we have eliminated a.n immediate 
danger to the security of the remaining 
Americans in Vietnam and thereby reduced 
our future casualties. Second, we have won 
some precious time for the South Vietnamese 
to train and prepare themselves to carry the 
burden of their national defense so th~t our 
American forces ca.n be withdrawn. Third, 
we have insured the continuance and success 
of om .troop withdraw&! program. On April 20 
I announced an additlon.a.1150,000 Americans 
would be home within a year. We will keep 
our timetable for troop withdrawals. 

On June 30, as his promise on the 
withdrawal of American troops from 
Cambodia was being kept, the President 
said: 

We have ellminated an immediate threat 
to our forces and to the security of South 
Vietnam-and produced the prospect of 
fewer American casualties in the future. We 
have in.filcted extensive casualties and very 
heavy losses in materiel on the enemy. We 
have ended the concept of Ca.n:ibodla.n sanc­
tuaries immune from attack upon which the 
enemy military had relied for five years. We 
have dislocated supply lines and disrupted 
Hanoi's strategy in the Saigon area and the 
Mekong delta. We have effectively cut off the 
enemy from resupply by sea. We have, for the 
time being, separated community main force 
units from guerrillas in the southern part of 
South Vietnam. This should provide a boost 
to pacification efforts. We have guaranteed 
the continuance of our troop withdrawal 
program. We have bought time for the 
South. Vietnamese to strengthen themselves. 
We have witnessed visible proof of the suc­
cess of Vietnamization as the South, Viet­
namese performed with skill and valor and 
competence. 

In his remarks the Senator from South 
Dakota sought to belittle the accomplish­
ments of the operation. Just to keep the 
record clear, I submit a brief summary 
of what was actually accomplished. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the statistics I have prepared 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the statistics 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

1. We captured or destroyed a great deal 
of supplies: 14 million pounds of rice; nearly 
15 million rounds of small arms ammuni­
tion; over 120,000 ~ounds of rocket, mortar 
and recolless rifie ammunition; over 25,000 
weapons. 

2. we killed or captured about 13,500 com­
munist troops-11,349 killed; 2,328 captured. 

3. There already has been a reduction in 
U.S. casualties in South Vietnam: in that in 
the five week period ending August 1st the 
number of U.S. killed in South Vietnam 
toOOJ.ed 354-the lowest rate for any equiva­
lent period in 4Y2 years. 

4. The rate of enemy attacks particularly 
in the southem parts of South Vietnam has 
decreased. 

5. We have been able to continue OUil' pro­
gram for the withdrawal of U.S. forces which 
would have been jeopardized if the oom­
munists had been able to expand their sanc­
tuaries without challenge. 

6. A contributing factor in this has been 
the increase in confidence and effectiveness 
of South Vietnamese armed forces. 

7. The communists also know they will 
never again be able to use those sanctuaries 
without the danger of challenge. This makes 
it harder for them to use them in the future 
and means that they will have much more 
d.iftlculty tha_n before to prepare and mount 
large unit attacks against our forces or 
against South Vietnamese cities. 

8. We should emphasize that the U.S. did 
not attack a neutral Cambodia as critics 
allege. The U.S. attacked enemy bases in 
Cambodia with the approval of the Cam­
bodian government. It was the oommunlsts 
not the United States who violated the Cam­
bodian neutrality. 

9. And with all of this Gambodia is stlll 
fighting valiantly to preserve its freedom 
in the face of North Vietnamese aggression. 
A oountry which was threatened by the most 
blatant aggression is now defending itself. 
Though the situation is stlll serious there our 
actions in the sanctuaries helped to give the 
time for this country to develop its ability 
to resist. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, these 
are convincing reasons why the American 
people believe as they do and support the 
President in this operation. 

Mr. President, in the Washington Daily 
News of today, August 11, 1970, there is 
published an article written by Don Tate, 
entitled "Cambodia Success Claimed." I 
ask unanimous consent that that article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

SUCCESS CLAIMED 

(By Don Tate) 
LoNG BINH, SOUTH VIETNAM.-Despite the 

bttter controversy it aroused, the general 
who commanded some 22,000 American troops 
in the Cambodian incursion said today he is 
more firmly convinced than ever of the opera­
tion's basic success. 

Since his troops rolled back into South 
Vietnam more than a month ago. Lt. Gen. 
Michael S. Davison, 53, a tall, slow-talking 
West Point graduate, has had a chance both 
to re-evaluate the success and consider the 
charges of failure leveled by foes of the 
campaign. 

Gen. Davison assumed his second field force 
command on April 15 and found himself 

thrown into the breach with only days to 
mount the American offensive which kicked 
off May 1. In a wide-ranging interview he 
sought today to set the record straight on 
some of the criticism of that incursion. 

COUNT CHALLENGED 

Critics have claimed that captured booty 
counts were systematically inflated thru 
command levels in order to make the Cam­
bodian venture look good to the American 
people. 

Gen. Davison's answer: "The only thing I 
can tell you is that right from the beginning 
we made every effort to get an accurate ac­
counting of what we had taken ... Gen. 
Abrams (Cregihton W. Abrams, U.S. com­
mander in Vietnam) never said a damned 
word to me about how much . . . 

"All I said to the division commanders was 
that they had to account for these captured 
materials just like they would account for 
equipment in their divisions. Fundamentally, 
when your own future operations depend on 
how badly you've hurt the enemy, you don't 
want to make any false assessments." 

Gen. Davison's latest figures exceed in im­
pact ·those given out earlier by the White 
House. "We've concluded that we left behind 
only 15 per cent of the material the enemy 
had in there (the storage areas) originally," 
he said. 

"I'm fully aware that the President said we 
captured 60 per cent .... I don't know if the 
White House took into account what the 
trucks (two columns of 10 enemy trucks each 
which escaped) moved out, what our B52s 
and tactical fighter planes destroyed, the 
amount of ammunition the enemy fired at us 
while we were in there, and so ... I must say 
in some area where we've found enemy mail, 
he's giving us credit for capturing more than 
I thought we had." 

Oritlcs say the a.llied charge into Cam­
bodia sent Red forces scattering thruout 
that small country, triggering a chain reac­
tion which might well doom Cambodia. 

Gen. Davison's reply: "Part of the commu­
nist plan was to seize control of large areas of 
Cambodia, which they embarked on in early 
April. . . . They were already embarked on 
this project well before we went in (on May 
1), and it can be documented. When (Prince) 
Sihanouk was overthrown March 18, the 
communists had a whole new ball game, and 
they recognized it. 

"At that point the planning on the part of 
COSVN (Central Office for South Vietnam­
Red headquarters located then and now in 
Cambodia) was to get another offensive going 
in South Vietnam. The last week in March 
they dropped that and started seizing larger 
areas of Cambodia and setting up a liberation 
movement. 

"At that time their 272nd Regiment moved 
deeper into Cambodia toward Kompong 
Cham, and their l 75th Regiment moved 
deeper into Cambodia toward Kratie, and 
took it in early April, and another newly 
formed regiment went off to the northwest 
across the Mekong River. All of that activity 
started weeks before we went in." 

Other critics charged the a.mes didn't 
achieve all they started out to achieve (did 
not take COSVN~ for example) in the two 
months the Americans were in Cambodia, and 
that the continued presence of thousands of 
South Vietnamese (ARVN) troops inside 
Cambodia is only imperiling South Vietnam 
now. 

LACK SURPRISE EFFECT 

Gen. Davison conceded that "if we had had 
more planning time, and had the authority, 
we could have struck simultaneously into all 
areas and impose a greater strain on the 
communists." 

"Undoubtedly," he went on, "they moved 
some stuff out after we first went across the 
border (ARVN troops had crossed April 29, 

two days before the Americans, and crossings 
that followed were staggered days, sometimes 
weeks apart, losing the surprise value of mass 
simultaneous assault). 

"If he had gone in all at once, I don't think 
they would have been able to do that. Even 
so, it was still tremendously effective and I 
believe has bought an insurance policy for 
the Vietnamization program." 

Gen. Davison stressed that enemy activity 
in the lower half of South Vietnam has 
dropped off nearly 50 per cent in the 11 prov­
inces around Saigon since the Cambodian in­
cursion, adding that as long as ARVN forces 
continue to control highways 1 and 7-im­
portan t links in Cambodia for enemy troops 
and supplies moving toward South Viet­
nam-the enemy "is going to have an awful 
rough row to hoe to reverse the trend in the 
delta and around Saigon." 

Gen. Davison's overall view of the Cambo­
dian fighting was less optimistic. He said that 
in Cambodia, it is the Lon Nol forces which 
travel "the rocky road." 

"Whether they can pull it off, I don't 
know," he said. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the 
article begins: 

Despite the bitter controversy it aroused, 
the general who commanded some 22,000 
American troops in the Cambodian incursion 
said today he is more firmly convinced than 
ever of the operation's basic success. 

Since his troops rolled back into South 
Vietnam more than a month ago, Lt. Gen. 
Michael S. Davison, 53, a tall, slow-talking 
West Point graduate, has had a chance both 
to re-evaluate the success and consider the 
charges of failure leveled by foes of the cam­
paign. 

I shall not read the remainder of the 
article, except to call attention to two 
parts that I think are particularly 
significant: 

Critics say the a111ed charged into Cam­
bodia sent Red forces scattering thruout 
that small country. triggering a chain reac­
tion which might well doom Cambodia. 

Gen. Davison's reply: "Part of the commu­
nist plan was to seize control of large areas 
of Cambodia, which they embarked on in 
early April. . . They were already embarked 
on this project well before we went in (on 
May 1) , and it can be documenlted. When 
(Prince) Sihanouk was overthrown March 
18, the communists had a whole new ball 
game, and they recognized it. 

Then finally, Mr. President, in response 
to charges made by many, including the 
distinguished Senator from South Da­
kota-and I quote from his statement as 
shown in his press release as of today: 

But it is now becoming clear that the in­
vasion was a military and political blunder. 
It saved no American lives; it cost American 
lives. 

Let me, in order that the record might 
be set straight, read what General Davi­
son, the man who conducted the Cam­
bodian incursion, said: 

Gen. Davison stressed that enemy activity 
in the lower half of South Vietnam has 
dropped off nearly 50 per cent in the 11 prov­
inces around Saigon since the Cambodian 
incursion, adding that as long as ARVN 
forces continue to control highways 1 and 7-
important links in Cambodia for enemy 
troops and supplies moving toward South 
Vietnam-the enemy "is going to have an 
awful rough row to hoe to reverse the trend 
in the delta and around Saigon." 

Mr. President, I think it is important 
that the people of this country under-
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stand what the facts are. I think it is 
important that we hear both sides of this 
story. I speak this afternoon in order that 
those who are interested enough-and I 
hope that every Senator will be-may 
read the record to see what has been 
accomplished in Cambodia, in order bet­
ter to understand and evaluate an oper­
ation which results in a growing number 
of Americans now finding themselves in 
wholehearted support of the actions of 
the President of the United States. The 
people, by a margin of some 61. percent 
solidly support the action of the Presi­
dent of the United States in Cambodia. 

That does not reflect a smaller per­
centage of Americans; it reflects a grow­
ing number of Americans who, more and 
more, day by day, recognize that this was 
indeed one of the most brilliant military 
maneuvers accomplished in recent times, 
and one for which the President has been 
subjected to some very unfair criticism, 
simply because, in the interests of secu­
rity, he could not serve notice on the 
Senate nor on the world as to what our 
intentions were. Had he done that, the 
success which brilliantly characterizes 
that 60-day operation into Cambodia 
would not have been nearly so success­
ful. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BURDICK) • Under the previous order the 
Senator from Ohio <Mr. YOUNG) is now 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

ABM: ANOTHER MAGINOT LINE 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

from the very moment the Nixon admin­
istration and the officials of the Depart­
ment of Defense decided to breathe new 
life into the moribund Nike Zeus, Nike X, 
Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile system by 
giving it a new name, the Safeguard sys­
tem has been the focus of unprecedented 
debate and study. Much of this debate 
has been confusing and misleading be­
cause of the constantly shifting reasons 
given by the administration to justify 
the expenditure of billions of dollars on 
this monstrosity. The most recent argu­
ment used by the supporters of the Safe­
guard system have been the role it would 
play in protecting our land-based nuclear 
deterrent and the need to use it as a 
bargaining card in the SALT talks now 
underway in Vienna. 

On the surface these might seem to be 
compelling reasons for continuing or 
expanding the Safeguard system. Closer 
examination reveals just how dan­
gerously misleading even these argu­
ments are. 

No one would deny that the United 
States should protect and defend its 
nuclear retaliatory force as a deterrent 
to a possible Soviet first strike. Safe­
guard, however, is the wrong system for 
such a job. It simply will not work as an 
effective defense of our land-based de­
terrent. Moreover, the value of Safe­
guard as a bargaining card at the SALT 
talks is highly questionable. 

Mr. President, anyone familiar with 
the composition of the U.S. strategic 

arsenal knows that it consists of three 
separate elements, the land-based missile 
force, the strategic bomber force, and the 
Polaris submarine force. Each of these 
three is designed to present an effective 
nuclear deterrent force, regardless of the 
state of the other two. A true first strike 
capability must be able to knock out all 
three simultaneously, a feat technically 
beyond the reach of the Soviet Union 
within the foreseeable future. 

It is also clear that with the rapidly 
increasing sophistication and accuracy of 
modern weapons land-based missile 
forces are becoming overly vulnerable. 
In fact, at some future date it is quite 
possible that land-based missile deter­
rent forces will have to be abandoned 
altogether. Nevertheless, at this point in 
time, the need for some proteotion for 
our land-based strategic deterrent is 
undeniable. 

Mr. President, the strongest argument 
against the Safeguard system is that it 
simply will not work as an effective de­
fense of our land-based deterrent. To 
claim otherwise not only distorts the 
facts, but also endangers our national 
security by preventing us from concen­
trating our limited resources on a worth­
less system. Here we might do well to 
remember what happened to France in 
World War II as a result of the false 
sense of security based on the worthless 
and costly maginot line. This was no de­
fense at all. 

In making decisions on how best to 
protect our deterrent force, we must re­
member that at best we have only a cal­
culated estimate of future threats. The 
actual threat may grow at a rate faster 
or slower than that foreseen, and in the 
past there have been many intelligence 
errors in just this area of judging the 
growth of the Soviet threat. Thus we 
must consider a band of possible threats 
and seek those defenses most effective 
against the widest possible band. 

At the present time the Soviet arsenal 
contains over 200 potential attackers, 
far below a level which would represent 
any real danger to the survival of our 
Minuteman missile force as an effective 
deterrent. If the Soviets continue to build 
their arsenal at the present rate with no 
technological changes, we shall face no 
threat to our Minuteman deterrent until 
1980. If the Russians should improve 
their arsenal, for example by MIRV'ing 
their SS-9's or by greatly increasing the 
accuracy of their SS-11 force, a threat 
could arise before Safeguard were fin­
ished and such a threat could overwhelm 
Safeguard in any case. 

Here it is interesting to remember that 
Secretary of Defense Laird told the 
Senate Armed Services Committee that 
Safeguard was not meant to handle a 
combination of MIRV'ed SS-9's, im­
proved accuracy of the SS-11 fleet, and 
an increase in total number of Soviet 
ICBM's. Dr. John Foster, Pentagon Di­
rector of Defense Research and Engi­
neering, has admitted that Safeguard 
could be overwhelmed by 1974, long be­
fore it could be perfected. Many things 
could influence Soviet strategic decisions, 
such as a SALT agreement or a decision 
by the Soviets that they have reached 
parity and can slow their growth. We 

simply must not accept too exact a pic­
ture of the Soviet potential threat. 

Yet it is here that the weakness of 
Safeguard becomes most apparent. As 
Prof. Wolfgang Banofsky, Director of 
the Stanford University Liner Accelera­
tor Center, and one of America's leading 
scientists, said in testimony before the 
Senate Foreign Relations Subcommittee 
on Arms Control on April 13, 1970: 

Even if Safeguard functions perfectly it 
offers significant protection to Minuteman 
over only a very narrow band of threats; if 
the threat continues to grow as rapidly as it 
is at present, Safeguard is obsolete before 
deployed; if the threat levels off, Safeguard 
is not needed .... ·sa'feguard looks like a very 
poor use of the shrinking defense dollar in­
deed. 

Mr. President, notice that Dr. Panof­
sky emphasized the phrase "even if it 
functions perfectly." To anyone who has 
followed closely the progress of Safe­
guard as well as the opinions of Amer­
ica's leading scientists this is a very large 
"if." Safeguard consists of components 
taken over with little or no modifications 
from the old Nike-Sentinel system. The 
Nike-Sentinel system was designed to 
defend cities, which are soft, high-value 
targets. An adequate protection of the 
Minuteman deterrent force would re­
quire hard-point defense of the missile 
silos, which are hard and individually 
low-value targets. There has been no 
change in the engineering of the Safe­
guard System, despite the clear conflict 
in the requirements. The administration 
and Pentagon officials, in ·trying to make 
the same equipment do many things, in­
stead have a system which will do noth­
ing at all. 

The chief technical weakness in the 
Safeguard system is that it depends on 
a single, expensive-$200 million-radar 
for each Minuteman complex and on a 
small number of Sprint missiles to pro­
tect both the radar and the Minuteman 
silos. If the radar malfunctions, or is de­
troyed, the defense system collapses. Yet 
the radar itself is a very "soft" target, 
highly vulnerable to enemy attack and 
itself dependent on a highly complex 
computer which may or may not work. 
Furthermore, members of a Department 
of Defense advisory panel on Safeguard 
have admitted their doubts that pro­
grams for the computer system could 
ever be provided. The value of our Min­
uteman force as a retaliatory dete'rrent 
is based on the survival of each silo, in­
dependent of any other that might be 
destroyed. Thus having only one, highly 
vulnerable radar for each complex of a 
hundred or more missiles constitutes a 
real "Achilles heel." 

It is crucial to note that the Russians 
do have the means to destroy the missile 
site radars and render the defense use­
less. The Russian SS-11 fleet, though 
inadequate to destroy the Minuteman 
silos, is large enough and accurate 
enough to destroy the radar sites, leav­
ing the Minuteman missile silos open to 
attack from SS-9's. The cost of erecting 
a defense for each on-site radar would 
be prohibitive, and the radar and com­
puter complex is far too expensive to 
allow use of many redundant radars at 
each site. 
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It has also become increasingly clear 

that the Soviets have inexpensive pene­
tration aids which could sharply reduce 
the effectiveness of the perimeter acquisi­
tion radars. Nobel Laureate Hans Bethe 
has outlined the devices the Soviet Union 
could use, from simple decoys to fooi the 
radars to atmospheric nuclear bursts to 
black out the radars. The small number 
of Sprint missiles at each site could easily 
be exhausted by a large incoming fleet, 
leaving the system defenseless. Quite ob­
viously this supposedly "infallible de­
fense" system is not infallible at all, but 
indeed highly problematic and vul­
nerable. 

Mr. President, the Senate should re­
member that last year Secretary of De­
fense Laird and the President said de­
ployment of Safeguard ABM would be 
limited to the first two sites until it was 
fully tested. They stated further that the 
program would be reviewed annually 
from the standpoint of its technical 
progress and the evolving threat. We 
have heard much, recently, about the 
Pentagon officials' adoption of a "fly be­
fore you buy" policy on weapons procure­
ments. These new procedure~ are cer­
tainly praiseworthy, and should have 
been standard long ago. Yet, they are all 
being ignored with regard to Safeguard. 

There has been no actual production 
on the Phase-I deployment approved last 
year, and little construction activity on 
the sites authorized. In fact, the contract 
to develop the first site was awarded only 
3 months ago, and there has as yet been 
no contract awarded on the second site. 
The dates by which the equipment can be 
received have now been slipped by al­
most a year. There has been very little 
testing of some of the most complex 
equipment in the system, an~. indeed, a 
great deal of the Safeguard system can 
never be fully tested. Because of the na­
ture of Safeguard, we shall never know 
if it will really work until the time comes 
to use it. Yet the serious questions about 
the functional validity of key elements in 
it make proper testing even more crucial. 

Mr. President, here I might mention 
that in fiscal 1969 defense posture hear­
ings I pointed out in regard to Minute­
man testings there had been "two failures 
on silos in North Dakota 2 years ago" 
which had revealed serious electronic 
problems. I was assured by the then Sec­
retary of the Air Force, Harold Brown, 
that the Air Force would correct those 
problems and were still working on test 
firings out of operational silos. At that 
time he planned to acquire and fire from 
operational silos, missiles with 7-second 
firing times and to investigate the possi­
bility of full range tests from operational 
silos. 

In the fiscal 1970 hearings I asked 
what had happened to the proposed test 
of Minuteman II out of silos. Secretary 
of Defense Laird replied that the Air 
Force plan for tests from operational 
silos had not been delivered and that 
the matter was "under current consider­
ation," just as it had been for 2 years 
preceding. 

In the fiscal 1971 hearings I again 
asked about plans for a test operational 
launch for Minuteman, and was t.old by 
Secretary of the Air Force Seamans that 

"we would like to do it soon." General 
Esposito, in reply to Senator SYMl:NGTON, 
said tha·~ the Air Force was "anticipating 
direction to proceed" from the Secre­
tary of Defense and was recommending 
a schedule calling for launch of a Min­
uteman II 19 months after go-ahead 
and launch by a Minuteman III 1 year 
after that. In other words, Mr. President, 
there has never been any full testing of 
our Minuteman force to see if it would 
actually operate out of silos the way it 
is supposed to. Now we are asked to ap­
prove more funds for a defense system 
which has not been, and can never be, 
fully tested. I submit this is very defi­
nitely a dangerous way to defend our­
selves. 

Mr. President, last year we accepted 
phase I of Safeguard with the under­
standing that it would be tested fully 
before and further development was 
sought. In the past year none of the 
technical results in the on-going devel­
opment has made it look any better, and 
many new "bugs" has been discovered. 
All the most recent technical reviews 
have agreed that Safeguard is less effec­
tive and more costly than other methods 
of protecting our land-based deterrent. 

Dr. Foster, Pentagon's chief Safeguard 
propagandist, has claimed that a panel 
of six distinguished scientists reported 
that Safeguard would do the job planned 
for it. Two of the scientists on that panel, 
Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger, of Princeton, 
and Dr. Sidney D. Drell, of Stanford, 
have since revealed that the panel said 
nothing of the kind. Indeed, both these 
scientists, who had served on the Presi­
dent's Advisory Committee on Science, 
are against continued work on phase I 
and any work on phase II. They have 
pointed out that none of the advocates 
of Safeguard have ever talked to any 
congressional committee about the ac­
tual operational validity of the system. 
Instead, they always talk about Soviet 
threats or Chinese intransigence or na­
tional determination, never about the 
relation between the performance of 
Safeguard and any potential or actual 
threat. 

Mr. President, Dr. Drell has stated 
emphatically that no independent anal­
ysis of Safeguard by scientists outside 
the Pentagon has ever endorsed or sup­
ported the proposed program for its 
stated missions. Last week five leading 
scientists, all members of the Federation 
of American Scientists, announced their 
belief that the proposed Safeguard ABM 
would offer only "negligible protection 
to the U.S. Minuteman ICBM retalia­
tory force in the event of a Russian at­
tack." 

Furthermore, Members of Congress 
have just learned of a report made on 
January 27 to Secretary of Defense Laird 
by a seven-member science panel. The 
report concluded that if the only pur­
pose of Safeguard were to protect U.S. 
Minuteman retaliatory missiles against 
Soviet attack, expansion of Safeguard 
"should not proceed." It went on to state 
that Defense Department officials should 
seek to develop a "dedicated" alternative 
Minuteman protection system using 
"less costly and less technically formi­
dable radars" than Safeguard, with "each 

such radar" covering fewer silos than 
Safeguard. Such a system would be more 
cost-effective than Safeguard and would 
provide for more protection if the Soviet 
anti-Minuteman force became very 
large. 

The facts are quite clear, Mr. Presi­
dent. The Safeguard system has not been 
adequately tested as yet, and it is too 
complex to ever be fully tested. More­
over, it is too vulnerable to ever be fully 
effective. Without substantial and costly 
modifications and improvements, it sim­
ply will not do the job proposed for it as 
a defense of our land-based missile de­
terrent force. It is clearly the 1970's ver­
sion of the old Maginot line. 

Mr. President, in recent weeks the ad­
ministration has shifted its emphasis 
again and is now urgently pleading for 
Safeguard to use as a bargaining card 
in the SALT talks. This is a beguiling 
and compelling argument. Certainly, all 
Americans are concerned about the suc­
cess of the SALT talks, and none of us 
would knowingly do anything to j eop­
ardize the chances of coming to a mean­
ingful arms limitation agreement with 
the Soviet Union. Yet there is consider­
able evidence to show that the adminis­
tration and Pentagon officials are acting 
irresponsibly in trying to use the threat 
of failure in the SALT talks to justify 
the Safeguard system, in effect trying to 
blackmail the Congress into accepting 
a worthless system with hysterical cries 
about SALT. 

In the first place, to speak of the need 
to use Safeguard as a bargaining card 
with the Russians assumes that without 
it we would have to bargain from weak­
ness. This is simply not the case--the 
United States has not become a second­
rate power and is not in neutral gear in 
strategic development. If we were as 
close to being a second-rate power as 
the administration claims, one wonders 
if we should even be seeking any a.rms 
limitation agreement. 

Moreover, there is no reason to doubt 
that the Russians realize the vulnera­
bilities and weaknesses of the Safeguard 
system and probably know full well that 
it will not do the job proposed for it. 
What kind of a bargaining agent is a 
costly and ineffective system? If there 
is no SALT agreement, we will go ahead 
and build this worthless monstrosity? 
On the other hand, the Nixon adminis­
tration has claimed that Safeguard is 
absolutely essential as a defense against 
the Chinese. How can they then justify 
trying to trade it away to the Russians? 
If it is an essential system, we should 
keep it; if, as appears to be the case, it is 
a worthless boondoggle, the Russians 
surely know it and there is nothing to be 
gained by deploying it for bargaining 
purposes. Safeguard is not the billion­
dollar poker chip the administration 
claims it is. 

In fact, Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky has 
pointed out that any decision to enlarge 
Safeguard might well threaten the po­
tential success of the SALT talks in lim­
iting strategic offensive and defensive 
missiles. The Armed Services Committee 
rejected the full expansion proposed by 
the administration, but the fact remains 
that the administration does desire to 
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expand Safeguard. In light of the clear 
evidence that expansion of Safeguard 
might dangerously escalate the arms race 
and jeopardize any control agreement, 
one wonders just how much the admin­
istration believes their own claim that 
Safeguard is a necessary bargaining card 
for SALT. 

Mr. President, the facts are that the 
best bargaining card available to the 
United States in any arms limitation 
talks is our willingness to allocate money 
for research and development of true 
hard-site, or other suitable defense, for 
our land-based deterrent. The main 
threat to the Soviet Union is not the 
ineffective old Nike-Sentinel system un­
der a new name. It is, rather, the knowl­
edge that the United States could build 
a truly effective system and massively 
increase our defenses as well as our of­
fensive power. Our capacity to escalate 
and continue the arms race, amply dem­
onstrated by our MffiV'ing of Minute­
man and our deployment of Poseidon, is 
our strongest bargaining card. The ad­
ministration's argument that Safeguard 
is needed for bargaining would clearly 
seem to be merely another ~traw grasped 
in an effort to justify an unjustifiable 
system, the latest in a long series of 
rationales for a worthless boondoggle. 

Mr. President, many supporters of the 
Safeguard system cry that those who 
oppose this system are antimilitary or 
anti-American or soft on communism 
or unaware of strategic realities of 
world power. That is not true. We are 
antiboondoggle, antihysteria, anticries 
of false alarm. No one is saying that the 
United States should disarm unilaterally 
or endanger its national security by 
foolishly reducing its strategic arsenal. 
There are obviously and undeniably real 
threats we must be ready to meet. 

However, Safeguard ABM is not the 
answer. In these troubled and dangerous 
times, with our Nation over-extended 
abroad, divided at home, and suffering 
severe economic problems, we must look 
with great care at every decision we 
make. For too long the military was 
given everything they sought, without 
limitation, with hardly any question. We 
can no longer afford this luxury. 

The military and its defenders must 
realize that we are not antimilitary, but 
rather that we are forced by circum­
stances to choose among alternatives 
and allocate scarce resources accord­
ingly. We can no longer have everything 
we want, and the decisions about what 
we need are hard ones. 

Our economy is beset with inflation 
and high unemployment. We have urgent 
domestic spending priorities. The Fed­
eral Government itself is in severe fi­
nancial straits. In the light of all these 
facts, the challenge we face in determin­
ing our defense posture is how to get the 
most defense for our money, whether 
this be through better contracting proce­
dures, closer supervision of contract 
work, or more efficient systems. Mr. 
President, the Safeguard ABM system 
does not answer this challenge. It is a 
dangerously costly and ineffective sys­
tem, which will not do the job proposed 
for it and which by lulling us into a false 

sense of security and draining away 
scarce dollars from other better systems 
would do much to reduce our national 
defense. 

There are other, better, less costly 
ways to do the jobs proposed for Safe­
guard. We must halt the development of 
this new "Maginot line." 

MIGRANT WORKERS-FORGOTTEN 
AMERICANS 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the recently televised NBC white paper 
on the plight of migrant workers once 
again awakened Americans to the in­
human circumstances under which so 
many of our farmworkers must live. Un­
fortunately, the horrible living and work­
ing conditions of these millions of Ameri­
cans are noticed only at those infrequent 
intervals when a television program of 
this type is broadcast. However, the com­
pelling plight of migrant laborers in the 
United States is a national disgrace that 
we can no longer afford to ignore. These 
workers who toil to provide food for our 
tables live in a twilight world of hunger, 
abject poverty, and lack of opportunity 
in the midst of plenty. 

More than a quarter of a million mi­
grant farmworkers are today laboring in 
fields across America, and before the end 
of the year well over 1 million people-­
men, women, and children-will have 
been so employed. They will work in all 
of the States and will harvest the crops 
that will feed Americans for the coming 
year. They and frequently their wives and 
children engage in the hardest sort of 
backbreaking manual labor. 

According to the U.S. Department of 
Labor, migrant workers receive an an­
nual wage lower than that of any other 
income group in the country. In 1969 they 
worked an average of 85 days a year and 
they averaged a meager annual salary of 
only $891. This is approximately $30 less 
than the average migrant salary for 1967 
and 1968. Their pitiful income is in 
shaibby contrast to the earnings of Amer­
ican factory workers. The basic necessi­
ties of food and clothing consume all of 
their meager paychecks and more. 

This month in my home State of Ohio 
approximately 15,000 migrant workers 
are laboring to harvest tomatoes and 
sugar beets. By November more than 50,-
000 migrant laborers will have worked, 
often on their hands and knees, in nearly 
half the counties of Ohio for the lowest 
wages paid to any sizable economic group 
in the State. They will have worked an 
average of fewer than 100 days and 
earned an average annual wage of less 
than $1,000. 

Mr. President, nationwide more than 
2 % million men, women, and children 
are caught in this dismal web of poverty 
and degradation in the midst of plenty. 

Housing for migrants both at home 
and while traveling is disgracefully be­
low what the average American expects 
for his own family. Because we have not 
yet devised programs to eliminate Pov­
erty amongst a mobile population, social 
and poverty legislation have been of min­
imum benefit to the migrant worker who 
travels a substantial portion of the year. 

Unlike most other labor groups in our 
society agricultural migrant workers are 
totally lacking in either political or eco­
nomic power. Their economic and politi­
cal weakness-- is even more disgraceful 
when compared with the awesome power 
of the agricultural growers and proces­
sors who purchase their labors. 

Migrants are excluded from the pro­
tection given to other workers in their 
attempts to organize or strike. They are 
not protected by age requirements in 
child labor laws. They are not guar­
anteed workmen's compensation and 
they are ineligible for unemployment in­
surance. In addition, because of resi­
dency requirements in most States, they 
are usually not allowed to vote. 

In many localities there are legal re­
strictions against providing public serv­
ices to nonresidents, therefore barring 
the migrant farmer and his family from 
most of the health and welfare services 
offered to other citizens. One worker at 
an Ohio camp had a child who was seri­
ously ill. He was told by local welfare of­
ficials to take the child to a public clinic 
which was open only on Thursday and 
Friday. Unfortunately, the child was dy­
ing on Saturday. 

Mr. President, the fate of this child 
is all too typical of what such an exist­
ence does to the children of hapless, 
helpless migrant workers. Because there 
is no one to care for the children while 
their parents are laboring in the fields, 
many of them must work also. Beihg 
constantly on the move, the children can­
not stay long enough in one place to re­
ceive an adequate education. Thirty per­
cent of all migrant children have less 
than 8 years of education; 40 percent, 
less than 11 years. If they survive their 
early childhood they are virtually 
doomed to repeating the dismal life of 
their parents. 

The fact is that 17 percent of migrant 
workers today are functional illiterates. 
Half are under 25 years of age and one­
f ourth of them are between 14 and 17. 
Because of their youth or lack of educa­
tion, most migrant workers and their 
youngsters have no awareness or interest 
in the political process. They move from 
county to county, and from State to 
State. They have no Representatives or 
Senators in the State legislatures or in 
the U.S. Congress to whom they can turn 
for help. Theirs are the unheard voices 
of misery and despair. 

In the past, only local remedies were 
sought. State and local governments and 
private organizations have in many in­
stances acted to aid these people. How­
ever, because of the great number of 
migrant workers and because of their 
constant movement their plight is a na­
tional problem of concern to all Ameri­
cans. 

While the Congress has enacted legis­
lation to alleviate some of the problems 
afflicting these people, additional action 
must be taken to allow them and their 
children to share in the benefits of our 
society. 

First and foremost, migrant workers 
urgently require coverage under the Na­
tional Labor Relations Act. They must 
have the right to utilize the collective 
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bargaining process to improve their eco­
nomic and social status as industrial 
workers have for more than 30 years. 

Mr. President, one of the most critical 
needs of the migrant agricultural worker 
and his family is for decent housing and 
sanitation. Programs must be developed 
to assist in the construction of adequate 
housing facilities for these workers and 
their dependents. 

The migrant worker faces unemploy­
ment with no reserve in the form of un­
employment compensation which the in­
dustrial worker has long taken for 
granted. Our unemployment insurance 
laws must be amended to provide bene­
fits for workers employed on large com­
mercial farms. 

At the present time a farmworker is 
eligible for social security if he receives 
$150 in cash wages from his employer 
during the year or if he works for the 
same employer for cash wages for 20 
days or more during the year. Because 
of their constant movement, short pe­
riods of employment and low rate of 
compensation, most migrant workers do 
not meet the requirements to be eligible 
for social security benefits. Our social 
security law should be amended by re­
ducing from $150 to $50 the amount 
which must be earned from a single em­
ployer each year by farmworkers. In 
that one act social security benefits 
would thereby be extended to 500,000 
farmworkers, the great majority of them 
migrant laborers. 

Mr. President, while these proposals 
recognize the problems of migrant work­
ers and, to some degree, will correct 
their wretched working and living con­
ditions, they by no means completely 
solve the problem of bringing the living 
standard of these forgotten people to 
the level enjoyed by most other 
Americans. 

The migrant worker and his family 
face a near hopeless future. Each year 
as the educational and skill requirements 
of tomorrow's farm jobs are increased, 
opportunities for migrants will become 
further limited. Additional and improved 
programs for housing, unemployment 
compensation, and social security will 
help. These programs must be cohesive, 
comprehensive, and extensive. We must 
not allow any group in our amuent so­
ciety to continue to be so consistently 
abused and so long forgotten. 

It is the duty of the Members of Con­
gress, before adjournment this year, to 
take affirmative action in their behalf. 

ECONOMIC MADNESS 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 

interest rates on home mortgages rose 
26 percent in 1969. Today, the buyer of 
a $20,000 home must pay nearly double 
that amount-$35,000-for interest 
alone. Almost half of the money a home 
buyer pays goes not to the builder, not 
to the worker, not to the seller, but to 
the lender, primarily the bi& bankers 
whose 1969 profits ranged from 10 to 50 
percent. Bank earnings during the tight 
money year of 1969 were among the fat­
test in history. Most families with annual 
incomes under $13,000-more than half 

of all Americans-cannot really afford to 
buy homes. After an unprecedented pe­
riod of prosperity, we have suffered an 
unfortunate downturn. The overall index 
of industrial production declined for 6 
months in a row. We hope that has now 
been halted. Unemployment, which was 
3.3 percent in December 1968, was above 
5 percent last May. At the same time in­
flation is choking the economy. The cost 
of living rose 6.3 percent in 1969 and con­
tinues soaring. The inflationary effect of 
the Vietnam war must result ultimately 
in a IO-percent reduction in the stand­
ard of living of the average American. 
This according to one expert economist. 
Meanwhile, a few become rich from high 
interest rates while families' workingmen 
and small businessmen pay and suffer. 

TAKING SALT WITH A GRAIN OF 
SAFEGUARD 

Mr. JA VITS. As a cosponsor, for the 
third consecutive year, of the Cooper­
Hart amendment I wish to state my rea­
sons for supporting the substance of this 
year's amendment, which I had a hand 
in shaping. The amendment I support 
authorizes approximately $1 billion-in­
cluding resource and development 
funds-for continuing work of phase I 
of Safeguard at Grand Forks and Malm­
strom. I am nonetheless convinced that 
the Safeguard system should not-and 
may well never be-constructed. 

S'pokesmen for the President have in­
sisted most urgently that Safeguard is 
an indispensable "bargaining chip" at 
the strategic arms limitation talks­
SALT-with the Soviet Union. It has 
been intimated by administration spokes­
men that a SALT agreement to limit of­
fensive and defensive strategic systems is 
within our grasp. It is further intimated 
that the Senate action to kill Safeguard 
altogether is the single action most likely 
to jeopardize the achievement of a SALT 
agreement at this time. 

That is an arresting argument. It has 
been criticiz.ed on several grounds and 
none of us are happy with it. The Senate 
has not been consulted, or adequately 
briefed, on the conduct of the SALT 
negotiations, as called for in the Consti­
tution. Consequently, we are not in a 
position to dispute the administration's 
assertion regarding the direct correla­
tion between Safeguard and the pros­
pects for a SALT agreement. Under the 
circumstances, we must give the benefit 
of the doubt to the President. I am pre­
pared to authorize an additional billion 
dollars for further work on the two sites 
authorized last year to enhance the pros­
pect of an early SALT agreement-which 
reportedly calls for the subsequent dis­
bandment of the two authorized sites. In 
short, I am prepared to take SALT with 
a grain of Safeguard. 

Five distinguished men, with impor­
tant experience in arms control negotia­
tions in previous administrations, in a 
letter published in the Washington Post 
on August 10, have challenged head on 
the "bargaining chip" rationale for Safe­
guard. This joint statement by Averell 
Harriman, Karl Kaysen, Adrian Fisher, 
Franklin Long, and Herbert Scoville as­
serts that-

In our judgment, a Senate vote against 
the ABM is a vote for success in SALT. 

On the other hand, the chairman of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
Senator STENNIS, has stated: 

It is my firm opinion-and this is not an 
overnight thought--that to defeat Safe­
guard in the Senate this year would be the 
worst possible setback that we could hand 
to the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks in 
Vienna. 

Sena tor JACKSON, the floor manager, 
has stated: 

I remain convinced that deployment of 
Safeguard is an essential condition for the 
SALT talks to succeed. 

It is no secret that the position as­
serted by Senator STENNIS and Senator 
JACKSON is the position of the highest 
authorities of the administration. It is 
a position which is also maintained by 
lower level officials who have been in­
timately involved in the day-to-day ne­
gotiating process of the SALT talks. 

In its boldest form, the assertion that 
Safeguard is essential to the success of 
SALT lacks a compelling persuasiveness. 
I have heard one plausible "explanation" 
of this proposition which has helped to 
overcome my own skepticism and which 
I would, accordingly, like to share with 
the Senate. 

It has been explained to me that the 
Soviet negotiating team represents a co­
alition of interests having diverse rea­
sons for wanting a SALT agreement. It 
is said that the Soviet negotiating coali­
tion is a delicately constructed one and 
that the element representing Soviet 
military is the most reluctant and sus­
picious element. The group representing 
the Soviet Union's military viewpoint is 
said to be interested primarily in halting 
the development of an American ABM 
system. Presumably-using the "worst 
case" war-gaming approach-the Soviet 
strategic planners place a higher efficacy 
factor on Safeguard's capabilities than 
our own scientific community does. Ac­
cordingly, it is contended that the Soviet 
military component, which is promi­
nently represented in the Soviet negoti­
ating team, might lose interest in 
achieving SALT agreement if the Safe­
guard system is killed off in the Senate. 
The defection of the Soviet military ele­
ment could disrupt the delicately con­
structed Soviet negotiating consensus 
and thus jeopardize an agreement oth­
erwise desired by other elements of the 
Soviet hierarchy. 

I feel that I have no choice but to give 
the benefit of doubt to the President and 
his negotiators in this situation. For this 
reason, in discussions leading to the 
formulation of the Cooper-Hart amend­
ment I urged that appropriate account 
must be taken of the administration's 
"bargaining chip" contention. I am satis­
fied that this consideration is fully ac­
commodated in the Cooper-Hart amend­
ment, in authorizing further construc­
tion only of the two sites authorized by 
the Senate last year. 

In accepting the "ba::.~aining chip" 
thesis to the extent that it is accom­
modated by the Cooper-Hart amend­
ment, I nonetheless wish to express my 
dissatisfaction with the administration's 
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handling of the crucial question of the 
relationship of the $_6...LT talks to the 
Safeguard program. 

In my judgment, the Soviet Union 
undoubtedly has a variety of incentives 
motivating it to seek an agreement to 
limit the strategic arms race. In an over­
all sense, I believe that conce1n over 
Safeguard, per se, is a minor factor in 
Soviet calculations. The broader and 
more significant incentives I would judge 
to be such factors as: First, a compulsion 
to a void the vast economic expense of an 
accelerated arms race involving the next 
generation of strategic nuclear weapons 
and uncertainty as to the capacity of 
Soviet technology in the computer and 
electronics fields to compete success! ully 
with the United States on the next gen­
eration of weapons systems; second, a 
desire to achieve formal international 
acceptance of its position of strategic 
parity with the United States; third, a 
desire to ease and stabilize its strategic 
relationship with the West, in anticipa­
tion of a growing strategic threat from 
Communist China in the East. 

The major incentives of the United 
States in seeking a SALT agreement are 
matters which go to the very heart of 
our national life and values and of our 
position in the world. In my judgment, 
concern over the alleged SS-9 threat is 
also a minor factor in the overall na­
tional decision to seek a SALT agree­
ment, with its inevitable far-reaching 
implications. 

The themes and issues of SALT are 
the great and encompassing questions 
of our era. They are preeminently the 
issues most in need of thorough debate 
and consideration in the Senate. In this 
context, it is regrettable, in my judg­
ment, that the administration has 
chosen to depict SALT to the Senate as 
a bargaining process essentially con­
cerned with trading off ABM against 
SS-9. 

As recently as his July 30 press con­
ference, President Nixon publicly ex­
pressed optimism at reaching a SALT 
agreement. Virtually the whole case for 
Safeguard this year is being made on the 
grounds of its indispensability to the 
prospects of a SALT agreement. It is 
precisely because the Senate shares the 
constitutional responsibility for SALT 
that I consider the Administration's 
handling of this issue with the Senate 
to be inadequate and unsatisfactory. 

At the opening of my statement I ex­
pressed my conviction that the Safe­
guard system should not--and never may 
be-constructed. The technical justifica­
tion for Safeguard has been called into 
such grave doubt that even the Pen­
tagon has conceded key points in the 
criticism and has indicated the inten­
tion to modify Safeguard extensively 
along lines suggested earlier by its crttics. 

In my judgment, the basic flaw of the 
Safeguard system from the technological 
viewpoint is the same as that which 
proved to be the undoing of the TFX. 
By attempting to design a system which 
could perform several divergent mis­
sions--that is, light area defense as well 
as hardpoint defense of Minuteman­
Saf eguard ends up being unable satisfac-

torily to perform any of its assigned 
missions. The analogy to TFX and its 
ill-fated albatross of "commonality" is 
now branded conspicuously onto Safe­
guard. 

Senators COOPER and HART and others 
have summartzed the technological case 
against Saf egua.rd in some detail. More­
over, there is extensive testimony by a 
blue-ribbon roster of American scien­
tists--in and out of government--in the 
printed heartngs before four congres­
sional committees detailing at length the 
technical deficiencies of Safeguard. 

It is not surprising that Safeguard 
should prove to be so vulnerable on tech­
nical grounds-considertng its diverse 
background. It was first presented to 
Congress in its Sentinel configuration 
as a system intended to provide a light 
population defense against a Chinese 
Communist threat. Even in this incarna­
tion, members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and ranking members of the Armed 
Services Committee supported the sys­
tem primarily as a "building block" in a 
potential "thick" area defense against a 
Soviet threat. Early in 1969, the system 
wa:s reconfigured out of the same com­
ponents, rechrtstened Safeguard and 
given the prtmary mission of "hard­
point" defense of Minuteman deterrent. 
To this, the subsidiary missions of de­
fense against a Chinese "blackmail" 
threat and defense against a Soviet "ac­
cidental launch" were subseqsently 
added. 

This year, the Senate Armed Services 
Committee has again altered the mission 
of Safeguard. In the words of Senator 
JACKSON: 

Safeguard has been confined t.o defense of 
the deterrent; authorization of a thin area 
defense has been specifically denied. 

However, according to the recommend­
ations of the O'Neill report--specifically 
solicited by the Defense Department 
from a blue rtbbon panel of defense 
scientists-

If the only purpose of Safeguard is defined 
to be to protect Minutemen, Phase IIA as de­
fined in March 1969 should not proceed. In­
stead, a dedicated system for active defense 
of Minutemen should replace or ... aug­
ment Phase IIA. 

In addition, the O'Neill report specifi­
cally states: 

Phase I alone is not worth its cost. 

These are the technical reasons for my 
conviction that the Safeguard system 
should not, and never ought to be, built. 

There is an additional ironic, and per­
haps more significant, reason for my con­
viction that Safeguard will never be 
built--the SALT negotiations which are 
now cited as the main · justification for 
Safeguard. According to reports, we are 
on the verge of reaching a SALT agree­
ment which will provide for "zero" ABM, 
or, more probably, for ABM systems re­
stricted exclusively to protection of the 
national command authorities--that is, 
Washington and Moscow. Accordingly, if 
there is a SALT agreement it is likely to 
require the dismantling of work com­
pleted thus far at Malmstrom and Grand 
Forks. 

If the SALT talks fail, on the other 

hand, it will be necessary for us to re­
consider the entire question of our stra­
tegic posture, both with respect to offen­
sive as well as defensive systems. I do not 
believe that Safeguard where it is now, 
could justify its survival under either set 
of circumstances. 

It is precisely because the failure of 
SALT will result in circumstances which 
require a thorough-and wholly un­
pleasant--rethinking of our entire stra­
tegic posture and requirements-with 
the most ominous and dangerous im­
plications for world peace and security, 
that I am prepared to concede the bene­
fit of the doubt to the administration's 
contention that it needs Safeguard for 
the success of SALT. If we are able to get 
an agreement limiting offensive and de­
fensive weapons-and thus averting a 
new round of the nuclear arms race-I 
would consider the $1 billion authortzed 
for additional work on Safeguard to be 
money well spent. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

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

THE KENDALL SCHOOL 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 1078, S. 4083, introduced 
by Mr. YARBOROUGH and other Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 4038) 
to modify and enlarge the authority of 
Gallaudet College to maintain and oper­
ate the Kendall School as a demonstra­
tion elementary school for the deaf to 
serve primarily the National Capital re­
gion, and for other purposes. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the bill, S. 4083, would authorize the 
board of directors of Gallaudet College 
to construct and operate a demonstra­
tion preschool and elementary school 
for the deaf in connection with the Ken­
dall School on the campus of Gallaudet 
College. 

In its continuing efforts to serve deaf 
children from the National Capital re-
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gion, the Kendall School must become 
a national demonstration preschool and 
elementary school for the deaf. There 
are a number of reasons why this is 
so: 

First. The evolution of the Kendall 
School into a demonstration elementary 
school represents a natural progression 
in its development; 

Second. The establishment and op­
eration of the Model Secondary School 
for the Deaf-Public Law 89-694-has 
created a new perspective on the edu­
cation of the deaf; and 

Third. The rubella epidemic of 1963-
65 and the predicted epidemic in 1972-
73 are creating a need for a more ap­
propriate learning environment. Pro­
fessionals agree that unless major efforts 
are directed to the elementary level 
many deaf students will not be able to 
benefit from federally S"..lpported pro­
grams such as the Model Secondary 

School for the Deaf and the National 
Technical Institute for the Deaf-Public 
Law 89-36--because it is too late to 
bridge the educational gap. Focus must 
be on the establishment of a demon­
stration school for preschool and ele­
mentary-age deaf children. 

The Kendall School is an established 
school of quality with a competent staff 
and physica: facilities. Therefore, a 
demonstration elementary program for 
deaf children can be established with 
minimum additional expenditures of 
Federal funds. There is such a demon­
stration or model school now for high 
school level operated on the Gallaudet 
campus. This bill would authorize the 
same type of demonstration school for 
pre-high school level. 

If what the experts tell us about the 
"rock generation" is true, the hearing of 
many people will be affected by this loud, 
raucus music. The jet planes are injur­
ing the ear drums of many people, and 
many veterans are losing their hearing 
because of noise from bombs and cannon 
fire. So we have a growing incidence of 
deafness in the populace. 

Preschool deals with children who are 
deaf while quite young. The people who 
work in this field have warned us that 
unless a child's deafness is detected at a 
very early age and treated at a very early 
age, the child will never catch up in 
learning with other children. 

We know that if a child's deafness is 
detected while quite young, before he is 
old enough to go to school, and if he re­
ceives training at an early preschool age, 
then, with proper schooling that child 
will have a better chance in life. 

At the present time, the average deaf 
person in America earns, on an average 
half as much money as a nondeaf per­
son; but with proper education from 
very tender years, they could earn as 
much money as the average person who 
can hear. 

I will give an illustration, Mr. Presi­
dent. A few years ago, the school for the 
deaf in my State, established in 1856, 
asked the new Internal Revenue office 
there, the district area that covers many 
States, where they have the computers, 
to employ some deaf people. They had 

great difficulty getting them to try some 
deaf people. Finally, they put deaf people 
to work on the computers. 

The computers are in vast r{){)ms which 
are kept dust free and have soundproof 
walls but there is quite a bit of noise. 
Occasionally, one employee working on 
the computer will speak to another. They 
found, after a year's experience, that the 
deaf person, because of having less dis­
tractions, makes fewer mistakes than the 
nondeaf person. The deaf person, working 
with the computers in that great Internal 
Revenue Center, is a more efficient 
worker with the machines than the non­
deaf person. 

With new opportunities opening up for 
the deaf, with the proper training, we 
hope to give the deaf a better life and an 
economic opportunity equal to that en­
joyed by the nondeaf. 

The interest and commitment of the 
Congress in the Kendall School and Gal­
laudet College dates back to February 16, 
1857, when the Congress approved an act 
to incorporate the Columbia Institution 
for the Deaf, Dumb, and Blind-re­
named the Kendall School for the Deaf 
in 1885. In succeeding acts and in its an­
nual appropriation, Congress has con­
tinued its support of and interest in the 
operations of Gallaudet College and the 
Kendall School. 

It is interesting to note that Kendall 
School was started in February of 1857, 
just a year after the Texas School for 
the Deaf was founded in Austin in 1856. 

The original program of education for 
deaf children began in a log cabin on a 
65-acre site in Austin near the Colo­
rado River. 

The Texas School for the Deaf has 
continued to grow since its establish­
ment, and by 1910 it had a residential 
population in excess of 500 children. A 
modern building program began 15 years 
ago, resulting in a modern school unique 
for its cottage living arrangements. The 
Texas School has a current enrollment 
of approximately 680 pupils. 

The total population of deaf people in 
Texas is estimated at approximately 11,-
500 profoundly deaf people, with another 
100,000 hard of hearing individuals. 

Although great progress has been made 
made in the education of deaf children 
in the Texas school system, there is an 
imperative need for a national demon­
stration center to operate in a setting 
such as that provided on the campus of 
Gallaudet College where educators of the 
deaf will have a whole spectrum of deaf 
students from preschool through college 
for training under optimum conditions. 
In this way it is hoped that the best and 
newest methods of education of deaf 
children can be put to use with experi­
mental equipment and curriculum. 

Over the past decade an extensive 
body of knowledge has been accumu­
lated concerning new approaches to im­
provement of the education of young 
deaf children. The Kendall School for 
the Deaf must obtain the resources to 
enable it to develop programs and t-0 dis­
seminate this knowledge to other schools. 
Demonstration of the success of these 
programs would facilitate the develop-

ment of other area centers throughout 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I urge passage of this 
much needed legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques­
tion is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill (S. 4083) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 4083 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That for the 
purpose of providing day and residential 
facilities for elementary education for per­
sons who are deaf in order to prepare them 
for high school and other secondary study, 
and to provide an exemplary educational pro­
gram to stimulate the development of similar 
excellent programs throughout the Nation, 
the directors of Gallaudet College are au­
thorized to maintain and operate Kendall 
School as a demonstration elementary school 
for the dea.f, to serve primarily residents of 
the National Capital region. 

SEC. 2. As used in this Act--
(a) The term "elementary school" means 

a school which provides education for deaf 
children from the age of onset of deafness 
to age fifteen, inclusive, but not beyond the 
eighth grade or its equivalent. 

(b) The term "construction" includes con­
struction and initial equipment of new 
buildings, and expansion, remodeling, and 
alteration of existing buildings and equip­
ment thereof, including architect's services, 
but excluding off-site improvements. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEC. 8. (a) There are authorized to be 
appropriated for each fiscal year such sums 
as may be necessary for the establishment 
and operation, including construction and 
equipment, of the demonstration elementary 
school provided for in section 1. 

(b) Federal funds appropriated for the 
benefit of the school shall be used only for 
the purposes for which paid and in accord­
ance with the applicable provisions of this 
Act. 

SEC. 4. In the design and construction of 
any facilities, maximum attention shall be 
given to excellence of architecture and de­
sign, works of art, and innovative auditory 
and visual devices and installations appro­
priate for educational functions of such 
facilities. 

REPEAL OF EXISTING STATUTES 

SEC. 5. The following statutes or parts of 
statutes are hereby repealed: 

(a) Section 1 of the Act of March 1, 1901 
(81Stat.844), as amended. 

(b) Section 1 of the Act of Maroh 2, 1889 
(25 Stat. 962), as amended. 

(c) Act of November 7, 1966 (80 Stat. 1399). 
(d) Section 1 of the Act of March 1, 1905 

(33 Stat. 901), as amended. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. HUGHES. I move to lay that mo­
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER FOR EXTENSION OF PERIOD 
FOR THE TRANSACTION OF ROU­
TINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask 

unanimous consent that, notwithstand­
ing the previous order providing for the 
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expiration of the morning hour at 12 
noon, the period for the transaction of 
morning business be briefly extended, 
with statements therein limited to 3 
minutes, upon the conclusion of which 
the unfinished business will be laid before 
the Senate. 

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

AMERICAN PRISONERS OF WAR 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, more 

than 1,400 American men are still held 
prisoner of war by the North Vietnam­
ese under conditions that violate the 
Geneva Convention. If it is true, as Syrus 
Publius said, that the pain of the mind 
is worse than the pain of the bQdy, then 
the suffering and distress of these men's 
wives and children is unimaginable. We 
pray, Mr. President, that the North 
Vietnamese will cease this barbaric be­
havior and join the civilized nations of 
the world by adhering to at least the 
minimum standards of the Geneva Con­
vention. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. HANSEN. 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. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 10 
minutes. 

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

NEW WELFARE REFORM 
PROPOSALS 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
1n response to questions which I posed 
during the current Finance Committee 
hearings on welfare reform, Mr. Elliot 
Richardson, the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, now has dis­
closed that the costs of the proposed 
family assistance plan would be higher 
than the committee had been led to 
believe. 

- Throughout most of the bearings, the 
committee had been told that the esti­
mated Federal cost of the new program 
would be $9.1 billion in fiscal year 1971. 

Now, according to Secretary Richard­
son's letter to me dated July 30, the total 
program cost is estimated to be $10.8 
billion for fiscal year 1971. 

The Federal cost for welfare programs 
for fiscal year 1970 which ended June 
30 was $4.4 billion. 

I asked Secretary Richardson to give 
me also the estimated cost of the admin­
istration's new program for fiscal 1972. 
He puts this :figure at $11.8 billion. Earlier 
in the committee hearings, in response 
to questions by me, Secretary Richard­
son estimated the cost for fiscal year 1972 
at between $10 and $10.5 billion, stating 

he thought this figure probably was 
high. 

In a letter to me, Secretary Richard­
son explained that in the materials pre­
viously made available to the committee: 

Projections of maintenance payments for 
FY 1972 appear in the Committee print, but 
certain other items do not. 

I am glad that Secretary Richardson 
now has revealed the full cost of the wel­
fare proposals which HEW is advocat­
ing. That will enable the committee to 
deal realistically with the problems in­
volved. 

I am not prepared to pass final judg­
ment on the administration proposals. 
Hearings before the committee are con­
tinuing, and I want to have the benefit 
of all the testimony before making up 
my mind. 

I must say, however, that I have grave 
doubts about the wisdom of so sharp an 
increase in welfare costs. 

It does seem to me that in reforming 
our welfare programs we must see to it 
that there is adequate reward for work, 
and adequate concern for the taxpayers' 
dollar. 

The Nation has an obligation toward 
those who are physically or mentally un­
able to work. But I do not think that 
taxpayers' funds should be used to sup­
port able-bodied citizens who refuse to 
work. 

I want to make it clear that I support 
the principle of welfare reform. The 
present system is costly, inefficient, and 
inequitable. 

But before we make a change, I be­
lieve we must be sure that we are making 
a change for the better. 

President Nixon has properly focused 
attention on the swelling Government 
expenditures, so I feel it appropriate to 
bring out the facts in regard to the costs 
of the new welfare plan. 

It is obvious that the new proposal will 
be quite costly when it is realized that 
while we now have 10 million persons on 
welfare, this figure will be increased to 
roughly 24 million if the family assist­
ance program is approved. 

At the present time, 41 percent of all 
welfare recipients reside in five States, 
California, New York, Pennsylvania, Illi­
nois, and Texas. 

Under the new proposal, Texas which 
now has 479,000 on welfare would then 
have 1,522,0-00 receiving public assist­
ance. 

In a report prepared by the staff of the 
Senate Finance Committee dated July 
1970 a breakdown by State is on pages 54, 
55, and 56. 

Page 7 of that report asserts that in 13 
States--

The welfare rolls Will be more than tripled 
under the Administration's new proposal. 

To cite several examples, North Caro­
lina would be increased from 195,000 to 
960,000; South Carolina from 84,000 to 
491,000; Mississippi from 211,000 to 806,-
000; Georgia from 328,000 to 1,025,000; 
Texas from 479,000 to 1,521,000; Puerto 
Rico from 265,000 to 800,000. 

In my view, a welfare program must 
meet these basic objectives: 

First, it must take care of those who 
are physically or mentally unable to 

work. The Nation has an obligation to 
such people, and it must be fulfilled. 

Second, it must not turn over the tax­
payer's hard-earned funds to able-bodied 
persons who refuse to work. 

Third, it should seek to reduce, and not 
expand, the welfare rolls. 

Secretary Richardson in his statement 
before the Senate Committee on Finance 
July 21, 1970, declared the administra­
tion's new welfare proposals to be rev­
olutionary and expensive legislative 
initiatives. 

I feel that we need revolutionary initi­
atives in regard to the present welfare 
program. But I am trying to understand, 
and then reach a conclusion, as to 
whether the Nation, in the face of con­
tinued and heaVY budget deficits, can 
afford at this time to adpot such an ex­
pensive new program. 

Is it wise to double the number of 
recipients of public assistance? There are 
features of the program that I like-but 
we need to give full consideration to the 
impact this program will have on the 
taxpayers and on the infiationary aspects 
of our economy. 

I am withholding judgment until it can 
be ascertained as to whether this is a 
sound program, as to whether it is one 
the taxpayers can afford, and whether 
it is wise to increase the public assistance 
rolls from 10 to 24 million persons. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN­
ATOR BELLMON ON THURSDAY, 
AUGUST 13, 1970 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that on Thursday 
next, after the disposition of the Journal, 
the distinguished Senator from Okla­
homa <Mr. BELLMON) be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one of his 
secretaries. 

REPORT OF THE NATIONAL CORPO­
RATION FOR HOUSING PARTNER­
SHIPS-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following message from the President 
of the United States, which, with the ac­
companying report, was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am transmitting the first Report of 

the National Corporation for Housing 
Partnerships for the period December 
16, 1968 to June 30, 1970. 

The Corporation was created under 
Title IX of the Housing and Urban De­
velopment Act of 1968 as a private orga­
nization to work in partnership with 
local sponsors and builders, helping to 
produce housing responsive to local 
needs. The past year has demonstrated 
the possibilities of the Corporation. We 
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should be particularly proud of the suc­
cess of the initial financing program, 
which raised more than $42 million in 
risk capital. These funds will enable the 
Corporation to assist in the production 
of more than 100,000 units of low and 
moderate income housing over the next 
few years. 

It is my belief that the National Cor­
poration for Housing Partnerships will 
make an important contribution to solv­
ing our Nation's housing problems. I 
commend this Report to your attention. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 11. 1970. 

REPORT OF THE ST. LAWRENCE 
SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT CORPO­
RATION-MESSAGE FROM THE 
PRESIDENT 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­

pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following message from the President 
of the United States, which, with the ac­
companying report, was ref erred to the 
Committee on Public Works: 

· To the Congress of the United States: 
In accordance with Section lO(a) of 

Public Law 358, 83rd Congress, as amend­
ed, I am transmitting the Annual Report 
of the St. Lawrence Seaway Development 
Corporation for the year ending Decem­
ber 31, 1969. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 11, 1970. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE'S REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Acting 

President pro tempore (Mr. ALLEN) laid 
before the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States submit­
ting sundry nominations, which were re­
f erred to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations received today, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU­
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore <Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were ref erred 
as indicated: 
REPORT ON TRANSFER OF GOVERNMENT-OWNED 

CoMMUNICATIOONs FAcn.ITIES IN ALASKA 
A letter from the Secretary of Defense, 

reporting, pursuant to law, on the transfer 
of certain government-owned communica­
tions fac111ties in Alaska; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

REPORT ON DONATION OF CERTAIN SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 

A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, 
reporting, pursuant to law, on the intention 
of the Department of the Navy to donate 
certain surplus property to the East Caro­
lina Chapter, Inc., National Railway Histori­
cal Society, Greenville, N.O.; to the Commit­
tee on Armed Services. 

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptroller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on reduction of cost by im­
proving management of Department of De­
fense Vehicle Maintenance in Europe, dated 
August 11, 1970 .(with an accompanying re­
port); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report on audit of financial state­
ments of Federal Home Loan Banks super­
vised by Federal Home Loan Bank Board, for 
the year ended December 31, 1969, dated 
August 10, 1970 (with an accompanying re­
port) ; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. GOLDWATER, from the Committee 

on Armed Services, without amendment: 
H.R. 6265. An act to provide that a head­

stone or marker be furnished at Government 
expense for the unmarked grave of any 
Medal of Honor recipient (Rept. No. 91-
1085); 

H.R. 8662. An r.ct to authorize command 
of the U.S. ship Constitution (IX-21) by re­
tired officers of the U.S. Navy (Rept. No. 91-
1086); 

H.R. 9052. An a.ct to amend section 716 of 
title 10, United States Code, to authorize 
the interservice transfers of officers of the 
Coast Guard (Rept. No. 91-1087); and 

H.R. 13195. An act to amend title 10 of the 
United States Code to provide that U.S. 
flags may be presented to parents of deceased 
servicemen (Rept. No. 91-1088). 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit­
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, without 
amendment: 

S. 1196. A bill fo.r the relief of Casa An­
gelica. mental retardaition facility of Albu­
querque, N. Mex. (Rept. No. 91-1089). 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH, from the Commit­
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, with 
amendments: 

S. 3355. A bill to amend title IX of the 
Public Health Service Act so as to extend 
and improve the existing program relating to 
education, research, training and demonstra­
tions in the fields of heart disease, ca.ncer, 
stroke, and other major diseases and condi­
tions, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
91-1090). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. PEARSON: 
S. 4211. A bill for the relief of Birender 

Singh Chopra a.nd his wife, Madhu Chopra, 
and his children, Amil Chopra, Seema 
Chopra, and Rakesh Chopra; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHURCH (for himself and Mr. 
JoRDAN of Idaho) : 

S. 4212. A blll for the establishment of 
Sawtooth Mountains National P.a.rk; and 

S. 4213. A blll for improved management 
of national forest lands in the Sawtooth, 
Challis, and Boise National Forests in the 
State of Idaho; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. . 

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

By Mr. ANDERSON: 
S. 4214. A bill to amend the a.ct entitled 

"An Act granting land to the city of Al­
buquerque for public purposes", approved 
June 9, 1906; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
s. 2453 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS) I ask unanimous 

consent that, at the next printing, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mr. CRANSTON) be added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2453, to further promote equal em­
ployment opportunities for American 
workers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DOM­
INICK). Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

s. 4041 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing the name of the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART) be 
added as a cosponsor of S. 4041, to re­
peal section 7275 of the Internal Reve­
nue Code of 1954, relating to amounts to 
be shown on airline tickets and advertis­
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DoM­
INICK). Without objection, it is so or­
dered. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 441-RESOLU­
TION RELATIVE TO THE DEATH 
OF HON. G. ROBERT WATKINS, 
LATE A REPRESENTATIVE FROM 
THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr. SCOTT submitted a resolution CS. 
Res. 441) relative to the death of Hon. 
G. Robert Watkins, late a Representa­
tive from the State of Pennsylvania, 
which was considered and agreed to. 

(The remarks of Mr. ScoTT when he 
submitted the resolution, and the dis­
cussion in connection with its adoption, 
appear in the RECORD at the end of to­
day's proceedings.) 

FAMILY ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1970-
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 833 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on No­
vember 3, 1969, I introduced amendment 
No. 267 to S. 2986, the family assist­
ance plan. This amendment provided for 
a program of grant.5 for the construction 
of day care facilities to serve primarily 
the children of mothers receiving welfare 
who could benefit from job training or 
secure employment. Today, I am intro­
ducing for myself and Senators HAT­
FIELD, MATHIAS, PACKWOOD, RANDOLPH, 
SCHWEIKER, and YARBOROUGH a revised 
version of this amendment. 

Today we are confronted with a press­
ing problem-finding adequate child 
care for 5 or 6 million children under 
14 who are the children of welfare 
mothers. These mothers could be placed 
in job training or jobs with the advent 
of meaningful welfare reform but they 
have children who cannot be left to roam 
the streets while their mothers are train­
ing and then begin to work. In fact the 
lack of such facilities will prevent many 
mothers from working who would far 
rather hold a job than simply hold down 
a position on the welfare role. 

There are currently 5,296,000 children 
on AFDC across the country young 
enough to require some form of super­
vision during the day; 475,000 of them 
live in lliinois. Yet, there are only 637,000 
day care spaces available for all of these 
children and only 18,948 of them are in 
Illinois. 
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It seems abundantly clear that if we 
do not increase the number of day care 
facilities to accommodate these children, 
we will not be able to remove a signifi­
cant number of women from the welfare 
rolls through workfare. No woman should 
be expected to leave her child at home 
with inadequate supervision while she 
goes to work. 

The work-incentive--WIN-program 
illustrates clearly that an employment 
program lacking a substantial child care 
component will not work. A total of 
1,700 mothers, a significant portion of 
those involved in this experimental pro­
gram, could not be ref erred for job 
training or placement solely because 
day care was unavailable for their chil­
dren. WIN progress reports from many 
States, including West Virginia, Geor­
gia, Indiana, Wisconsin, and Arkansas, 
indicate that one of the basic flaws in 
State programs is the paucity of child 
care centers. 

The family assistance plan provides 
for expansion of the number of day care 
spaces available for children of low-in­
come, working mothers. Some of these 
spaces will result from more home care 
and from the funds for the remodeling 
and the acquisition of exsiting build­
ings contained in the bill. But many will 
have to be created through the construc­
tion of new facilities, particularly if they 
are to be filled by children under seven. 
Code and licensing requirements for fa­
cilities housing these children are so 
stringent that remodeling is often in­
sufficient and there is little the Federal 
Government can do to change these re­
quirements. Thus, in many cases, only 
new structures built expressly to meet 
code provisions will suffice. 

There are now approximately 1.6 mil­
lion children under 7 receiving AFDC, 
with 85,257 of them residing in 
Illinois. Thousands more will fill the 
welfare rolls once family assistance is 
enacted. The total number will fill exist­
ing day care centers three times over. 
It is little wonder that the Women's 
Bureau has gone on record as calling 
for "A special thrust to obtain con­
struction funds for new child care facili­
ties." 

The administration has begw1 this 
thrust by including construction among 
the purposes for which day care money 
authorized by FAP can be expanded. 
My amendment embodies the principle 
of the administration's proposal but cre­
ates a separate authorization and sepa­
rate guidelines for the construction pro­
gram. It is an outgrowth of the inf or­
ma tion gained during hearings on Fam­
ily Assistanc~ and a reassessment of our 
day care needs. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment, a summary of its provisions, 
and a distribution of the funds it au­
thorizes be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
McCLELLAN) . The amendment will be re­
ceived and printed, and will be appro­
priately referred; and, without objec­
tion, the amendment, summary, and 
chart will be printed in the RECORD. 

AMENDMENT No. 833 
The amendment (No. 833) was referred to 

the Committee on -Finance, as follows: On 
page 41, line 20, insert "(A)" immediately 
after "Sec. 436(a) (1) ". 

On paige 42 line 24 strike out "(2)" and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( B) ". 

On page 43, line 11, strike out " ( 3) " and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( C) ". 

On page 43, line 14, strike out "(b)" and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( 2) ". 

On page 43, line 21, strike out "(C)" and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( 3) ". 

On page 44 between lines 2 and 3, insert 
the following: 

" ( b) ( 1) For the purpose of providing (in 
accordance with the provisions of this sub­
section) financial assistance to public and 
nonprofit agencies and organizations in meet­
ing part of the cost of construction of day 
care facilities in communities where such 
facilities are needed there are hereby author­
ized to be appropriated $45,500,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, $49,500,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, $54,-
450,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, and the $59,895,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1974. 

"(2) (A) The sums appropriated pursuant 
to paragraph ( 1) for any fiscal year shall be 
allotted as follows: Each State shall be al­
lotted an amount of such sums which bears 
the same ratio to such sums as the number 
of children under age 7 in such State who 
are receiving welfare assistance bears to the 
number of children under age 7 in all the 
States who are receiving welfare assistance. 
If the allotment of any State, as determined 
under the preceding sentence is less than 
$100,000, the allotment of such State shall 
be increased to that amount, the total of 
the increases thereby required being derived 
by proportionately reducing the allotment (as 
determined under the preceding sentence) 
of each of the remaining States but with 
such adjustment as may be necessary to pre­
vent the allotment of any of such remaining 
States from being thereby reduced to less 
than that amount. 

"(B) For purposes of this subsection the 
term 'welfare assistance' means (i) benefits 
in the form of money payments paid under 
a. State program approvect under part A 
of this title (as in effect prior to July l, 
1971, and (ii) benefits paid under part D 
of this title (as in effect after June 30, 1971). 

"(C) Allotments under subparagraph (A) 
shall be made on the basis of the most recent 
d:ata available to the Secretary immediately 
prior to the fiscal year with respect to which 
allotments are made. The Secretary, in de­
termining the number of children referred to 
in subparagraph (A) shall use a monthly 
average over such period of time (not in ex­
cess of one year) as he may deem appro­
priate. 

"(D) Any sum allotted to a State for a 
fiscal year under this paragraph and remain­
ing unobligated at the end of such year shall 
remain available to such State, for the pur­
poses for which made, for the next fiscal year 
(and for such year only), in addition to the 
sums allotted to such State for such next 
fiscal year if the Secretary determines that 
such sum is needed for such next fisoal year 
in such Stat~ to ca.rry out the purposes of this 
subsection. If the Secretary determines that 
such sum will not be needed for such next 
fiscal year in such State for such purposes, 
he may reallot such sum from time to time, 
on such dates as he .may fix, to other States 
which he determines have need for additional 
sums to carry out the purposes of this sub­
section. Any sum so reallotted to any State 
during any fiscal year shall be deemed to be a 
part of the allotment of such State for such 
year. 

"(3) (A) From the sums allocated to any 
State for any fiscal year, the Secretary is 
authorized to m.ake grants to public and non­
profit private agencies and organizations to 
assist them in the construction of day care 
faicilities in such State. 

"(B) Grants under this subsection for any 
project shall be made only upon application 
therefor submitted to the Secretary directly 
by the public or nonprofit private agency vr 
organization seeking such grant or through 

the public or nonprofit private agency or 
org.anil1'lation designated by the appropriate 
elected or appointed official or officials pur­
suant to Sec. 436 A 1 (b). If two or more 
agencies or organizations join in the project, 
the application may be filed by one or more 
of such agencies. 

"(C) Any application for a grant under this 
subseotion with respect to any projeot shall 
contain or be supported by-

" (i) a description of the site for such 
project 

"(ii) a description of the type day caire 
services which will be provided when the 
project becomes operative and a justifica­
tion of such project in terms of the needs 
it is designed to meet; 

"(iii) reasonable assurance that ti-tie to 
such site is or will be vested in one or more 
agencies filing the application or in a public 
or other nonprofit private agency or orga­
nization which is to operate the facility af­
ter it is acquired or when construction is 
completed, as the case may be 

"(iv) reasonable assu.rance that adequate 
financial support will be available for the 
construction of the projoot and for its main­
tenance .and operation when completed 

"(v) reasonable assurance that the proj­
eot upon completion will be operat ed for a 
reasonable length of time as a day care . 
facility 

" (vi) reasonable assurance tha.t any la­
borer or mechanic employed by any con­
tractor or subcontractor in the performance 
of work on the consitrucition of the facility 
will be paid wages at rates not less than 
those prevailing on simila.r construction in 
the locality as determined by the Secr~tary 
CYf Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon 
Aot as amended and the Secretary of Labor 
shall have, with respect to the labor stand­
ards specified in this dause the authority 
and functions set forth in Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 ( 15 F.R. 3176) and 
seotion 2 of the Aot of June 13, 1934, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. 276c) 

"(vii) reasonable assurance that use of 
the facility will not be denied to any child 
because of his race, creed, color, or na­
tional origin. 

"(viii) reasonable assurance that the proj­
ect upon completion, will be a facility which 
will be designed and operated so as to meet 
licensing ·and similar requirements imposed 
with respect to day care facilities by the 
State (and any political subdivision there­
of) for the area in which the project is to 
be located and 

"(ix) such other information as the Secre­
tary may by regulations require. 

"(D) The Secretary shall not approve any 
application for a grant with respect to any 
project under this subsection unless--

"(i) such application contains or is sup­
ported by the materials, assurances and in­
formation required by subparagraph (C) 

"(ii) there is available from the allotment 
of the State in which such project is to be 
located amounts sufficient to pay the Fed­
eral share of the cost of such project, and 

"(iii) the Secretary determine8 that there 
is a need for such project in such area after 
taking into consideration the following fac­
tors--

"(I) the number of low income working 
mothers, of mothers engaged in job training 
and of mothers receiving welfare assistance, 
in the area in which such project is to be 
located; 

"(II) the availab111ty within such area of 
opportunities for mothers to secure employ­
ment or to participate in job training pro­
grams 

"(III) the increase if any required in the 
number or capacity of day care facilities in 
such area to meet the needs for day care of 
the mothers in such area who are employed 
or engaged in job training plus the mothers 
in such area who are not employed or en­
gaged in job training but who, if their needs 
for day care were met, would be able to ac-
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cept employment or participate in job train­
ing programs and 

"(IV) the extent to which there are aWJil­
a.ble in such area buildings which are or 
could become (after appropriate remodeling 
or conversion), suitable to serve as day care 
facilities. 

"(4) (A) Any grant made by the Secretary 
under this subsection shall oontalin provi­
sion for the recovery by the United States 
of an appropriate and equitable portion af 
such grant in the event the facility with re­
spect to which grant is made ceases, prior to 
the expiration of such reasonable period as 
the Secretary shall require, to be used and 
operated as a day care facility. 

"(B) In addition to the provision referred 
to in subparagraph (A) , any such grant 
shall be made on such terms and subject to 
such conditions as the Secretary deems 
proper to protect the financial 1-nterests of 
the United States and to assure that such 
grant will be used to carry out the purposes 
for wblich 1t was made. 

"(C) Payments to the recipient of any 
such grant shall be made in such install­
ments and on such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary may prescribe. 

" ( 5) For purposes of this subsection-
" (A) the term 'Federal share' means with 

respect to any project, 75 per centum of the 
cost of construction of such project 

"(B) the term 'construction' means the 
construction of new buildings (including 
archl·tects' fees and the acquisition of the 
land upon which such buildings are to be 
constructed) such term includes initial 
equipment of any such newly constructed 
building (but initial equipment shall be 
taken into account only to the extent tha.t 
the cost thereof does not exceed 3 per 
centum of the costs of construction attribut­
able to items other than such equipment) 
but such term does not include the acqui­
sition of existing buildings or the expansion, 
remodeling, or alteration of existing build­
ings. 

"(C) the term 'tit le', when used wit h ref­
erence to a site for a project, means a fee 
simple, or such other estate or interest (in­
cluding a lea.sehold on which t he annual 
rental does not exceed 4 per centum of the 
value of the land) as the Secretary finds 
sufficient to assure for a period of not less 
than fifty years• und'isturbed use and pos­
session for the purposes of construction and 
operation of the project and 

"(D) the term 'local share' means with 
respect to any project, 25 per centum of the 
cost of construction of such project." 

ExPLANATION OF DAY CARE FACILITIES CON­
STRUCTION AMENDMENT TO H.R. 16311, THE 
FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN 

1. This amendment creates a separare 
program of grants for the construction of 
day care facilities primarily for the use of 
children from families receiving Family 
Assistance. 

2. The amendment authorizes the follow-
ing amounts over a four year period: 

$45,000,000 for the 1st yea.r of enactment. 
$49,500,000 for the 2nd year of enactment. 
$54,450,000 for the 3rd year of enactment. 
$59,895,000 for the 4th year of enactment. 
3. The money provided by this program is 

allocated by formula to each stare. The 
formula takes into consideration the number 
of children under 7 receiving welfare in 
each stare. This age cut-off was selected be­
cause new facilities are most needed to ac­
commodate children this age. It is a two part 
formula to provide for the transition from 
AFDCtoFAP. 

For the first year the amount allocated to 
each state will be based on the ratio of the 
number of children under 7 in the state re­
ceiving AFDC to the number of children 
under 7 in all the states receiving AFDC. 

For subsequent years, the amount allo­
cared each state will be based on the ratio of 
the number of children under 7 in the state 
receiving Family Assistance to the number 

of children in all the states receiving Family 
Assistance. 

4. To ensure a more equitable distribution 
o:f funds to all the states. no state will re­
ceive less than $100,000 in grant money. 
Should a state be unable to utilize its full 
sihaxe of the funds, the remainder will be 
reallocated among the states. 

5. Grants will be made upon application 
to the Secretary directly by public or non­
profit agencies and organizations or through 
the public or non-profit agency designated 
by the appropriate official as the prime 
grantee for a specific city or area. This 
method of distribution is consistent with 
the rest of the day care section of FAP. 

6. The amendment sets out certain as­
surances concerning the use of grant money 
and the construction of facilities that have 
to be given by grantees. 

7. To ensure that money provided by this 
amendment is allocated to areas with the 
greatest need for new facilities, the amend­
ment stipulates some of the criteria the 
Secretary must use in funding a project. He 
must consider: 

a. the number of low income working 
mothers, mothers engaged in job training, 
and mothers receiving welfare in the area in 
which a project is to be located; 

b. the availability within such area of op­
portunities for mothers to secure employ­
ment or participate in job training programs; 

c. the increase, if any, required in the 
number or capacity of day care facilities 
in such area to meet the needs for day care 
of the mothers in the area who are em­
ployed or in training programs or who could 
be employed or placed in training programs; 

d. the extent to which there are available 
in such areas buildings that could be re­
modeled for day care centers. 

8. The federal share of the construction 
costs for any project will be 75 % . 

The summary and chart, presented by 
Mr. PERCY, are as follows: 

Number of Proportionate Dollar entitle- Do Ila r entitle- Dollar entitle- Dollar entitle-
children under entitlement ment fiscal ment fiscal ment fiscal ment fiscal 

State 7 years (percent) year 1971 year 1972 year 1973 year 1974 

United States .. ___ _______ _ . __ .. ____ ____ __ _ .. _____ ·--- ________ __ • ______ __ __ 1, 621 , 476 99. 78 45, 399, 900 49, 391, 100 54, 330, 210 59, 763, 220 

Alabama. ___ ____ . . ___________ _______ __ ____ _______ _______ __________ ______ _____ _ . 19, 532 1. 20 546, 000 594, 000 653, 400 718, 740 
Alaska. ___ --- - -- - ________ ___ _______ ___ -------- --- - ---- ---------------- --------- 1, 378 . 08 36, 400 39, 600 43, 560 47, 916 
Arizona. ___ ______ ____ _____ ________ ___ ___ _____ _____ ___ ___ _____ _____ . ___ __ ______ _ 12, 814 . 79 359, 450 391, 050 430, 155 473, 170 
Arkansas . ... ---- -------------- --___ _____ -- -- --- - -- - --- ______ ____ --·-·-- -- ---·-- 9, 132 . 56 254, 800 277, 200 304, 920 335, 412 California __ ___ ___ __ ______________ ___ ___ __________ ________ ___ ____ ____ ___ __ ,_ ___ __ 255, 088 15. 73 7, 157, 150 7, 786, 350 8, 564, 985 9, 421, 483 
Colorado ____ _______________ __ . __ ____ .. ______ ·------------·____ ______ ______ _____ 19, 489 l. 20 546, 000 594, 000 653, 400 718, 740 
Connecticut__ ___ _____ , _____ ___ _ , _________ ____ ·------------- ----------- - ------ --- 22, 089 l. 36 618, 800 673, 200 740, 520 814, 572 
Delaware· --- -- - ----- ------ -------- - --- ---- --- --------------------- ------------- 66, 079 . 37 168, 350 183, 150 201, 465 221 , 611 
District of Columbia. __________ __ .. ______ ___________ --------------_______________ 7, 875 . 48 218, 400 237, 600 261 , 360 287, 496 
Florida ____________ ____ ____ ._ __________ __ __ __ __ ___ ______________________ ______ __ 443, 164 2. 66 1, 210, 300 l , 316, 700 1, 448, 370 1, 593, 207 
Georgia. _________ _____ ·-- _______ __________ _____ ___ .______ _________ __ _________ __ 27, 780 l. 71 . 778, 050 846, 450 931, 095 l, 593, 207 
Guam. ___ ________ ___ ______ -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- . - -- .. -. ---------- ---- -- -- ---- -- -- . --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - ---- - - -· - - - -- - - -- ------ -- - - -- -- -- -- - -- · -- - -- - -- ---- -· -- -- -- - --- -- -

rdaai~i!~== = = ====== ======== = = = ============ =========================:::::::::::::: Nff :2
4i liNo0o0 120~ '99oi0 11~~·1ii0 BU~~ Illinois. _.___ ___ __ ________ ____ ______________________ _____________ __________ _____ 85, 257 5. 25 2, 388, 750 2, 598, 750 2, 858, 625 3, 144, 487 

~~~;;~=== == ====== == ===== = === = ==================== = ======================= = ==== nm : Ji nu~~ ~gu~~ ~~UH m: m Kentucky _____ _______________ ·---.------ - ------------------______ _______________ 24, 745 l. 52 691 , 600 752, 400 827 , 640 910, 404 
Louisiana ______ ______ _____ _____________ ______ ------ ________ ----- - ____ ____ .______ 27, 615 l. 70 773, 500 841 , 500 925, 650 l, 018, 215 
Maine. ------ ------ ------------ ----------------------·----- --- ---------·-------- 6, 050 . 37 168, 350 183, 150 201, 465 221 , 611 
Maryland... _____ ______ ------ ______ .. ______________ ----------------------------- 37, 428 2. 3 1, 046, 500 1, 138, 500 l, 252, 350 1, 377, 585 
Massachusetts _________________ ------ ______ ... ________ -------·-----_____________ 47, 914 2. 95 l, 342, 250 l , 460, 250 l, 606, 275 1, 766, 902 
Michigan .. ·---------·--------------------- ------- ---------------------·-------- 56, 860 3. 5 l, 592, 500 1, 732, 500 l, 905, 750 2, 096, 325 
Minnesota. __ __ ------ .. -------- _____ _____________________ ------ __ ------.________ 18, 260 1.12 509, 600 554, 400 609, 840 670, 824 
Mississippi. .• ---------------------------------·-------------------------------- 29, 201 1. 80 819, 000 891, 000 980, 100 l, 078, 110 
Missouri ____ ______________________ __ __________ ·-- -- ------------- ---------------- 31, 838 l. 96 891 , 800 970, 200 1, 067, 220 l, 173, 942 
Montana. ___ ------ __________ .----------- _______ . ____ ---------- ________ --------_ 3, 072 • 18 81, 900 89, 100 98, 010 107, 811 
Nebraska.---------------------------------------------------------------------- 7, 021 . 43 195, 650 212, 850 234, 135 257, 548 
Nevada .... - -- -------------------------- ------ ---·--·----------- ----- ---------- 2, 360 .14 63, 700 69, 300 76, 230 83, 853 
New Hampshire.-------------------------·---·----------------------------- ----- l , 802 .11 50, 050 54, 450 59, 895 65, 884 
New Jersey. --------------------- --- ----- ----- : ·-------------------------------- 47, 791 2. 94 1, 337, 700 1, 455, 300 1, 600, 830 1, 760, 913 
New Mexico _______________ __________________________________ ________________ ___ 11, 576 . 71 323, 050 351, 450 386, 595 425, 254 
New York ____ . ________________ _____ ___ .. ______________ -- =---__________ _________ 264, 803 16. 33 7, 430, 150 8, 038, 350 8, 891, 685 9, 780, 853 
North Carolina .... ------------------------------------ - ---------------------- ~ -- 27, 114 l. 67 759, 850 826, 650 909, 315 1, 000, 246 
North Dakota·-- ------------------------------------------------------ ---------- 2, 626 .16 72, 800 79, 200 87, 120 95, 832 
Ohio __ ______________ o ______ ·--------------------- - ----------- - -- -- ------------- 69, 894 4. 31 1, 961, 050 2, 133, 450 2, 346, 795 2, 581, 474 Oklahoma ________________ ______ ________________ _________________ __ ,__ __________ 24, 722 1. 52 691 , 600 752, 400 827, 640 910, 404 
Oregon __ _______ ____ _________ _____ _ --- ------- --- - __ __ · ------- ----- ------ - ·------ 11, 668 • 71 323, 050 351, 450 386, 595 425, 254 
Pennsylvania·----- -- --------------- ---------- ------ - -------------·---------- - -- 92, 456 5. 70 2, 593, 500 2, 821, 500 3, 103, 650 3, 414, 015 
Puerto Rico___________ ________ _____ ____________________ _________________________ 48, 494 2. 99 1, 360, 450 l, 480, 050 1, 628, 055 1, 790, 860 
Rhode Island _____________ _ ---·_ .•. _. __ .. _____ _______ --------------------------_ 9, 661 • 59 268, 450 292, 050 321, 255 355, 380 
South Carolina__ _____ _____ ___ ___ _____ ___ ______ ___________ _______________________ 6, 168 .38 172, 900 188, 100 206, 910 227, 601 
South Dakota ___ _____________________ ·- ----- - ------------------------ --- -- ------ 4, 363 • 26 118, 300 128, 700 141, 570 155, 727 
Tennessee ____ _______ ____ ___ __ ___ ______ __ ___ _________ ------------ ______ .. _______ 26, 987 1. 66 755, 300 821, 700 903, 870 994, 257 
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Number of Proportionate Dollar entitle- Dollar entitle- Dollar entitle- Dollar entitle­
ment fiscal 
year 1974 

children under entitlement 
State 7 years (percent) 

Texas _____ -- _____ - -- -- -- -- -- - -- --- - --- -- - ---- --- ---- - --·- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - 32, 987 2. 01 
Utah ____ -- _ - - - - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 9, 262 • 57 
Vermont_ __________ ---- - __ - -- -- - --- -- - --- -- -- -- -- - - --- - --- - --- - -- -- ---- -- --- - -- - 2,481 .15 

504 • 03 
12, 745 • 78 ~i~:l~j~~,~~~~=== == = = = = = == = = = = = = = = = == = == == == = = == == == == = = == = = == = = = = == ===== = == == == = Washington _________ - -- - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- ---- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - -- - - - - 17, 359 1.07 
24,403 1. 50 
18, 632 1.14 ~~~~~~~i~~~= =:: ==: = == =: :: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : =::::: :: : : == :: :: : : : = ======== :: == ===== 

Wyoming_ _________ ---- - -- -- --- - --- -- -- - -- - -- - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ---- -- -- - --- -- - -- - - 1, 338 .08 

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1971-AMENDMENTS 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 834 AND 835 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I submit 
two amendments to H.R. 18127, the 
public works appropriation bill, and ask 
that they be printed and lie on the table. 

The first amendment would include 
$20 million to implement an imPortant 
new Federal program authorized by the 
Water Quality Improvement Act signed 
into law in April for demonstration and 
preliminary planning projects for pollu­
tion removal and prevention in the 
Great Lakes. This. would be the beginping 
of what must be a major national effort 
to restore the quality of our deteriorating 
Great Lak-es. We must learn what has 
to be done, and the most efficient and 
economic means of doing so, and then 
we must get on with the job. The dem­
onstration projects authorized by sec­
tion 15 of the Water Quality Improve­
ment Act are an essential first step 
which, in view of the grave pollution 
problems facing the Great Lakes, must 
be implemented immediately. As passed 
by the House, H.R. 18127 contains no 
funds for this new section, and in its ac­
tion today, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee sustained the House position. 

The second amendment would add 
$18,219,000 to appropriations for section 
5 of the Federal Water Pollution Act, as 
amended, for the purpose of fully im­
plementing the section's authorities for 
water pollution control research, investi­
gations, and information. The Water 
Quality Improvement Act authorized $65 
million for 12 subsections of this sec­
tion, seven of which were under the Fed­
eral program already authorized by pre­
vious Congresses, and five of which were 
added by the Water Quality Improve­
ment Act. In its bill, the House provided 
$46,781,000 for the seven previously 
authorized subsections, and in its action 
today, the Senate Appropriations Com­
mittee sustained this figure. The $18.2 
million to be proposed by my amend­
ment would bring the figure up to the 
full $65 million authorized for this sec­
tion. 

As yet, Congress has not received a 
budget request to implement either the 
five new Federal water pollution control 
research and development provisions of 
section 5 added by the Water Quality 
Improvement Act or for the Great Lakes 
research and development effort author­
ized by the act. Hopefully, such a request 
wil be received in the near future. But 
all of these provisions are in my view ur­
gent enough that Congress should act to 
provide the money without delay, and the 

$20 million proPosed in my first amend­
ment for the Great Lakes and the $18.2 
million proposed by my second amend­
ment for other research and development 
provisions is in my view a small amount 
of money to invest now compared to the 
costs to society of the pollution prob­
lems this money would help solve. 

In my view, providing now for these 
new subsections as proposed by my sec­
ond amendment is essential. The Water 
Quality Improvement Act authorized a 
program under this section for demon­
stration projects to abate and prevent 
the pollution of inland lakes-an ur­
gently needed step in our Nation~s com­
mitment to water quality. Hundreds of 
lakes across the country are being dev­
astated with algae growth and other 
forms of Pollution, because of overde­
velopment, overuse, agricultural runoff, 
and other consequences of a developing, 
urbanizing, recreation-seeking society. 
To date, this problem has gained little 
notice in our Nation's environmental 
quality efforts, yet the consequences of 
inland lakes pollution are being felt by 
millions of people in most of the 50 
States. The Water Quality Improvement 
Act provision would launch an impor­
tant beginning in our understanding of 
the best, most effective, most economic 
means of confronting this critical prob­
lem, and should set the stage for a pro­
gram of major Federal proportions to 
help rescue our lakes-of which there 
are some 100,000 across the country. 

This year's pollution control act also 
authorized and directed under section 
5 a 2-year study by the Secretary of the 
Interior to develop criteria for pesticidef:i 
in our Nation's waters, a necessary step 
for the eventual establishment of limits 
in our interstate water quality standards 
for pesticides. Inasmuch as the study 
must be completed in 2 years, and was 
to begin on enactment last April of the 
legislation, it is essential in my view that 
we act to provide the funds for the study 
~~ -

The Water Quality Improvement Act 
also added under section 5 a subsection 
to provide research for the development 
of technology to effectively control oil 
spills. The Santa Barbara disaster last 
year, and subsequent oil accidents in our 
Nation's waters, and the failure to swiftly 
and efficiently control the tragic environ­
mental damage, ought to be evidence 
•enough of the urgent need to develop 
technology adequate to deal with this 
growing environmental problem. The 
President's Panel on Oil Spills in its re­
port last year confirmed that we :do not 
have .the technology to control a major 
mariJ?.e oil spill-and pointed out that if 

ment fiscal ment fiscal 
year 1971 year 1972 

914, 550 994, 950 
259, 350 282, 150 
68, 250 74, 250 
13, 650 14,850 

354, 900 386, 100 
486, 850 529, 650 
682, 500 742, 500 
518, 700 564, 300 
38,400 39, 600 

ment fiscal 
year 1973 

1, 094, 445 
310, 365 
81,675 
16, 335 

424, 710 
582, 615 
816, 750 
620, 730 
43, 560 

l, 203, 889 
341,401 
89,842 
17, 968 

467, 181 
640, 876 
898,425 
682,803 
47, 916 

we continue drilling new offshore oil wells 
at the present rate, we can expect a 
Santa Barbara disaster once a year, every 
year, by 1980. 

The act also added under section 5 a 
subsection for research money to develop 
new and improved systems of controlling 
pollution from vessels. My experience 
with Great Lakes piollutiOIIl problems 
leaves no question that this is a very 
significant factor in the deterioration of 
water quality of these lakes, and the 
hearings of th~ Senate Public Works 
Committee leave no question that it is a 
major problem nationwide. 

Further, it should be pointed out that 
in its report on the Water Quality Im­
provement Act, the Senate Public Works 
Committee said, regarding the inland 
lakes research provision, that--

The committee expects that funds to im· 
plement the provision of this new research 
directive shall be made available from the 
general section 5 authorization and that 
implementation of this area of research will 
receive a high priority. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of these amendments be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

The amendments <Nos. 834 and 835) 
were ref erred to the Committee on Ap­
propriations, as follows: 

AMENDMENT No. 834 
~ On page 13, after line 26, insert the fol­

lowing: "For an additional amount to carry 
out pollution control in the Great Lakes 
under section 15 of such Act, $20,000,000." 

AMENDMENT No. 835 
On page 13, after line 26, insert the fol­

lowing: "For an additional amount to carry 
out research, investigations, training and in­
formation under section 5 of such Act, $18,-
219,000." 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF 
AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 774 TO S. 3619 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that, at the next 
printing, the names of the senior Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. HART) and the 
junior Senator from New Jersey <Mr. 
WILLIAMS) be added as a cosponsor of my 
amendment No. 774 to S. 3619, to create 
within the office of the President an Of­
fice of Disaster Assistance, which would 
authorize the Small Business Adminis­
tration to make loans to disaster victims 
to prevent the dispossession or eviction of 
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any person from his residence as a result 
of the foreclosure of any mortgage or 
lien, cancellation of any contract of sale, 
or termination of any lease, oral or writ­
ten of the property which is such person's 
residence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BURDICK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I might add, Mr. 
President, having viewed the terrible 
devastation at Corpus Christi, the 
Aransas area, Gregory, and Rockport last 
week, after hurricane Celia, that this 
amendment to the bill is badly needed 
at this time, in order to protect the peo­
ple who suffer from hurricanes, torna­
dos, earthquakes, and other natural 
disasters. 

AMENDMENT NO. 793 TO H.R. 17123 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing of 
amendment No. 793 to the bill CH.R. 
17123) to authorize appropriations dur­
ing the fiscal year 1971 for procurement 
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and 
tracked combat vehicles, and other weap­
ons, and research, development, test, and 
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and t;o 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength of the Selected Reserve of each 
Reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes, the name of the 
distinguished junior Senator from Maine 
<Mr. MUSKIE) be added as a cosponsor. 
Amendment No. 793 calls for restoring 
to 15,000 the authorized strength of the 
Coast Guard Selected Reserves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
DoMINICK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 819 TO H.R. 17123 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that, at the next printing 
of amendment No. 819, to House bill 
17123, supra, the names of the junior 
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF), 
and the junior Senator from New Jer­
sey (Mr. WILLIAMS) be added cosponsors. 

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

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARING 
DEALING WITH THE FEDERAL 
CORRECTION COMMUNITY BASED 
TREATMENT PROGRAM 
Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, for the 

information of Members of the Senate 
and the public, the Senate Judiciary 
Subcommittee on National Penitentiaries 
will be holding a hearing on Tuesday, 
August 18, to receive testimony on S. 
3261, a bill now before the subcommittee 
that, if enacted, would broaden the Fed­
eral corrections community-based treat­
ment program by authorizing the Attor­
ney General to admit to residential com­
munity treatment centers persons who 
are placed on probation, released on 
parole, or mandatorily released. At pres­
ent, residence at community treatment 
centers is restricted by statute to persons 
committed to terms of confinement and 
in the custody of the Attorney General. 
This will be the first in a series of hear-

· ings the subcommittee will hold on the 

problems and needs of the national cor­
rections system. The hearing on August 
18 will be open to the members of the 
public and will be held in room 2228 
of the New Senate O:fiice Building at 
lOa.m. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

THE ISLANDS OF KAHOOLAWE, 
HAWAII, AND CULEBRA, P.R. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I share 
the concern of the people of the island of 
Culebra, P.R., about the recently an­
nounced plans to acquire additional land 
on their island to expand training facili­
ties. 

Some of us in Hawaii have also long 
and patiently carried on discussions with 
the Department of Defense under both 
Democratic and Republican administra­
tions to bring about a halt to the bomb­
ing of Kahoolawe and to restore the is­
land to its former conditions. Therefore, 
we can well appreciate the frustrations 
which the people of Culebra feel as they 
encounter the apparently inexorable de­
termination of the Navy to take over 
more of the island for targetry and 
bombing practice. 

The isla.nd of Kahoolawe was leased to 
the Federal Government in 1941, and a 
supplementary agreement in 1944 gave 
the Government full control. The Army 
and the Navy used the property jointly 
for practice bombing purposes, and in 
1945 the sublease was transferred to the 
Department of the Navy. In 1953, the 
President issued · an Executive order 
which declared that the island would 
remain in the possession of the United 
States for public purposes. When the 
sublease was originally drawn, it was 
stated that the land would be restored to 
a condition fit for habitation. However, 
now the Navy claims that the massive 
amount of unexploded ordnance makes 
the island unfit for human use. This ex­
perience is relevant to the situation 
faced by the Culebrans, whose island is 
noted for its beauty and tranquility. 

The Hawaiian flag has eight stripes, 
one for each of the major islands. This 
flag has represented our kingdom, repub­
lic, and territory, and now it represents 
our State. There were once eight major 
inhabited islands, but now, because of 
the Kahoolawe bombings, we have only 
seven. 

With my small voice, I wish to assure 
the people of Culebra that their plea for 
help has been heard by many of us and 
that we will do our best to bring about a 
rational solution to their problem. 

DEATH OF CORNELIUS C. MOORE, 
GRAND OLD MAN OF RHODE 
ISLAND BAR 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Cornelius c. 

Moore, the grand old man of our Rhode 
Island bar, died this morning. 

I grieve his death, both as a citizen of 
Rhode Island and as a warm, personal 
friend, who was often greatly helped by 
him. 

Mr. Moore had his roots deep in our 
Newport community. His father was the 
foreman of the old Torpedo Station. And 

although the .circle of his friends were 
vast and far ranging, all Mr. Moore's life 
and interests were centered around his 
beloved NewPOrt. 

No matter whether the problem in­
volved the starting of new colleges, as 
was the case with Salve Regina and Ver­
non Court Junior College, or the bring­
ing of a new industry to our State, as 
was the case with Raytheon, the :fine 
intelligence and immense sagacity of Mr. 
Moore were moving forces. In fact, there 
is not much of lasting good or value that 
came to our community in the last 40 
years in whose accomplishment which 
Connie Moore did not play a significant 
role. 

He was a man of taste, a true connois­
seur whose collection of early American 
silver is without peer and whose pieces 
of early American furniture are among 
the best in our Nation. 

Finally, as a lifelong, loyal and strong 
Democrat, he carried high, with gusto 
and brilliance, the banner of his party 
through many battles. 

By nature, he was a :fighter. He some­
times was impatient with those of lesser 
intellectual mold, but always fought for 
fairness and a fair deal for all. He was 
not interested in high Government of­
fice, or other honors, having turned 
them down in the course of his life. 

My wife, who also greatly admired and 
liked him, and I both join in mourning 
his death. 

LOSS OF CONFIDENCE IN FEDERAL 
JUDICIAL SYSTEM 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, there is 
an increasing awareness that a large 
segment of the American people are los­
ing co1ill.dence in the institution of au­
thority represented by the judicial 
branch of the Federal Government. 

In my opinion the Federal judicial 
system is at the moment extremely vul­
nerable. I receive hundreds of letters 
from responsible citizens of Alabama 
and citizens from many other States in­
dicating distrust of Federal courts. Nor 
is criticism and distrust limited to the 
opinion of ordinary citizens. Members 
of the bar are likewise a prolific source 
of criticism. 

Mr. President, the Supreme Court 
of the United States has become an 
anomaly in our constitutional system of 
government. When the Federal judiciary 
assumed the legislaitive function in de­
termining public palicy and the execu­
tive function in administering statutory 
laws of the Nation; and when it assumed 
the function of amending the Constitu­
tion by judicial decree rather than by 
the methods prescribed by the Constitu­
tion, the Court thereupon abandoned 
the very basis of its legitimacy in our · 
framework of constitutional govern­
ment. 

Mr. President, when the Supreme 
Court of the United States authorizes 
and condones withholding public funds 
and services from innocent schoolchil­
dren; when it presumes the power to ad­
minister local public schools by judicial 
decree; when it mandates racial quotas 
and altered racial composition of sch')ols 
as a requirement supposedly imposed by 
the Constitultion of the United States; 
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when it dictates to State legislatures by 
mandatory injunctions; and when it en­
forces its dictates by means of threats 
of trial of public officials for contempt of 
court and the imposition of confiscatory 
fines and imprisonment without benefit 
of trial by jury; then, Ur. President, the 
Supreme Court has divorced itself from 
the source of its powers. 

Increasingly, Mr. President, the peo­
ple of the United States art: challenging 
the legitimacy of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. It is a serious matter, and it is not 
surprising that more and more people 
should ask: 

If the Supreme Court is to assume the 
legislative function, why should its mem­
bers ne>t be made answerable to the people 
a.nd be made subject to periodic election? 

Mr. President, I recently received a 
letter from a constituent, Mr. Jack Hoff­
man, Route 1, Satsuma, Ala., in which 
he attached a copy of a letter he had 
written to his local newspaper, the 
Chickasaw News Herald, which was sub­
sequently printed by the Mobile, Ala., 
Press Register. The letter indicates how 
average citizens are beginning to ques­
tion the legitimacy of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed in the RECORD and urge 
thoughtful consideration of its contents 
by Senators and the public in general. 

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

EDITOR, NEWS-HERALD. 

SATSUMA, ALA., 
July 22, 1970. 

DEAR Sm: I love and respect my God, my 
country and my flag. I think the ones that 
desecrate, tear and burn should be forced to 
live outside the boundaries of the place that 
is giving them protection. I do believe we 
need many changes. The most important, as 
I see it, is a wa.y by la.w to make a quick 
change on all Federal Judges. If from the 
lowest to the highest office in our land has to 
be voted on by the people, why exclude Fed­
eral Judges? Other judges have to run and 
get elected or defeated by the majority of the 
people at the polls. From top to bottom all 
officials are public servants. This country was 
not formed for any to become masters of the 
people. Federal Judges, many of them good 
and deserving are, however, appointed, some­
times through friendship, sometimes paying 
of a political debt and probably many other 
reasons. We, the people supply the money 
and, of course, this tax money pays them a 
good salary that doesn't only take care of 
their bread and butter but also choice cuts 
of meat. They know we can't fire them and 
it's nearly impossible to move them. That's 
why so many try to play God. How many 
would stay in office if the people had any­
thing to say? Even the President who rec­
ommends or the legislative body that ac­
cepts can do very little after they have placed 
them in office. Decisions o'f vital impor­
tance to our country a.re placed in the hands 
of a very small group to interpret at their 
wlll what is right or wrong. Like the old 
saying: "A doctor makes mistakes and a mor­
tician bur_ies them." 

Those great courageous intelligent men 
that framed our Constitution, one of the 
wonders of the world, would not put up for 
fifteen minutes with many of our present 
day judges. These inferior replacements in 
recent years have suddenly discovered in our 
Constitution what the great judges before 
them failed to discover. They did not dis­
cover it because it is not there. Each supreme 
court justice is sworn in under oath. Why, 
then, can't a child, if he wishes to do so, 

thank God in school? Why can a criminal 
rape, rob, burn and desecrate our flag and 
after being convicted be turned loose on some 
dumb idea about his constitutional rights? 
What about the rights of the huge law abid­
ing majority that pay these judges' salaries 
for such interpretations. 

I would not be at all surprised that all this 
plus Pres-ident Nixon's Southern Strategy 
would cause George Wallace and Strom 
Thurmond to combine for his knock-out 
punch at election time. 

On national television July 20, 1970, Roy 
Wilkins said that Alabama and Mississippi 
were the two most intregrated States in the 
Union. If so, why continue to brow-beat, 
threaten and humiliate these proud people 
of the Southern States? 

Yours truly, 
JOE B. HOFFMAN. 

THE REAL VICTIMS OF OUR IN­
ADEQUATE CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
SYSTEM 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, in a recent 

speech in Pennsylvania, I pointed out 
that the real victims of our inadequate 
criminal justice system are "the millions 
of citizens who never committed a crime 
and never will." I ask unanimous con­
sent that an editorial on this subject, 
published in the West Chester, Pa., Daily 
Local News, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

A HARD-TO-BELIEVE COURTROOM TRAGEDY 
It was more like a TV thriller than any­

thing else. Armed with an automatic carbine 
and pistols, a man walked into a courtroom 
in San Rafael, Calif., yesterday, and a few 
minutes later shot the presiding judge to 
death and in the melee which followed was 
himself fatally wounded as well as two con­
victs he tried to free. 

How could such a thing happen? That, it 
seems, is always the first question after an 
incredible tragedy of this kind. It can hap­
pen because of laxity somewhere along the 
line. It can happen because, too often, those 
responsible for making certain of the safety 
of courtroom personnel get the mistaken 
notion that "it can't happen here". 

It seems strange that this tragic happen­
ing should occur on the eve of Senator 
Hugh Scott's appearance today at the Allen­
town Fair where he spoke of the growing 
crime rate in this country. He told his audi­
ence there that unless the criminal element 
in the United States feels the heavy hand 
of the law as it never felt it before, the 
law-abiding citizen will find himself yielciing 
to the demands of the lawless. 

Who are the real viotims of our country's 
inadequate criminal justice system? Penn­
sylvania's senior senator answered that ques­
tion in this way: The real victims are "the 
millions of citizens who have never com­
mitted a crime, and never will". Like Judge 
Harold J. Haley, of San Rafael, who was 
gunned down by the man who was on trial 
in his courtroom yesterday? Yes, the inno­
cent are the real victims of these times. 
And you still are of the opinion that "it 
can't happen here"? 

A RESIGNATION FROM THE 
FOREIGN SERVICE 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I recently re­
ceived a letter from Mr. L. Ivar Nelson. 
He told me why he has resigned from the 
Foreign Service. 

I am sorry when our Government loses 
young men of Mr. Nelson's ability. I be­
lieve that Senators may be interested in 

his reasons, so ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD the text of 
Mr. Nelson's letter to the Secretary of 
State, which ile consents to having made 
public. 

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

WILLIAM P. RoGERS, 
Secretary of State, 
Washington, D.C. 

JULY 17, 1970. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am resigning from 
the Foreign Service. 

I can no longer represent, or work for, a 
Government whose foceign policies I so basic­
ally oppose. It is not necessary to agree with 
all of the Government's policies in order to 
be an effective Foreign Service Officer. It is 
essential, however, that a diplomatic repre­
sentative of the Government be able to sup­
port, honestly and energetically, the basic di­
rections of our foreign policy. 

I can no longer do this. The boundaries of 
acceptable policies within which I can act as 
a Foreign Service Officer have been irrevoca­
bly breached. If I am to remain personally 
responsible for what I do in the world, then 
I can no longer remain a servant of policies 
which I do not support. 

I take this drastic action only because I 
believe that the policies of the Government, 
and the trend of policy-making within the 
Government, have gone beyond the point 
where I, or others with views similar to mine, 
can have any impact on decision-making 
from within the Executive Branch of the 
United States Government. 

I do not believe that foreign policy deci­
sions are being made within our Government 
on the basis of an accurate and dispassionate 
analysis of what is in the common interest of 
Americans and of all peoples of the world. 
And I do not believe that they are being made 
on the basis of the values and goals which 
are the basis of our society. 

Most disturbing is the unwillingness of our 
Government to understand that the future 
of our nation in the Twentieth Century is 
irrevocably tied to the overall development 
of the Third World. If the inability of our 
Government to treat fairly the racial minor­
ities in our own country is not to be reflected 
in a worldwide racial confrontation, then we 
must make a human commitment to assist 
the peoples of Latin America, Asia, and Africa 
to improve their physical and social well­
being. And we must act on that commitment. 

More effective ways of re-allocating the 
world's resources must be found in order 
that they benefit all peoples of the world. 
And our Government must take the leader­
ship in convincing our people, and other 
Governments, that this is necessary and for 
the ultimate good of us all. 

The racism of South Africa is a constant 
threat to the attempts by different peoples 
throughout the world to live together in 
equality and mutual respect. Our Govern­
ment's relationship with the Government of 
South Africa based, as it is, on a simplistic 
analysis of its strategic importance to 
United States national interests, must be 
changed if our country is to remain a leader 
in a world, the majority of whose people a.re 
non-White. The benefits which our support 
for South Africa bring us are insignificant 
compared with the injury which our contin­
ued support will do to us in the future. 

The Indochina War is one of the greatest 
strategic and political blunders of the United 
States in its history. While almost everyone 
agrees now that it was a mistake to make 
this localized conflict an American war, our 
Government does not act · on that consensus. 
I see no plausible reasons of military strategy 
and/or political power Which justify our 
continued or expanded presence there. 

My decision to resign was made before the 
United States invaded Cambodia. That ac-
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tion only confirmed my fear that my views 
and the policies of our Government not only 
differ for the present, but would continue 
to diverge in the future. One can endure a 
short time disagreement in the expectation 
of future reconciliation. I see no reason, 
however, for such an expectation in the 
present situation. 

My leaving the Foreign Service is not a 
result of dissatisfaction with my personal 
experience in the Service. I have had two 
interesting and demanding assignments--in 
Swaziland and at the United States Mission 
to the United Nations---and have worked 
with some very good people. 

However, the Foreign Service does have 
many internal problems which are slowly 
eroding its effectiveness. Its isolation as an 
elite, the lack of minority representation, 
discrimination against women, and unimagi­
native training are hindering its ability to 
represent and to advise oUJr Government. 
The resulting decline in the morale of many 
officers in the Service, and a profound dis­
agreement with our Government's policies 
among our youth, explain why the best of 
our young people no longer consider the 
Service as a possible career. 

While these aspects of the Foreign Service 
bother me, I would stay in the Service and 
work within for change if I felt that I could 
possibly continue to represent our Govern­
ment. It is clea.r that I cannot. 

Those who can, and especially the young­
er officers, should continue to press to make 
the Service more representative-in com­
position and values-of the United States 
today. It frightens me, however, that the 
loyalty of those responsible dissenting with­
in the Service was called into question re­
cently by Under Secretary U Alexis Johnson. 
The conception of the Foreign Service Officer 
as a person in total servitude does not pro­
mote the imagination, initiative, and un­
derstanding which the Foreign Service needs 
if it is to be useful to our Government. Ser­
vants do not make good diplomats. 

I intend to permit the public use of this 
statement as a personal explanation of why 
I have resigned. 

Sincerely, 
L. IVAR NELSON, 

Advisor, Economic and Social Council. 

SELECTIVE USE OF PESTICIDES 
BY ARIZONA COTTON GROWERS 
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, Arizona 

cotton growers have found that the se­
lective use of pesticides boosts yields at 
lower costs and, most important, pre­
serves the ecology. This is good news on 
the ecological front. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an article describ­
ing how the Arizona cotton farmers de­
vised their own "cotton scout" program 
to reduce the use of pesticides with 
greater effectiveness, written by Hal 
Lancaster, and published in the Wall 
Street Journal of August 10, 1970. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ARIZONA CO'l"I'ON GROWERS FIND SELECTIVE 

USE OF PESTICIDES BOOSTS YIELDS, TRIMs 
COSTS 

(By Hal Lancaster) 
SAFFORD, ARIZ.-Cotton growers here in 

Graham County, are sharply reducing their 
use of pesticides under a "cotton scout" pro­
gram that could have nationwide implica­
tions for ecology as well as agriculture. 

For the past two years, 90 % of the county's 
growers, banded together under an organiza­
tion called the Pink Bollworm Committee, 
have discarded regular, wholesale spraying 
of their fields in favor of more selective ap-

plications at irregular intervals. The results 
have been gratifying to the growers, if not 
to sellers of pesticides. 

In 1968, the member growers of the Pink 
Bollworm Committee spent $199,000 on pesti­
cides. After they adopted the selective pro­
gram, their 1969 spending on pesticides (to­
gether with the cost of the scout operation 
itself) plunged to less than $37,000--with 
yields actually increasing from the previous 
year. Exceptionally good weather was an im­
portant factor in the increase, however. 

The Graham County effort revolves around 
the use of "scouts" supplied by the pro­
gram's manager, Mike Pursley. The scouts, 
mainly high school students, are trained by 
the extension service of the University of 
Arizona to identify and locate pink boll­
worms and other pests. Then they are sent 
in pairs to scan the fields of the committee 
members weekly. When they report a certain 
level of infestation in the fields, and only 
then, the affected areas are sprayed. 

UNUSUAL RESULTS ACHIEVED QUICKLY 
Similar scout programs have been under 

way for some time in Arkansas, Mississippi, 
Louisiana and other states. Arkansas is be­
lieved to have the biggest program, with 
about 150 scouts working fields scattered 
over much of the state. If the Agriculture 
Department has its way, scouts will be pop­
ping up over much more of the country 
soon. 

James Brazzell, chief of the methods devel­
opment branch of the Agriculture Depart­
ment's plant protection division, says: 

"I believe you can get savings on pesti­
cides of anywhere from 25 % to 75 % , though 
it's difficult to cite any general figure be­
cause every field is a different story and 
every season is different. But we are ex­
tremely interested in these programs and 
are looking into assisting them to get started 
in several states." 

The Graham County project, which is a 
private effort and not sponsored by the 
Agriculture Department, is noteworthy in 
that it has achieved unusual results in a 
short period of time. It had its origins in 
1968, when the pink bollworm-"a. tough 
little old pest to get," according to program 
manager Pursley-was chewing its way 
through Arizona fields a.t a rate alarming to 
growers. The Graham County farmers or­
ganized their committee and dug in for a 
long battle. 

After consultations with the state exten­
sion service, they adopted a crash program 
of mass spraying at regular intervals. "It 
worked," says Brooks Daley, a grower and 
chairman of the committee. "We didn't have 
a real infestation of pink bollworms." But 
the spraying also wiped out beneficial in­
sects that help control others destructive to 
cotton. "By the end of 1968, we found we 
were getting eaten up," says John Sears, 
county a.gent for the extension service. 

INDUSTRY IS RILED 

So the next year, the committee adopted 
Mr. Pursley's scout program. Members that 
year had only 5,500 acre-treatments (one 
acre sprayed once) compared with 78,000 in 
1968. "This is the best thing for avoiding 
ecological disruption," says Leon Moore, an 
extension service entomologist who is the 
program's adviser. "It brings the use of 
pesticides into a need basis." 

The clear implication of the program's re­
sult--that pesticide marketers have been 
overselling growers in the past--riles the in­
dustry in Arizona. "The program isn't any 
different than what we had been doing with 
our own checkers working the fields. We 
don't believe in spraying every week just be­
oause it's nice to spray," says Jack Wooley, 
president of the Arizona Agricultural Chemi­
cals Association. 

"The word we got around the fields was 
that the university said the company check­
ers were biased," says Mr. Wooley. "This was 

a slap in the chemical industry's face." He 
says the industry's main complaint is that 
the university intruded "in competition with 
free enterprise, going up there and promot­
ing this." The university, however, says it 
has been acting only as a consultant and 
trainer of scouts. 

In the meantime, Graham County's three 
main pesticide sellers have suffered sharp 
declines in sales. One has all but abandoned 
pesticides and is relying on feed supplies for 
most of its revenue. Also, under the new 
program, the bollworm committee is buying 
what pesticides it uses under a single con­
tract embracing a.11 member growers, who 
farm nearly 13,000 of the county's 17,000 
acres in cotton. The business goes to the 
lowest bidder. Previously, farmers contracted 
with suppliers individually. 

Mr. Wooley, who says the agricultural 
chemical suppliers aren't taking any action 
because "we don't want to fight," says thait 
the startling contrast between 1968 and 1969 
pesticide use by county members of the 
committee is due in large part to the uni­
versity-recommended crash, mass spraying 
program in 1968. 

The committee concedes that members 
used less pesticide in 1967 than in 1968, 
though figures are lacking. But they are 
convinced they are saving a good deal of 
money. "I left it up to the pesticide people 
and I used more in 1967, when we didn't 
have that big a bollworm problem, than I did 
in 1969 under our own program," says com­
mittee chairman Daley, "Well, they want to 
sell their product. I'm more confident in the 
program we have now." · 

NLRB DECISION THREATENS 
SMALL COLLEGES 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Na­
tional Labor Relations Board is on the 
threshold of adopting a rule which it 
will apply in determining whether to 
exercise its jurisdiction in proceedings 
involving private colleges and universities 
arising under the National Labor Rela­
tions Act. 

I have called this serious matter to the 
attention of the private colleges and uni­
versities in North Carolina, pointing out 
that they have until August 31 to submit 
to the NLRB their written views and 
arguments in connection with the pro­
posed rule. To date their response has 
been overwhelmingly against this action 
by the Board. 

The NLRB reexamined its long­
standing jurisdictional policy with re­
spect to private colleges and universities 
in the Cornell University case, 183 NLRB 
No. 41, decided June 12, 1970, and con­
cluded that it would exert its jurisdic­
tion over such schools "whose opera­
tions have a substantial effect on com­
merce." The proposed rule would be used 
to determine which schools meet this 
requirement of having "a substantial 
effect on commerce." 

Mr. President, every private, nonprofit 
college and university has a stake in the 
Board's formulation of its rule, especially 
the small colleges and junior colleges 
which do yeoman's work on behalf of 
education in their local areas. There are 
40 such schools in North Carolina, and 
the presidents of several of these have 
expressed to me their belief that the 
NLRB's action in extending jurisdiction 
into their internal operations may 
threaten the very existence of their in­
stitutions. 

President Frank W. Pisani of St. 
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Mary's Junior College in Raleigh has 
this to say: 

If there is validity to the claim that pri­
vate colleges make an impact on interstate 
commerce, this must certainly be limited to 
large schools. 

As president of a private school of 500, I 
question any significant application of this 
viewpoint. 

Our task ls education. Our reason for 
being ls educational. Our contribution to 
this country in our field will be greatly en­
hanced as unnecessary governmental inter­
ference ls removed. 

President H. C. Evans, Jr., of Lees­
McRae Junior College in Banner Elk, 
N.C., said of any proposed NLRB rule: 

This would seem very clearly to me to be 
another step in strangulation of the private 
college, and in our case, perhaps a very final 
one. We are not big business; we are a 
mountain college which has struggled finan­
cially with impossible odds for survival for 
70 years. We are very definitely nonprofit and 
continue to live off the belief of many small 
givers that this college has a reason for being. 

Other college presidents in North Caro­
lina have impressed upon me the difficul­
ties that may arise because many of their 
students hold self-help jobs on campus. 
I quote Wendell Patton, president of 
High Point College: 

The problem of private colleges and uni­
versities ls further compllcated insomuch as 
many times we attempt to offer student aid 
in the form of work programs, regardless of 
whether or not they are real or needed, but 
in the belle! that it ls to the best interest of 
the student to feel that he is making a con­
tribution for the aid that he receives, rather 
than a hand-out, which so often weakens the 
individual and our society. It seems reason­
ably certain that in some of these gray areas 
that all private colleges would be in trouble, 
or perhaps even have to ellminate self-help 
programs to students and employ clerical, 
secretarial, maintenance, and food employ­
ees outside the campus so as to be able to 
maintain the standards as prescribed by the 
NLRB. 

In light of these expressions of con­
cern by North Carolina educators, I 
asked the staff of the Judiciary Subcom­
mittee on Separation of Powers, of which 
I am chairman, to study the NLRB ac­
tion. The subcommittee staff has pre­
pared a memorandum which mentions 
certain objections to the Board's exercise 
of jurisdiction over private colleges and 
universities and suggests certain guide­
lines the Board may desire to consider for 
its proposed rule. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the memorandum prepared by 
the staff of the Subcommittee on Separa­
tion of Powers and the NLRB notice 
printed in the Federal Register of July 
14, 1970, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
To: The Honorable Sam J. Ervin, Jr., 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Separation 
of Powers, U.S. Senate. 

From: Rufus L. Edmisten, Chief Counsel and 
Staff Director, Subcommittee of Separa­
tion of Powers. 

Re: Objections to the Assertion of Jurisdic­
tion by the National Labor Relations 
Board over Private Colleges and Univer­
sities. 

The first object-ion to the NLRB's assertion 
of jurisdiction over private colleges and uni-

versities-an assertion which is the premise, 
rather than the issue, of the rule-making in 
which the Board is engaged-is the fact that 
there have been few, if any, major labor dis­
putes in such schools. So far as can be de­
termined, many private colleges and univer­
sities have successful bargaining relation­
ships with unions of their employees, and 
cases of a refusal to recognize a union rep­
resenting fifty per cent of the employees in 
an appropriate unit have been aberrational 
and lnslgnificant, if non-existent. What 
positive result is sought by the NLRB's asser­
tion of jurisdiction is, therefore, not at all 
clear, particularly in light of its woefully 
crowded docket and the delay all litigants 
encounter in the Board. 

There are, moreover, negative aspects to 
the assertion of jurisdiction. Litigation in 
the NLRB can be very expensive. A private 
college or university involved with the 
Board might find it necessary to hire a labor 
law specialist to handle the complex and 
protracted litigation which frequently re­
sults. NLRB rules and doctrines surround­
ing elections and other representation ques­
tions are so complex and detailed and offer 
such a. large range of challenges to the 
parties involved that litigation may be over 
very small issues. Retention of an expen­
sive labor law specialist is thus often es­
sential. 

This will be severely aggravated by the 
fact that most NLRB rules are designed to 
operate in the setting of a profit-making and 
centralized employer. Private universities are 
essentially decentralized, non-profit opera­
tions. There is no direct chain of command 
from the executive officers through the su­
pervisory level. This means that many Board 
precedents will be inapplicable to cases in­
volving colleges or universities and that 
many unlitigated and novel legal ques­
tions will arise. Legal fees are not the only 
cost involved. In the absence of Board in­
tervention, colleges and universities have 
been able to resolve these questions amicably 
and privately. Intervention, however, is 
likely to encourage one of the two parties 
to litigate every issue. Outstanding unre­
solved questions of this kind are disruptive 
and create an atmosphere of crisis and hos­
tility. 

Such litigation will thus be terribly ex­
pensive and disruptive and will fall upon 
private colleges and universities at the very 
time when they are almost universally in 
very poor financial condition and facing a 
major crisis over student unrest. The asser­
tion of jurisdiction by the NLRB may well 
be the back-breaking straw for a number 
of colleges and universities and perma­
nently damage higher education in the 
United States. 

The most important reason why the NLRB 
should decline to exert jurisdiction over pri­
vate colleges and universities, however, ls 
the fact that NLRB jurisdiction would not 
extend to all (or, perhaps even most) insti­
tutions of higher education in this country. 
State colleges and universities a.re not sub­
ject to the National Labor Relations Act. 
That being the case, the assertion of juris­
diction by the Boa.rd over private colleges 
and universities seems arbitrary-as arbi­
trary, say, as asserting jurisdiction over only 
half the steel industry-not based on any 
showing of need and likely to have a very de­
leterious effect on a critically important as­
pect of American life. 

It may, however, be too late to stop the 
Board from continuing to assert jurisdiction 
and the question of what jurisdictional 
standards are appropriate--the issue raised 
by the notice in the Federal Register-must 
be dealt with. Two limitations seem 
justified. 

First, colleges or universities which do not 
have a national student appeal are of more 
local than federal importance. Such colleges 
and universities serve local communities and 

perform very important functions within 
those communities. The NLRB ought not, 
where that ls the case, intervene and perhaps 
destroy the major cultural and educational 
opportunities for the youth in a particular 
area. Some rule of thumb, therefore, seems 
necessary. I would suggest that the NLRB 
decline to assert jurisdiction over any private 
college or university in which fifty per cent 
of the student body is from the state in 
which the college or university is located. 

Secondly, the NLRB must try to adjust 
in some way to the fact that it is assert­
ing jurisdiction over only one part of an 
industry. One way to do this is to limit 
the exercise of jurisdiction to non-profes­
sional employees and not extend it to teach­
ers. Non-professional employees compete in 
a labor market involving employers other 
than those involved in higher education. They 
generally chose between jobs in educational 
institutions and private industry. Teachers, 
however, operate in a labor market in which 
the choice ls generally between a private col­
lege or university and a. state educational 
institution. The anomaly of asserting juris­
diction over only part of higher education is 
thus most a~ravated where teachers are in­
volved. To decline to exercise jurisdiction 
over professional employees would go a long 
way to resolving the problems created. 

In sum, it seems rather strange that the 
NLRB would attempt to assert jurisdiction 
over private colleges and universities at a 
time when the overwhelming majority of 
them are in dire financial straits and at a 
time when our national pollcy is aimed to­
ward seeing that every young person in this 
nation has the opportunity to obtain a high­
er education if he ls qualified to do so. As 
the extensive hearings conducted by the Sub­
committee on Separation of Powers have 
clearly shown, the NLRB should concentrate 
its efforts on improving the quality of the 
justice it metes out under its present juris­
diction. 

[From the Federal Register, July 14, 1970] 
JURISDICTIONAL STANDARDS .APPLICABLE TO 

PRIVATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES 
(National Labor Relations Boa.rd-29 CFR 
Part 103-Notlce of Proposed Rule Making) 

Notice is hereby given that the National 
Labor Relations Board has under considera­
tion adoption of a proposed rule to prescribe 
standards which the Board will apply in de­
termining whether to exercise its jurisdiction 
in proceedings involving private colleges and 
universities arising under sections 8, 9, and 
10 of the National Labor Relations Act, as 
amended (61 Stat. 140, 143, 146, 29 U.S.C. 
secs. 158, 159, and 160). The purposes of the 
proposed rule and the data deemed relevant 
thereto are set forth in the attached explana­
tory statement. This rule is proposed pur­
suant to the authority of sections 6 and 
14(c) of the National Labor Relations Act, 
as amended (61 Stat. 140, 73 Stat. 541, 29 
U.S.C. secs. 156, 164(c)). 

All persons who desire to submit written 
data, views, or arguments for consideration 
in connection with the proposed rule should 
file 25 copies of the same, not later than 30 
days ~fter publlcatlon hereof in the FEDERAL 
REGISTER, with the Executive Secretary, Na­
tional Labor Relations Board, Washington, 
D.C. 20570. Copies of such communications 
will be available for examination by inter­
ested persons during normal business hours 
in the Office of the Executive Secretary of 
the Board, Room 701, 1717 Pennsylvania 
Avenue NW., Washington, D.C. 

Dated, Washington, D.C., July 8, 1970. 
By direction of the Board. 

OGDEN W. FIELDS, 
Executive Secretary. 

Explanatory statement. The jurisdiction of 
the National Labor Relations Board to pre­
vent unfair labor practices and determine 
sections 8, 9, and 10 of the National Labor 
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Relations Act, as amended,1 extends to all 
such matters which "affect commerce" as de­
fined in section 2(7) of the Act.2 In 1950, the 
Boa.rd by rule of decision announced certain 
specific standards which it would apply to 
determining whether or not to assert its 
jurisdiction in specific cases.a From time to 
time, the Boa.rd ha.s by rule of decision mocll­
fied exiSting standards and established new 
standards.' However, except in exceptional 
circumstances and in connection with the 
purely commercial activities of such lnstitu­
tions,6 the Board until recently has declined 
to exercise its jurisdiction over the opera­
tions of private colleges and universities 
without regard to otherwise applicable 
standards.8 

In Cornell University, 183 NLRB No. 41, 
decided June 12, 1970, the Board reexamined 
its jurisdictional policy with respect to pri­
vate colleges and universities and concluded 
that it would henceforth assert jurisdiction 
on a broader basis "over those private col­
leges and universities whose operations have 
a substantial effect on commerce • • • ." 
The Board did not in that case establish 
standards for the assertion of such juris­
diction over private nonprofit colleges and 
universities, but C:.etermined to leave the de­
velopment of appropriate jurisdictional 
standards to further proceedings. 

The Board has considered whether to de­
velop such jurisdictional standards by rule 
of decision or through the rulemaking pro­
cedures of the Administrative Procedure 
Act,1 and has tentatively concluded that in 
view of the nature of the problem and the 
diverse characteristics of the institutions 
potentially affected, it would best effectuate 
the policies of the National Labor Relations 
Act to utilize such rulemak.lng procedures. 
The Board does not have in view any specific 
jurisdictional standard which it proposes to 
adopt. The standards utillzed by the Board 
with respect to other classes of enterprises 
have involved consideration of such factors, 
singly or in combination, as the nature of the 
enterprise, the gross dollar volume of busi­
ness, the value of sales in or affecting com­
merce, the value of purchases in or affecting 
commerce, and the relationship of the enter­
prise to the national defense or other gov­
ernmental operations.a It may be that with 
respect to educational institutions, other 
factors may also be relevant in determining 
the degree of impact on commerce, such as 
sources of revenue, total volume and general 
nature of purchases, the relationship of the 
institution to other enterprises, the size of 

1 61 Stat. 140, 143, 146, 29 U.S.C. Secs. 158, 
159, 160. 

2 61 Stat. 137, 29 U.S.C. sec. 152(7). See 
N.L.R.B. v. Fainblatt, 306 U.S. 601. 

3 See 16th Annual Report of the National 
Labor Relations Board, 1951, pp. 15-16. 

'see. e.g., 19th Annual Report of the Na­
tional Labor Relations Board, 1954, pp. 2-5; 
22d Annual Report, 1957, pp. 7-9; 23d Annual 
Report, 1958, pp. 7-9; Floridian Hotel of 
Tampa, Inc., 124 NLRB 261; Carol Manage­
ment Corporation, 133 NLRB 1126; El Do­
rado, Inc., 151 NLRB 579; Parkview Gardens, 
166 NLRB 697; Butte Medical Properties, 168 
NLRB No. 52; University Nursing Home, 168 
NLRB No. 53. 

6 E.g., Port Arthur College, 92 NLRB 152; 
California Institute of Technology, 102 NLRB 
1402; Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 
110 NLRB 1611; Woods Hole Oceanographic 
Institution, 143 NLRB 568. 

8 E.g., Trustees of Columbia University, 27 
NLRB 424; University CY! Miami, 146 NLRB 
1448; Leland Stanford Junior University, 152 
NLRB 704; Massachusetts Institute of Tech­
nology, 152 NLRB 598. 

1 80 Stat. 383, 5 U.S.C. sec. 553. 
8 See Annual Reports and cases cited in 

footnotes 3 and 4, supra; see also Woods Hole 
Oceanographic Institution, supra. 

the student body, the proportion of out-of­
state students, and the number of employees, 
academic and nonacademic. 

The data which the Board deems desirable 
to enable it to formulate an appropriate ju­
risdictional standard for private colleges and 
universities encompasses a broad spectrum 
of information relating to the number, class, 
and size of the various institutions poten­
tially affected by such standard as may be 
adopted. Specifically such data should to 
the extent possible include, but need not be 
11mited to, information concerning classi­
fications of institutions generally considered 
relevant by the affected institutions, such 
as junior colleges, 4-year colleges, etc., and, 
with respect to each such classification, the 
number of institutions therein, and the size 
of such institutions in terms of income, ex­
penditures, student body, and employees, 
with such other data or additional feasible 
reftnemen ts and breakdowns of the gross 
figures as appear to be appropriate in order 
to refiect the impact of the operations of 
the affected institutions on interstate com­
merce. Such information may be submitted 
on the basis of each individual institution 
within the class, with or without naming 
such institutions, or may be submitted on 
the basis of reasonable groupings within 
each class. If the data ls submitted on the 
basis of groupings, it should reflect the total 
number of institutions within each such 
group, and the total, average, and median 
with respect to each of the types of infor­
mation presented. To the extent possible 
data expressed in terms of money should be 
correlated to data as expressed in terms of 
number of students and employees. 

The Board further deems it desirable that 
the views and arguments submitted include 
specific suggested standards, expressed in 
such terms as may be deemed relevant, to 
the end that the Board's jurisdiction may be 
asserted over those private colleges and uni­
versities whose impact on commerce may be 
deemed substantial, but not over those whose 
impact may be deemed insubstantial. 

It ls the Board's intention to apply such 
standard or standards as may be adopted 
to all proceedings pending at the time of 
the adoption thereof, as well as to all pro­
ceedings which may arise thereafter. 
[F.R. Doc. 7o-8928; Filed, July 13, 1970; 

8:47 a.m.J 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, recently 

President Nixon, at the request of the 
.Appalachian State Governors, met in 
Louisville, Ky., with those governors to 
discuss among other matters regional 
development. 

I am sure that Senators read of the 
President's comments urging the adop­
tion of his revenue-sharing proposal. 
They may not be aware, however, of the 
unanimous endorsement given both this 
proposal and a regional development 
program modeled after the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. 

For several years now, we in Congress 
have heard various complaints about the 
proliferation of categorical grant-in-aid 
programs that require the States to 
spend large sums of money on these 
programs which may or may not solve 
the problems these States face, that may 
not be in harmony with State plans, that 
require spending of scarce State funds 
on programs not necessarily in the pri­
ority areas where the State feels it needs 
to stress. 

Recently, at the Midwest governors 
conference, we heard the angry com-

ments of some governors concerning this 
problem of too much power concentrated 
in Washington. 

Mr. President, there is a program that 
operates in a large portion of my State 
that goes a long way toward solving these 
problems of intergovernmental relations. 
It is the program of the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. I have seen it 
work time and time again. In Pennsyl­
vania, it is able to get different local 
communities, the State, and the Fed­
eral Government working together. I 
have seen projects where there has been 
local money, State assistance, basic Fed­
eral assistance, and supplemental Fed­
eral assistance from the Appalachian 
Regional Commission, all in one stream.­
lined project, working together to solve a 
particular problem. 

We need more of this type 'Of eoopera­
tion. The Appalachian program may be 
a model for a progiram of Federal-State 
relations which will solve the present 
lack of planning and coordination be­
tween levels of government. 

This program allows decisionmaking 
on the state and local level. It is a 
framework for planning and coordina.­
tion on all levels of government. This 
program provides a mechanism for local 
people to determine Federal spending 
priorities. The people who must live with 
the consequences of Federal spending 
decisions are able to help make those 
decisions rather than a bureaucrat far 
away in Washington. The authorizations 
for several economic development pro­
grams including ARC expire at the end 
of this fiscal year. 

As a result of the Louisville meeting, 
I understand that the President's Do­
mestic Affairs Council is studying the 
whole area of economic development, 
regionalization, and reform of the Fed­
eral-State relationship. 

WAR AND INFLATION 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 

during the debate on the military au­
thorization bill, I have been greatly dis­
turbed at a growing tendency on the 
part of some Senators to assume that 
the inflation which is still pinching 
American consumers is due to the Viet­
nam war in particular and defense 
spending in general. 

I understand how easy it is to iden­
tify two of the things which are causing 
the most hardship and the most unhap­
piness in our society and blame one 
upon the other. 

There can be no question that the 
prolonged, frustrating, disappointing 
war in Indochina has caused the Ameri­
can people many heartaches, much in­
convenience, and enormous amounts of 
money. By the same token, there is no 
doubt that the rising cost of living and 
the hardships and trouble and uncer­
tainty which this causes for American 
housewives and consumers--especially 
for elderly, retired folks living on fixed 
incomes--is also a grave problem. How­
ever, it does not follow that the inflation 
which is still running strong in the U.S. 
economy is due to the Vietnam war. Nor 
is it true that the way to bring rising 
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prices under control is to cut deeply 
into our defense appropriations. 

This line of reasoning which, as I 
have pointed out, comes under the head­
ing of an easy answer for a difficult ques­
tion, can cause the Nation tremendous 
future problems. 

Mr. President, it can even cost us our 
1reedom if we are not careful to provide 
adequately for the defense of this coun­
try and the security of its people. 

I believe we can all agree that any­
thing, be it war or new elements added 
to the welfare state, that costs large 
amounts of Federal money does play a 
part in the problem of inflation. This 
is especially true where large increases 
in Government spending do not yield in­
creases in the production of goods and 
services for people to buy. Quite natural­
ly, expenditures for war are nonproduc­
tive in this sense. But where those who 
would have you believe that all inflation 
is due to the Vietnam war and expendi­
tures for the military are mistaken is 
in stating that such expenditures are the 
primary cause of inflation. It is true that 
defense spending does not provide goods 
and services for people to buy. But it is 
also true that defense spending is not 
unique in this respect. In fact, much non­
def ense spending by the Government 
likewise involves no increase in available 
supplies. But even if this were not true, 
any overall increase in spending, from 
whatever cause, can be offset if the peo­
ple running the Government have the 
wit and courage to do it through a proper 
policy of taxation. 

Mr. President, what I am saying, to 
put it bluntly, is that it is not war and 
it is not defense spending that causes 
inflation, but the f allure to finance war 
and finance defense spending on a non­
inflationary basis, and I can say the same 
thing about non-defense expenditures. 

In this connection a few figures from 
"Economic Indicators,'' CEA, July 1970, 
page 36, may help put things in proper 
perspective. They show: 

First. Although it is commonly agreed 
that inflation got started in 1965, De­
partment of Defense military outlays 
were actually lower in fiscal 1965 than in 
fiscal 1964; 

Second. Moreover, in the next 3 fiscal 
years, as inflation was building up, De­
partment of Defense military outlays did 
not increase sufficiently faster than non­
defense Federal spending t;o warrant be­
ing charged as heavily as it often is with 
responsibility for what happened to costs 
and prices; in this 3-year period, fiscal 
1966 through fiscal 1968, Department of 
Defense military outlays increased $31.4 
billion while all other Federal spending 
rose $29 billion; 

Third. Finally, in fiscal 1969, with in­
flation accelerating, there was only a 
relatively small increase in Department 
of Defense military outlays-$500 mil­
lion-while other Federal spending rose 
$5.3 billion. 

There are two points that I should like 
to make in connection with the easy as­
sumption that the Vietnam war is the 
cause of price inflation in the Nation's 
supermarkets and other places where the 
consumer spends his dollar. The first 
point is that proceeding from this as-

sumption, it is quite easy to raise a pub­
lic hue and cry for vast reductions in 
necessary defense spending requests and 
this adds up to what I believe can lead 
to a serious threat to our national 
security. 

The second point I should like to make 
is that the easy assumption that the 
Vietnam war is the primary cause of in­
flation adds up to a serious intellectual 
failure and a long step backward in the 
public understanding of the causes of 
inflation. 

Perhaps I should explain the last point 
a bit further. If the American consumer 
is led ·to believe that inflation is caused 
solely by war or by spending for military 
equipment and defense systems, he will 
be inclined to support unwise reductions 
in necessary expenditures everytime the 
cost of living index shows a slight boost. 
There is no truth in the flat argument, so 
often heard in connection with the cur­
rent debate on the Senate floor, that in­
flation is caused by war regardless of 
what else happens in the economy, re­
gardless of what else the Government 
does by the way of spending and regard­
less of what kind of monetary and fiscal 
policy the Government pursues. 

The problem of inflation may be some­
thing of a mystery to many laymen and 
consequently a source of much confusion 
and misunderstanding. So I believe it is 
incumbent upon us to explore this prob­
lem and to indulge in repetitive ex­
planations so that more and more of our 
people will become conversant enough to 
be able to pursue and work for the proper 
solution. 

I believe it is commonplace in economic 
science to regard inflation as a monetary 
phenomenon that does not occur except 
where there has been, for one reason or 
another, an excessive expansion of credit 
and an excessive expansion of the money 
supply. In the present inflation buildup, 
we have had money supply increases 
ranging from 7 percent to over 10 per­
cent, depending on what period you look 
at and what concept of money supply you 
use. Rates of increase are highest when 
one uses the broad definition of money 
supply that includes time deposits of 
commercial banks as well as demand 
deposits and currency. In the present sit­
uation we have currently had an infla­
tionary monetary policy wherein the so­
called "new economics" constantly urged 
more and more expansionary increases 
to melt hardcore unemployment. This is 
the process that caused inflation. 

It is my contention that budget policy 
is even more important as a cause for in­
flation than monetary regulations. For 
when the Government runs a large def­
icit, the Treasury is forced to do a large 
amount of financing. And in order to as­
sure success in this effort, the Federal 
Reserve authorities, like central banks 
everywhere, step in to help. This means 
they either buy bonds directly or supply 
the commercial banks with reserve to en­
able them to buy the bonds. Thus, we get 
an increase in bank deposits and in 
money supply. And the larger the Federal 
deficit, the greater the pressure and the 
temptation to do expansionary financing. 
The fact that Federal budget deficits 
were rising while inflation was building 

UP-deficits ran from $1.6 billion in fiscal 
1965 to $25.2 billion in fiscal 1968-must, 
accordingly, be rated high as the basic 
cause or condition that led to inflation. 

Mr. President, I am sure that things 
would have been very much different if 
the Federal Government had been pre­
pared to follow a sound fiscal policy 
whi~h could have a voided these large 
deficits. Specifically, it could have held 
back nondefense expenditures while im­
perative defense outlays were rising. And 
if this were deemed impractical, it could 
have enacted the necessary additional 
taxes at an early enough date to offset 
the deficit. However, I believe the poli­
tics of the situation played a major role 
in preventing the Government in those 
years from following the dictates of sen­
sible fiscal prerogatives. For example, 
neither the White House nor Congress 
was willing, especially in 1966, to apply 
the expenditure restraint or levY the 
taxes that the situation called for. Of 
course, the apostles of the "new eco­
nomics" were characteristically warning 
against "overkill" from excessive re­
straints at precisely the time when those 
restraints should have been applied. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me re­
peat that the whole idea of blaming to­
day's unpopular inflation on today's un­
popular war is too easy an explanation. 
It is not correct, but it is dangerous. 

POSTHUMOUS AWARD OF MEDALS 
OF HONOR TO ARIZONANS 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, yesterday 
I was privileged to attend a ceremony 
at the White House bestowing the high­
est honor that the Nation can grant to 
its soldiers. 

In the name of Congress, the Medal of 
Honor was awarded posthumously to 
L. Cpl. Jose F. Jiminez, U.S. Marine Corps, 
by President Nixon, and to eight others 
who had served valiantly in Vietnam. 

Mr. President, Lance Corporal Jiminez 
is the son of Mrs. Basilia Jiminez Chagall 
of Eloy, Ariz. His father is deceased. 

He was born March 20, 1946, in Mexico 
City, Mexico, and attended school in 
Mexico until 1956. He was graduated 
from Red Rock Elementary School, Red 
Rock, Ariz., in June 1964, and from Santa 
Cruz Valley Union High School, Eloy, 
Ariz., in June 1968. 

He enlisted in the Marine Corps Re­
serve in Phoenix after his high school 
graduation and was discharged August 
12, 1968, to enlist in the Regular Marine 
Corps on that date. 

Ordered to Vietnam in February 1969, 
he was promoted to lance corporal June 
16, 1969, after serving as guide and :fire­
team leader with Company K, 3d Bat­
talion, 7th Marines, 1st Marine Di­
vision-Rein-FMF. While in action on 
August 28, 1969, he was mortally 
wounded. 

Attending the ceremony were his 
mother and sister, Miss Maria del Pilar 
Jiminez, who resides with her mother, 
and a cousin, Mr. Matividad Acosta. His 
Excellency, Hugo B. Margain, Ambassa­
dor of Mexico, also accompanied them. 

Another Arizonan at the ceremony 
was Mrs. William A. Jones III of Bisbee, 
Ariz. The widow of Lt. Col. William A. 
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Jones m of Virginia, she received the 
Medal of Honor awarded posthumously 
to her husband. 

Lance Corporal Jiminez is the 43d 
Marine to be awarded the Medal of 
Honor for gallantry in action in Vietnam 
and the third Arizonan to be so honored. 

The other Arizonans were Pfc. Oscar 
P. Austin of Phoenix and Maj. M. Sando 
Vargas, Jr., of Winslow, Ariz. 

Private First Class Austin on February 
23, 1969, unhestitatingly left the relative 
security of his foxhole to race across 
fire-swept terrain to assist an injured 
Marine to a covered location. As he 
neared the casualty, he saw an enemy 
grenade land nearby. Reacting instantly, 
he leaped between the injured Marine 
and the grenade, absorbing its detona­
tion. While injured, he turned to ex­
amine the wounded man and while doing 
so, he saw an enemy soldier aiming a 
weapon at his unconscious companion. 
Private First Class Austin threw him­
self between his friend and the hostile 
soldier and in doing so was mortally 
wounded. 

On May 2, 1968, Major Vargas, then a 
captain, although wounded the previous 
day, led a reserve platoon to the aid of 
part of his company that was pinned 
down under intensive fire. He again was 
wounded and remained in action against 
repeated enemy probes throughout the 
night, and the following day was injured 
a third time in fighting off a massive 
counterattack including hand-to-hand 
combat. Still ignoring his wounds, he 
went to the rescue of his battalion com­
mander who was lying wounded in a fire­
swept area, and then helped organize the 
battalion's perimeter defense. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the citations in regard to Lance 
Corporal Jiminez and Lieutenant Colonel 
Jones be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the citations 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEDAL OF HONOR 

The President of the United States in the 
name of The Congress takes pride in pre­
senting the Medal of Honor posthumously 
to Lance Corporal Jose F. Jimenez, United 
States Marine Corps, for service as set forth 
in the following 

Citation: For conspicuous gallantry and 
intrepidity at the risk of his life above and 
beyond the call of duty while serving as a 
Fire Team Leader with Company K, Third 
Battalion, Seventh Marines, First Marine 
Division in operations against the enemy in 
the Republic of Vietnam on 28 August 1969. 
On that date Lance Corporal Jimenez's unit 
came under heavy attack by North Vietnam­
ese Army soldiers concealed in well-camou­
flaged emplacements. Lance Corporal Ji­
menez reacted by seizing the initiative and 
plunging forward toward the enemy posi­
tions. He personally destroyed several enemy 
personnel and silenced an antiaircraft 
weapon. Shouting encouragement to his com­
panions, Lance Corporal Jimenez continued 
his aggressive forward movement. He slowly 
maneuvered to within ten feet of hostile sol­
diers who were firing automatic weapons 
from a trench and, in the face of vicious 
enemy fire, destroyed the position. Although 
he was by now the target of concentrated 
fire from hostile gunners intent upon halt­
ing his assault, Lance Corporal Jimenez con­
tinued to press forward. As he moved to at­
tack another enemy soldier, he was mortally 
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wounded. Lance Corporal Jimenez's indomi­
table courage, aggressive fighting spirit and 
unfaltering devotion to duty upheld the 
highest traditions of the Marine Corps and 
of the United States Naval Service. 

CITATION 

The President of the United States of 
America, authorized by Act of Congress, 
March 3, 1863, has awarded in the name of 
The Congress the Medal of Honor to Lieu­
tenant Colonel William A. Jones, ill, United 
States Air Force, for conspicuous gallantry 
and intrepidity in action at the risk of his 
li!e above and beyond the call of duty: 

On 1 September 1968, Colonel Jones dis­
tinguished himself as the pilot of an A-lH 
Skyraider aircraft near Dong Hoi, North Viet­
nam. On that date, as the on-scene com­
mander in the attempted rescue of a downed 
United States pilot, Colonel Jones' aircraft 
was repeatedly hit by heavy and accurate 
antiaircraft fire. On one of his low passes, 
Colonel Jones felt an explosion beneath his 
aircraft and his cockpit rapidly filled with 
smoke. With complete disregard of the pos­
sib11ity that his aircraft might still be burn­
ing, he unhesitatingly continued his search 
for the downed pilot. On this pass, he sighted 
t he survivor and a multiple-barrel gun po­
sition firing at him from near the top of a 
karst formation. He could not attack the gun 
position on that pass for fear he would en­
danger the downed pilot. LeaVing himself ex­
posed to the gun position, Colonel Jones at­
tacked the position with cannon and rocket 
fire on two successive passes. On his second 
pass, the aircraft was hit with multiple 
rounds of automatic weapons fire. One round 
impacted the Yankee Extraction System 
rocket mounted directly behind his headrest, 
igniting the rocket. His aircraft was ob­
served to burst into flames in the center 
fuselage section, with fiames engulfing the 
cockpit area. He pulled the extraction handle, 
jettisoning the canopy. The infiux of fresh air 
made the fire burn with greater intensity for 
a few moments, but since the rocket motor 
had already burned, the extraction system 
did not pull Colonel Jones from the aircraft. 
Despite searing pain from severe burns sus­
tained on his arms, hands, neck, shoulders, 
and face, Colonel Jones pulled his aircraft 
into a climb and attempted to transmit the 
location of the downed pilot and the enemy 
gun position to the other aircraft in the area. 
His calls were blocked by other aircraft trans­
missions repeatedly directing him to bail out 
and within seconds his transmitters were dis­
abled and he could receive only on one chan­
nel. Completely disregarding his injuries, he 
elected to fiy his crippled aircraft back to his 
base and pass on essential informaition for 
the rescue rather than bail out. Colonel 
Jones successfully landed his heavily dam­
aged aircraft and passed the information to 
a debriefing officer while on the operating 
table. As a result of his heroic actions and 
complete disregard for his personal safety, 
the downed pilot was rescued later in the 
day. Colonel Jones' conspicuous gallantry, 
his profound concern for his fellowman, and 
his intrepidity at the risk of his ld:fe, above 
and beyond the call of duty, are in keeping 
with the highest traditions of the United 
States Air Force and refioot great credit upon 
himself and the Armed Forces of his country. 

A REPORT ON THE OIL IMPORT 
QUESTION 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Sub­
commitee on Mines and Mining of the 
House of Representatives, Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs has recently 
issued "A Report on the Oil Import 
Question." I believe the entire report is 

worthy of the considered attention of 
all Senators. 

For the information of the Senate, 
however, I will set forth the specific 
findings of the committee at the con­
clusion of my remarks. 

While I do not necessarily endorse each 
point made in these findings, they serve, 
taken as a whole, to point up the magni­
tude of the ramifications of any decision 
which would abandon the Nation's pres­
ent oil import quota system. 

I have been greatly impressed by the 
statements of the Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. HANSEN) with respect to the tre­
mendous effect upon every person in the 
Nation that such a decision could have, 
whether he drives a car or uses a gas 
furnace or not. 

I have also taken cognizance of the 
global facts of life that once these im­
port quotas were abandoned and we be­
gan to rely upon other countries for our 
oil, we would find ourselves in a position 
where we could not return to the quota 
system because of our loss of capabilities. 

It is clear that we would not only con­
ceivably make an irrevocable decision; 
it is also clear that such a decision and 
the resulting closure of marginal wells 
would irretrievably, at least under exist­
ing production abilities, constitute a loss 
of a great quantity of oil that is now 
available to us. 

I wish to commend the subcommittee 
for inclusion in its findings the recogni­
tion of that great untapped source of oil 
which the Nation has locked in rocks. 
Stored in the oil shale reserves of the 
West is a supply of oil greater than the 
entire Alaskan North Slope discovery. If 
we shift our source of supply of oil away 
from our own resources, the present in­
centive for the private development of 
this oil rock will be lost and, then if we 
find ourselves without foreign oil and in 
need of these oil shale reserves, we will 
not be able to utilize them. 

The Department of the Interior which 
many times has emphasized the impor­
tance of proceeding with development of 
a viable oil shale industry, has been work­
ing to finalize the last requirements that 
will be imposed in connection with the 
leasing of oil shale on public lands, and 
those requirements should be announced 
any day. These steps would not have been 
undertaken had not oil shale been a high 
national priority. 

I ask unanimous consent that the com­
mittee findings be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the commit­
tee findings were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

COMMITTEE FINDINGS 

The following points summarize the find­
ings of the Subcommittee on Mines and 
Mining with regard to the hearings held on 
the matter of oil imports and the proposals 
of the Cabinet Task Force on Oil Imports: 

1. The national security of the United 
States is, and must remain the overriding 
objective of any oil import program. Both 
the ta.sk force majority, the separate views 
by Secretaries Hickel and Stans, and Chair­
man John N. Nassikas of the Federal Power 
Commission, as well as witness appearing be­
fore the subcommittee, agreed on this as the 
basic objective. There was also basic agree­
ment that some form of import restriction, 
whether it is a tartlf or quota, is necessary to 
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prevent undue reliance upon insecure for­
eign oil. 

This subcommittee reaffirms its position 
that it is necessary to control the inflow of 
foreign crude and unfinished oils in order to 
maintain a strong and health domestic pe­
troleum industry for the protection of this 
Nation in time of emergency. 

2. Imports of crude oil and refined prod­
ucts now make up a very substantial portion 
of this Nation's petroleum requirements. Im­
ports now average approximately one-third 
of domestic production and one-fifth of do­
mestic demand. In the opinion of this sub­
committee any significant increase in the 
import must be avoided as they have already 
reached dangerous proportions. 

3. Any future estimates of petroleum 
supply or demand are subject to the uncer­
tainties of forecasting. However, the task 
force majority report appears to be unrealis­
tically optimistic on the development of as 
yet undiscovered reserves in the Western 
Hemisphere and, accordingly, that available 
from these sources. At the same time it has 
underestimated the probable need for East­
tern Hemisphere oil and the degree of de­
pendency on this insecure source under the 
majority's recommended program. 

4. Supplies of natural gas are already 
critical and unless immediate relief is pro­
vided the shortage will undoubtedly increase. 
Any decrease in the price of domestic crude, 
brought about by increased imports, will 
further discourage the search for both pe­
troleum and natural gas. 

5. The estimated cost of the present con­
trol program, as compared to no controls, has 
been greatly overstated. Rather than the $5 
billion annual cost suggested by the task 
force, a more realistic figure probably is less 
than $1 billion. When full consideration is 
given to intangibles and the very real prob­
ability of higher foreign crude prices once 
this Nation's dependency on foreign sources 
1s well established, there actually may be a 
net benefit to the economy from the present 
import program. 

6. The immediate effect of the proposed 
tariff proposal would fall hardest on the small 
operator. The small producer, the small re­
finer, and the stripper well operator would 
be forced out of business. 

7. The 5.5 billion barrels of oil now esti­
mated as reserves in stripper wells would be 
immediately lost. Such a loss cannot be re­
covered later. This ls not proper conservation 
of a valuable and nonrenewable natural re­
source. Costly secondary recovery of oil from 
marginal and partially depleted fields would 
also be discouraged. 

8. Adoption of the task force majority pro­
posal would have an immediate adverse ef­
fect on this Nation's balance of payments. 
This has been estimated at not less than $2.2 
billion per year. 

9. The subcommittee recognizes imper­
fection and inequities in the existing man­
datory oil import program. It believes, how­
ever, that these a.re faults of administration 
rather than deficiencies in the program as 
conceived. 

10. During the past 15 years the petroleum 
industry has spent about $68 billion search­
ing for oil and gas. Much larger amounts of 
capital will be needed in the future. Any 
decline in the price of domestic crude will 
not provide the necessary incentive for in­
creased exploration. Less exploration will re­
sult in less oil found. However, if proper 
incentives for exploration and development 
are provided this Nation has the potential of 
remaining substantially self-sufficient in the 
energy field. The vast potential energy re­
serves in coal and oil shale have not been 
developed. Our oil shale reserves (estimated 
at 2 trllllon barrels) exceed the petroleum 
reserves of the Middle East and coal reserves 
are estimated to exceed 1,000 years supply. 
Estimated undiscovered oH in the United 
States is placed at 2 trillion barrels and 
natural gas at 1,200 trillion cubic feet. 

While some small percentage increase in 
imports may be expected in the ~ normal 
course of events, this subcommittee must 
conclude that this 1is not a nation lacking 
in energy supplies. The real question ls our 
desire and ability to develop and use the 
resources available. 

11. Proratloning, as practiced by the sev­
eral States, is a necessary conservation prac­
tice to assure maximum economic recovery 
from a field. Elimination of prorationing as 
suggested by the task force majority may 
result in a temporary increase but would 
result in an overall loss of production. 

12. The task force majority places more 
confidence and reliance on the estimated 
shut-in capacity than is justified. Although 
there is undoubtedly some shut-in capac­
ity in the United States, the subcommittee 
believes it to be substantially less than that 
estimated by the majority report. Undue 
reliance on this source for future supplies 
may prove unwise. 

13. The displacement of coal by oil ls of 
special concern to the subcommittee. The 
east coast now relies largely upon imported 
residual fuel oil. The subcommittee does not 
believe that the amount of residual oil im­
ported is likely to be cut back but it does 
believe that immediate attention must be 
given to working out a formula under which 
imports would be permitted to increase at a 
rate which would be consistent with the in­
crease in the overall demand for competi­
tive fuels on the ea.st coast. In this way im­
ported residual fuel oil would be permitted 
to share in, but not dominate, the east coast 
growth market for industrial fuels. 

In reaching this conclusion, the commit­
tee took note Of the published concern of 
the Secretary of Defense over the effects of 
e8iSt coast dependence on foreign fuel, as 
well as the fact that a shift toward North 
Africa, an unstable area of the world, as a 
source for imported residual is now begin­
ning to develop. 

14. The subcommittee reoognizes the prob­
lems of the petro-chemical industry and its 
need for adequate low-cost feedstocks. This 
was also recognized by both the majority 
and the separate reports of the task force. 
If this industry is to retain a competitive 
position in the world market it will require 
an improvement in the present feedstock 
situation, which should be accomplished 
without increased reliance on distant 
sources and without penalizing domestic in­
dustry, if possible. An in-depth study of this 
matter 1s urgently needed. 

15. Research should be continued and in­
tensified for the use and development of syn­
thetic fuels. The vast oil shale and coal 
deposits of this Nation cannot be tgnored as 
they make up the greatest potential source 
of fossil fuel energy in this country. 

This subcommittee reaffirms its position 
that intensified research and development, 
both by the Federal Government and private 
industry, are necessary in the synthetic fuels 
field. Any cutback in Government research 
funds in this area at this time could force 
this Nation into a position of dependency 
upon unreliable sources of foreign crude. 

16. The increasingly omnibus situation in 
the Middle East ls of grave concern to this 
subcommittee and any increased reliance 
upon this geographic area. as a source of oil 
appears to be less than prudent. In this 
respect the reservations expressed by the 
Secretary of Defense are well taken. The 
subcommittee fully agrees with Secretary 
Laird that the tone of the majority report 
infers a capability of reacting to an oil emer­
gency that is overly optimistic. The subcom­
mittee also fully agrees with his observations 
that the residual fuel oil question has not 
been adequately analyzed and that it must 
be given further consldera.tion.~And last, but 
of utmost importance, the subcommittee 
fully concurs with the Secretary's views that 
domestic exploration must be maintained at 
approximately current rates and that no re-

duction in reserves be allowed. The subcom­
mittee, while agreeing with the Secretary on 
these and most other reservations he ex­
pressed, differs in that it ls of the strong 
opinion that adoption of the majority task 
force recommendations will prevent the 
realization of these national security objec­
tives. In view of the very grave storm signals 
coming from the Middle East this subcom­
mittee cannot stress enough the danger in 
further reliance upon oil from this area. 
The subcommittee feels it would be remiss 
if it did not stress the national security 
aspect of this problem and strongly advises 
that top level consideration be given to any 
additional dependency upon oil from these 
troubled and unreliable sources. 

SAFEGUARD NOW LEADS TO 
SUCCESSFUL SALT LATER 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I lis­
tened with great interest to the speech 
which my distinguished colleague from 
Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) made today in 
support of the committee's position on 
the ABM. I concur with his reasoning 
and applaud his logic and forthrightness. 

I have also read with interest, but 
some dismay, and wish to comment on a 
letter to the editor published in the 
Washington Post of August 10 entitled 
"The ABM Vote and the SALT Talks" 
and is signed by W. Averell Harriman, 
Carl Kayson, Adrian S. Fisher, Franklin 
A. Long, and Herbert Scoville, Jr., and 
was placed in the RECORD by the Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. HUGHES). I cannot agree 
with the rationale of the five gentlemen 
who attached their names to that article 
and who concluded by stating: 

In our judgment, a Senate vote against the 
ABM is a. vote for success in SALT. 

It seems to me that quite the opposite 
is the case and for fairly simple reasons. 

First, Safeguard and its ongoing mo­
mentum constitutes our principal, if not 
our only, current leverage to obtain a 
halt in the buildup of Soviet offensive 
missiles. The Soviets cannot help consid­
ering that a SALT agreement must cov­
er both offensive and defensive systems, 
since their own statements have ex­
pressed clearly the interrelationship be­
tween strategic offensive and defensive 
systems. Furthermore, the United States­
Soviet agreement to begin SALT negoti­
ations specified that SALT would deal 
with both offensive and defensive sys­
tems. Safeguard ha:.; already appeared as 
one of our principal bargaining agents 
in the SALT talks. In the present and 
continuing hard bargaining, as to what 
specific offensive systems shall be cov­
ered, and particularly in achieving our 
objective of stopping the continuing So­
viet construction of 25-megaton SS-9 
nuclear missiles, Safeguard plays a most 
important role. 

Next, it is of extreme importance that 
we do not lose sight of the fact that 
Safeguard is designed to achieve a num­
ber of U.S. strategic objectives in the 
absence of -a SALT agreement. The So­
viets continue to build their SS-9 mis­
siles and their nuclear missile subma­
rines even during the commencement of 
these talks. Certainly, cutting back Safe­
guard would mean interruption of the 
orderly and timely prosecution of the 
program, which includes several elements 
which have very long leadtimes. A sig­
nal flag to the Soviets would be hoisted 
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indicating to them the prospect of fur­
ther delaying or blocking the program 
by protracting negotiation-while, of 
course, as noted, their own missile con­
struction and testing would continue 
apace. 

In the absence of a SALT agreement, 
protection of Minuteman would be essen­
tial. The defense of Minuteman by Safe­
guard must deal with the threat of con­
tinued build-up of a potential Soviet 
first-strike capability. A SALT agree­
ment, if reached, would deal with the 
Soviet first-strike threat in a different 
way-by stopping construction of SS-9's 
and also limiting the number of other 
Soviet missiles, such as the SS-11 which, 
through increased accuracy, might par­
tially contribute to a first-strike capabil­
ity. If the Soviet offensive first-strike 
capability is constrained by a sound 
SALT agreement, we will have made a 
significant contribution to the survivabil­
ity of Minuteman as well as our bombers 
and, because of the long lead time for 
Safeguard, would enable us to review the 
degree of need for continued expansion 
of Safeguard or enable us to limit this 
deployment in accord with the terms of 
the agreement without undue risk or 
unnecessary expenditures. 

Since the Soviets have already de­
ployed their Moscow ABM system, and 
since lt is unlikely that the Soviets would 
agree to dismantle this system in the face 
of Chinese capability and uncertain in­
tentions, the United States Safeguard 
program now under way and anticipated 
will probably remain. 

The authors of the letter have said that 
history has demonstrated that restraints, 
not accelerated deployments, pave the 
way for arms control. This argument is 
not a good generalization and certainly 
is not supported in the case of the current 
SALT. In fact, only after the announce­
ment of the Sentinel deployment-prior 
to Safeguard-did the Soviets officially 
announced their willingness to negotiate 
strategic arms control. 

Finally, I find it particularly note­
worthy to consider a statement made this 
year by our chief spokesman of the SALT 
conferences. 

Mr. Gerald Smith, Director of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
said in testimony before the House Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs on February 26, 
1970: 

It seems to me that the program that (the 
President) recommended will not prejudice 
the SALT talks, will not make the Soviets 
lose interest In the taiks, and it is a suffi­
ciently moderate program as, I should think, 
not to lead the Soviets to a reaction in the 
form of some new weapons system, since the 
Soviets presently have the beginnings of a 
defensive missile system. 

It is very apparent to me that Mr. 
Smith, who is, after all, dealing directly 
with the Soviets, should have a clear feel 
for Soviet sensitivity. His apparent belief 
that the Safeguard program should be 
adopted must carry great weight in this 
debate. 

In short, directly contradictory to the 
Harriman letter, a Senate vote in favor 
of the ABM will be a vote in aid of suc­
cessful SALT negotiations, which we all 
seek. · 

I ask unanimous consent that the let-

ter to the editor of the Washington Post 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE ABM VOTE AND THE SALT TALKS 
Recently administration spokesmen have 

been insisting that unless the Congress au­
thorizes the continued construction and ex­
pansion of the Safeguard ABM, it will not 
be possible to negotiate a.n agreement with 
the Soviets at SALT to limit strategic arma­
ments. They argue that the negotiators need 
the Safeguard bargaining chip to induce the 
Russians to halt the deployment of their 
large SS-9 ICBMs. 

This would appear to be an attempt to ex­
pLoit the desire of the Senate and the public 
to achieve success in SALT in order to res­
cue the Safeguard program from defeat. The 
administration has always defended the 
Safeguard ABM defense of Minuteman sites 
on the basis that it was not a threat to the 
U.S.S.R. If true, why then should the con­
tinuation of this program be a chip to induce 
the Soviets to agree to limit their offensive 
missile deployment? 

The major U.S. threat to Soviet security 
lies in the deployment of the U.S. MIRV sys­
tems. On April 9, 1970, the Senate passed a 
resolution by a vote of 72 to 6 urging that 
the President propose to the U.S.S.R. an im­
mediate suspension by both countries of fur­
ther deployment of all offensive and defen­
sive nuclear strategic weapons systems. Yet 
this MffiV chip has been thrown away by 
the accelerated deployment of the Minute­
man III and Poseidon missiles with their 
MIRV warheads and by the reported pro­
posal that any MffiV llmitations must be ac­
companied by Soviet acceptance of extensive 
inspection of both offensive and defensive 
missile sites. There is no security justifica­
tion for such urgent MIRV deployment since 
the heavy Soviet ABM which they were de­
signed to penetrate oould not be deployed 
a.nd become operational for many, m~y 
years. 

It has also been reported that the P.Ossible 
outcome of SALT would be an agreement 
that henceforth the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. will limit their ABMs to the de­
fense of their capitals. The continued de­
ployment of Safeguard at the Minuteman 
sites will not in any way contribute to the 
defense of Washington, and the Senate ls 
being asked to endorse the expenditure of 
funds for useless hardware if SALT is suc­
cessful and for an admittedly at best mar­
ginally effective system if it is unsuccess­
ful. Why the U.S. should try to get the 
Soviets to agree to the deployment of ABM 
defenses for Washington and Moscow in­
stead of a complete ABM ban is not clear, 
since the defense of Washington will not 
accomplish any of President Nixon's three 
objectives fur an ABM system. A com­
plete ban would eliminate the need for 
MIRVs and simplify the problems of ver­
ification by obviating any possible need for 
inspection. It is reported that the Soviets 
have indicated interest in such a complete 
ban. 

Finally, history has unmistakably demon­
strated that restraints, not accelerated weap­
ons programs, pave the road to arms control. 
Overwhelming superiority did not induce 
the Soviets to accept the Baruch plan. On 
the other hand, President Kennedy's Ameri­
can University pledge to halt atmospheric 
nuclear testing as long as the Soviets did 
the same rapidly produced agreement to ne­
gotiate the Limited Test Ban Treaty in 1963. 
Similarly, the Senate passage without dis­
senting vote of the Pastore Resolution In 
1966 endorsing efforts to halt the spread of 
nuclear weapons broke the ice toward start­
ing serious U.S.-U.S.S.R. negotiations on the 
Nonproliferation Treaty. 

If the Senate wishes to conserve funds 
and make a maximum contribution toward 
improving U.S. security by achieving arms 
limitations and agreement at SALT, it will 
refuse authorization of funds for the expan­
sion of Sateguard and forbid the expendi­
ture of additional funds for the continued 
deployment at the two Safeguard sites ap­
proved last year until it is satisfied that 
the negotiators have not been able to per_ 
suade the Soviets to agree to limitations· on 
offensive and defensive missile systems. 

In our judgment, a Senate vote against 
the ABM is a vote for success in SALT. 

WASHINGTON. 

W. AVERELL HARRIMAN. 
KARL KAYSEN. 
ADRIAN S. FISHER. 
FRANKLIN A. LONG. 

HERBERT SCOVILLE, Jr. 

THE CAUSE OF OUR ECONOMIC 
PROBLEMS 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Uni­
versity of Denver magazine, Winter I 
Spring 1970, contains an article that is 
written with a sprightly good humor 
that in no way detracts from its 
seriousness. 

The title of the article is "There's Al­
ways More Where This Came From, 
Baby" and the author is Dr. Jack Mc­
Croskey, who holds the chair of finance 
at the College of Business Administra­
tion at the University of Denver. His 
thesis is that we had better stop hunting 
fashionable scapegoats for our economic 
problems and face the truth that the 
Federal Government is causing a goodly 
portion of our economic problems. 

Dr. Mccroskey argues his indictment 
and suggests some cures with force and 
clarity. So that all Senators may enjoy 
his article, I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THERE'S ALWAYS MORE WHERE THIS CAME 

FROM, BABY 

There was a time recently when the Amer­
ican economy seemed to be grinding to a halt. 
The Post Office went out of business. The a.ir 
lines operated only fitfully. And the trucks 
and the railroads stood only a hairbreadth 
from. a complete shutdown. 

How could the U.S. economy, once hailed as 
the Eighth Wonder of the World, come to 
such a sorry state? · 

Traditionalists have one answer: a break­
down in authority. Radicals have another: a 
sickness in the society. As an economist, I 
have still another: a precipitous decline in 
the value of the dollar. 

Economists have long preached against the 
evils of infiation. We have talked long and 
fervently about how deeply inflation hurts 
people on fixed. incomes, particularly people 
who must live on pensions and social se­
curity. 

But while we have often sympathized with 
such people, most of us have done so in a 
detached and abstract sort of way. We gen­
erally weren't in that position ourselves, and 
many of us failed to appreciate the day-to­
day hardships these people must endure-­
although we might have gathered a vague 
idea if only we had paused to really see the 
elderly people we encountered in the grocery 
store (we with our overloaded push carts) 
who seemed in such torturous self debate 
about picking up a can of coffee at 89c or a 
box of tea at 78c. 

We moaned and we groaned, but our hearts 
weren't really in it, primarily because these 
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senior citizens (and yes the women who eke 
out an existence on government grants to 
their dependent children) have no power. 

Whait we didn't talk about was the damag­
ing e:IIect inflation has on almost everyone-­
the Whitecolla.r worker and the bluecollar 
worker and the aspiring executive and the 
schoolteacher and the federal employee. Our 
lapse has proved nearly fatal-for these peo­
ple do have power. By Withholding their 
services they can bring the economy to its 
knees, and they have been sorely tempted to 
withhold their services because they see their 
sustenance wasted away by erosion in the 
dollar's purchrasing power. The raises "they 
have received, which seemed so brightly ap­
pealing at first, have actually provided them 
.a lower standard of living. 

FASHIONABLE SCAPEGOATS 

Whenever disaster strikes-end our current 
lnfl.ation has proved a much greater disast er 
than anyone would have dreamed--scape­
goats come into fashion. 

One fashionable scapegoat is the American 
union man. Labor unions, so the story goes, 
in their rapacious greed have pushed wage 
rates to ridiculous levels-thereby bringing 
down inflation upon the land. The facts are 
that through most of our recent troubles, 
union wage rates have risen less rapidly than 
price levels. It is a fairly rare union member 
who is much better off today than he was 
when our present inflationary spiral took off 
back in 1965. 

The other fashionable scapegoat is the 
Ainerican businessman. Businesses, so the 
story goes, in their rapacious greed for profits 
have pushed prices to ridiculous levels. Well, 
the facts are that businesses operating in our 
very competitive environment can raise prices 
only when market conditions permit. It's a 
fairly rare business that can boost prices 
without careful consideration of its competi­
tors and customers. 

If neither workingmen nor businessmen 
are at fault, then who, in the name of Adam 
Smith, can the villain possibly be? The an­
swer is crystal clear: the federal government. 

In order to understand this answer, let's 
take a brief backward glance into history. 

From 1961 to late 1965-when many of our 
present problems began to appear-the econ­
omy hummed along at a remarkable rate and 
With remarkably little trouble. Employment 
was high, corporate profits were rising rapidly, 
and most consumers were having themselves 
a ball. Not only were they buying more prod­
ucts, they were buying generally bigger, 
better and brighter products. They were trad­
ing up to more spacious homes with greater 
luxury; they were buying more powerful 
automobiles With bucket seats, push-button 
doors, and swivel steering wheels; they were 
eating fewer down-home staples and experi­
menting more with up-town dishes. And we 
had accomplished all this with no inflation. 

What went wrong? Primarily, we forgot the 
basic economic law: "You can't have every­
thing-resources are scarce." 

Of course, we didn't forget this rule on the 
individual level. We've always known and 
remembered that if baby gets a new blanket, 
father may have to postpone a new pair of 
shoes. Or, if we live in a higher income 
bracket, we remember that a trip to Europe 
may delay the new swimming pool. 

But we seemed to think that the federal 
government, With all its power and glory, is 
immune to the basic law. It's not. All the 
government can do is give the illusion of 
immunity by creating money. And that is 
precisely what it has done, during much of 
the 1960s. It has created so much new money 
that we have sent too many dollars chasing 
too few goods. It has created more new 
dollars than the economy can absorb without 
inflationary consequences--and inflation is 
indeed the final upshot. 

WRONG THINGS TO DO 

Just as disasters generate scapegoats, they 
also generate quack panaceas. Here are !three 
of the more popular remedies now making 
the rounds. 

Back to the gold standard. The good things 
a return to the gold standard might bring 
about, such as removing conlbrol of the money 
supply from the hands of fallible men to the 
supposedly infallible hands of nature, are 
far outweighed by the bad things it might 
ptlioduce, such as recessions and inflations. 
For example, from 1897 to 1914, when the 
United Stares relied on the simon-pure gold 
standard for the only time in our history, we 
suffered the longest, sustained period of 
peacetime inflation we have ever undergone . 
The money supply is much too important to 
be left to vagaries of mineral discovery and 
technology. 

Gimmicks. One of the more popular gim­
micks proposes that we tax "inflaitionary" 
profits and wages a.t higher rates than "non­
inflationary" ones. Aside from the fact tha.t 
our federal tax system is already a house of 
horrors-replete with pit-falls and booby 
traps, injustices and dishonesties, inequities 
an'<L imponderables--one should remark that 
it would prove quite impossible to distin­
guish between inflationary gains and DJOn­
infla.tionary ones. 

Wage-Price Controls. This is plainly a case 
in which the cure is worse than the disease. 
As anyone who lived through the wage-price 
conrtrols of World War II and Korea should 
recall, controls do not restrain either wages 
or prices, and they do not promote either 
economic justice or efficiency. What wage­
price controls fundamentally do is keep the 
price system-which is the best method yet 
discovered for allocating resources-from 
working effectively. 

RIGHT THINGS TO DO 

The right thing to do is both so simple 
and so obvious that 1t SeeIDS exceedingly 
difficult to get across. We should make the 
money supply, the total of ooin and currency 
in circulation and demand deposits held in 
the na.tion's 14,000 commercial banks, grow 
in a steady and sustained way at about the 
same rate as our growth in real economic 
productivity-say, 4% to 6% a year. The 
seven-man Federal Reserve Board of Gover­
nors, which is appointed by the President 
and which controls the money supply, has 
full and sufficient powers to accomplish this 
task. 

But in order for the Board to be Willing to 
do so we must first give up two prevailing 
myths. We must abandon the notion that 
the nation's resources can simultaneously 
stretch to run the outside world and to 
create a social worker's idea of paradise here 
in the United States--Without at the same 
time any of us giving up any of our dearly 
beloved libraries, color TVs and vacation 
trips. 

We must also abandon the notion (and 
these remarks are directed primarily to my 
fellow economists in the event that any 
might still be listening) that we can fine 
tune the economy-that is, that we can iron 
out every little wrinkle in the curves of Gross 
National Product, Industrial Production, and 
Unemployment Rates. We don't know enough 
to do this; our record in business forecasting 
clearly confirms that we don't know enough 
to do this; and we should stop trying to con 
the public and its political representatives 
into believing that we actually do know 
enough to do this. 

These are the rules for securing reasonably 
full employment coupled With reasonable 
price stability. 

Do reasonably full employment and reason­
ably stable prices constitute the impossible 
dream? 

I am fully convinced that these dual goals 
can be attained-and that they can be at­
tained without dramatic alterations in our 
life styles or in our attitudes. Personal am­
bitions (or personal greed if you prefer) Will 
not have to be eradicated-as they most cer­
tainly will not be this side of heaven. Nor 
will our political and social institutions have 
to undergo radical reform. 

What is required is that we recognize that 
we can't have everything-at least not all at 
once. We must also control our money supply 
so that it grows no more rapidly than poten­
tial output. 

Perhaps a word or two should also be said 
about what reasonably stable prices will not 
do. First of all, they won't smooth out every 
last dip in the business cycle. Even with the 
best of intentions and the best policies in 
the world, we Will still have our minor ups 
and downs. 

Secondly, not even stable prices can elim­
inate poverty, stop crime in the streets, end 
racial hostility and stave off strangulation by 
garbage. 

What stable prices can do is provide the 
economic progress and continuity that we so 
desperately need in order to tackle these 
problems with a modicum of good Will and 
financial wherewithall. Without them, a.s 
they say in rural West Texas, we might just 
as well spit on the fire and call the dogs. 

THE AMENDMENT TO END THEW AR 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, we 

have been told that we will be hearing a 
series of attacks on the efforts of Sena­
tors sponsoring the Amendment To End 
the War to gain public support by the use 
of television and other media. 

I suspect that those who are attacking 
the effort to develop public support for 
the so-called Amendment To End the 
War are really doing so to divert the 
debate from the merits of the amend­
ment. But let us be clear about the facts 
as to the nature and scope of efforts made 
_on behalf of the amendment. 

In the wake of the ill-advised invasion 
of Cambodia and the killings at Kent 
State, it seemed essential to me that a 
carefully prepared television presenta­
tion should be made setting forth the rea­
son for an early, systematic 'withdrawal 
of U.S. forces from Vietnam. Indeed, a 
number of concerned citizens had sug­
gested to me that they would contribute 
funds if I were prepared to make a tele­
vision response to the President. I inves­
tigated this possibility and learned that 
a half hour prime time could be pur­
chased on NBC for this purpose at a cost 
of approximately $60,000. In a few days 
time I raised half of this amount and 
borrowed the balance. Meanwhile, based 
on years of experience speaking out 
against the folly of our Vietnam involve­
ment, I concluded that instead of an ap­
peal by a single Senator, from one party, 
the proposed television appeal should be 
bipartisan in nature. 

I therefore invited the Senator from 
Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD), the cosponsor of 
my original amendment; the Senator 
from Idaho <Mr. CHURCH), a principal 
sponsor of the Church-Cooper amend­
ment; and the Senator from New York 
<Mr. GOODELL), and the Senator from 
Iowa <Mr. HUGHES) to join in the tele­
cast. They agreed to do so, and we em­
ployed the services of Mr. Charles Gug-
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genheim to film our presentation. In the 
general view of television critics who 
have commented on the program, it was 
a constructive, highly effective presenta­
tion. It represented a rational discussion 
of the views of Senators favoring a fixed 
deadline for the withdrawal of American 
forces from Indochina. There was no at­
tack on President Nixon. In arguing that 
Congress should play a more responsible 
role in decisions concerning the war we 
blamed the erosion of congressional pow­
ers not on the President, but upon the 
Congress itself. 

An appeal for funds was made in the 
space of a few seconds during that tele­
cast which we hoped would bring in 
enough funds to pay for the telecast and 
possibly some additional television time. 
Because of the emotions stirred by the 
Cambodian invasion, the killings at Kent 
State, and, I hope, the quality of the 
broadcast, approximately 70,000 contrib­
utors sent a surprising total of more than 
$480,000. When we prepared the pro­
grams, we were not aware that the depth 
of sentiment in the Nation would gen­
erate a response this great. 

We have sought to secure either public 
service or purchase further broadcasts 
of this nature but have been consistent­
ly refused the opportunity to state our 
case as we wished while the President 
has been able to appear regularly in sup­
port of his position. 

We disagree with the President's Viet­
namization formula because we believe 
it means an indefinite commitment of 
American forces to the support of the 
Thieu-Ky regime. We favor instead a 
definite timetable for the systematic 
withdrawal of all American forces. Al­
though the President has inaccurately 
described our amendment during one of 
his many appearances, the networks have 
turned down even our request to set the 
record straight on that point. 

I appreciate the complex problems 
which network officials have in deter­
mining who should be sold or granted 
television time. It may also be a fact that 
the administration, speaking through its 
Vice President, has created a climate of 
fear to which network officials are over­
reacting. 

In any event, full accounts have been 
published of the receipts and expendi­
tures resulting from the Senator's broad­
cast. Nearly all of the 70,000 contribu­
tors made small contributions. None of 
the contributions are tax deductible. On 
the expenditures side, we have published 
a full accounting in the RECORD and have 
made updated accounts available to any 
person who asked for them. No Senator 
ever requested such accounts. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
conclusion of my remarks the latest 
statement be published, so that all Sen­
ators and other interested parties will be 
informed of our expenditures. 

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

(See exhibit U 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 

funds were paid to the Amendment To 
End the War Committee, a group of Sen­
ators supporting the amendment. The 
funds are now handled by a fully bonded 
accountant, who works without payment 

for his services. He works under the 
supervision of two trustees, selected on a 
bipartisan basis: The distinguished 
former Senator Ernest Gruening, a 
Democrat now in private life in Wash­
ington, and Edward Burling, a Repub­
lican of Washington, D.C., and one of 
the most eminent lawyers in the Nation. 
At no time has any person been able to 
dispose of any of these funds except as 
agreed to by a bipartisan group of Sen­
ators. 

There has been some mention made of 
a number of committees that have been 
created to support the amendment. I am 
pleased to say that many committees 
have been established, as many people 
have rallied to the support of the amend­
ment. Only two committees involve Mem­
bers of the Senate. One is the Amend­
ment To End the War Committee, es­
tablished solely to handle the funds 
which resulted from the telecast. The 
other-the Congresional Committee for 
a Vote on the War-is composed of Mem­
bers of both the Senate and the House 
and is devoted to research and publica­
tions relating to the war in Indochina. 
To the best of my knowledge, all other 
committees have been organized by pri­
vate individuals. In some cases, very 
limited funds have been provided for a 
part of their operations in line with the 
wishes of a great many contributors that 
their contribution be used for any pur­
pose which the Senators sponsoring the 
amendment thought would aid in its pas­
sage. Where this has been done, the ac­
counts so indicate. 

It has been said that we have estab­
lished and paid a staff of some 30 people. 
I am proud to say that not 30, but well 
over 100 people have worked in this ef­
fort. But they have worked as volunteers. 
In a few cases, where individuals actu­
ally left their jobs to volunteer their 
help, because they felt so strongly about 
the need to end American military in­
volvement in Indochina, we have paid 
them living expenses but not full wages. 

Finally, we come to the informational 
campaign. As I have stated before in the 
Senate, we regarded this effort in the 
nature of an experiment. We believed 
that if television appeals were beneficial 
for candidates seeking high office, this 
technique might be effective in support 
of a public issue. Are those who criticize 
the use of advertising on a single issue 
also criticizing the use of advertising for 
political candidates? If so, they are cer­
tainly out of step with accepted prac­
tice in both parties. 

Many of the advertisements have been 
purchased by private groups who have 
received no financial support from the 
Amendment To End the War Commit­
tee. Reference has been made to a news­
paper advertisement showing a flag­
draped coffin. But it should be noted that 
his advertisement was not sponsored by 
Senators, but by a private group of citi­
zens. Indeed I never saw that advertise­
ment until it appeared in a Washington 
paper. 

But it has been alleged that the tele­
vision announcements, most of which 
were paid for by the Amendment To End 
the War Committee were concentrated 
in a few areas as a way of bringing undue 

pressure to bear. What purports to be a 
list of stations on which the spot an­
nouncements were shown has been 
placed in the RECORD. This list is partial 
and is inaccurate. 

Television announcements have been 
shown or will be shown shortly in 52 
cities in 23 States and the District of 
Columbia. Actual coverage extends into 
at least 29 States. That is more than half 
the States of the Union and hardly qual­
ifies as a limited sample. Selections were 
made with two primary considerations in 
mind. First, an attempt was made to 
show the announcements in all parts of 
the country. Second, an attempt was 
made to get wide coverage although the 
amount of money available to purchase 
television time was quite limited in view 
of the costs. 

We were not experts in the best way 
to mount a media campaign, but volun­
teers, who are experts advised us on the 
appropriate ways to obtain effective cov­
erage. This meant concentrating on 
medium-sized cities and running a se­
ries of announcements. As a result, an­
nouncements have not been broadcast 
in New York, although that would reach 
into three States, because the cos-t was 
too high. But we can let whoever wishes 
judge if we have concentrated on a few 
areas. Some States have been covered 
reasonably well; some have not been 
covered at all. But the distribution has 
been as wide as possible, given the funds 
available and the desire to make the 
broadcasts effective in line with the ad­
vice of advertising experts. I ask unani­
mous consent that the list of cities where 
the spots have been shown be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

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

Albuquerque, N. Mex. 
Atlanta, Ga. 
Beckley, W. Va. 
Bellingham, Wash. 
Bluefield, W. Va. 
Boise, Idaho 
Burlington, Vt. 
Charleston, W. Va. 
Chicago, Ill. 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 
Columbia, Mo. 
Dallas-Fort Worth, Tex. 
Denver, Colo. 
Des Moines, Iowa 
Ensign, Kans. 
Eugene, Oreg. 
Fargo, N. Dak. 
Harrisonburg, Va. 
Idaho Falls, Idaho 
Joplin, Mo. 
Kansas City, Mo. 
Las Vegas, Nev. 
Lexington, Ky. 
Louisville, Ky. 
Manchester, N.H. 
Medford, Oreg. 
Miami, Fla. 
Minot, N. Dak. 
Norfolk, Va. 
Paducah, Ky. 
Parkersburg, W. Va. 
Pembina, N. Dak. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
Portland, Oreg. 
Providence, R.I. 
Reno, Nev. 
Richmond, Va. 
Roanoke, Va. 
Roswell, N. Mex. 
St. Joseph, Mo. 
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St. Louis, Mo. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Seattle, Wash. 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 
Spokane, Wash. 
Springfield, Mo. 
Topeka, Kans. 
Twin Falls, Idaho 
Washington, D.C. 
Wheeling, W. Va. 
Wichita, Kans. 
Yakima, Wash. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, this 
list also includes three cities where the 
spots will be shown, although they are 
not yet on the air. I might note that 
the Amendment To End the War Com­
mittee has not defrayed the broadcast 
costs in all cases. 

Almost no funds are raised as a re­
sult of these television announcements. 
With one exception, no request is made 
for funds. · 

We have encountered little difficulty 
in purchasing time for the spot an­
nouncements. Only in Washington, D.C., 
did we find that every VHF channel was 
closed to us. I see this as another exam­
ple of overreaction to the climate of fear 
that has been created by the Vice Presi­
dent's statements. 

This recitation of the facts answers 
each of the points that has been raised 
in the Senate. No doubt more will be 
raised and answers will be forthcoming. 
But I must say that I regret what I 
consider a waste of our efforts and time 
in a diversionary tactic designed to draw 
attention away from the substance of 
the Amendment To End the War. 

ExHmIT 1 

AMENDMENT TO END THE WAR 

COMMITTEE 

(As of August 4, 1970) 
RECEIPTS 

Contributions: 
Cash: To Committee (net) ___ $441, 513. 12 
To NBC--------------------- 6, 949. 00 
To Council for a Livable 

World-------------------- 24,050.00 

Total------------------ 472,512. 12 
Other: Production Services 

(Guggenheim Productions) 20, 179. 43 

Total contributions______ 492, 691. 55 
Interest Earned_______________ 229. 69 

Other Receipts: 
Loan (Stewart Mott)________ 30, 000. 00 
Contributions received by NBC 

for the Council for a Livable 
World-------------------- 25, 105.32 

Total------------------- 55,105. 32 

Total receipts ______ ._____ 548, 026. 56 

DISBURSEMENTS 

For Telecast, May 12, 1970 (half­
hour) : 

Air Time (NBC)------------- 59, 493. 30 

Production: 
Guggenheim Produo.tions: 

Paid services____________ 9,820.57 
Contributed services_____ 20, 179. 43 

Total ---------------- 30,000.00 
Telecolor Productions: 

25 film prints______________ 1, 290. 00 
Air Time, for reshowin.g in Los 

Angeles (Carl Ally, Inc.)___ 2, 000. 00 

Total television expenses_ 92, 783. 30 

For Newspaper Advertising: 
Space: Carl Ally, Inc ________ _ 
Patrick McKeever __________ _ 
Robert A. Mann ____________ _ 
Larry Kotklloff _____________ _ 
Gateway Advertising ________ _ 
Enterprise Agency __________ _ 

Total Space ____________ _ 

$5,847.12 
625.00 
150.65 
120.40 

3,052.56 
2,985.15 

12,780.88 
===== 

Production (Advertising Peo-
ple Against the War)------

Travel Expenses: 
S. Cohen-Oregon ________ _ 
Eric Lindauer--Oregon ____ _ 

Total travel expenses ___ _ 

Total -------------------

For Production Expenses for 
Telecast, other than original 
(Guggenheim Productions) __ 

For radio and TV spots: 
Production (Guggenheim Pro-

ductions) ----------------
Air time (Carl Ally, Inc.) ___ _ 
Staff travel expenses (N.Y.) __ 
Air time (WDCA-TV) -------­
Telegrams {for TV availabil-

ities) --------------------

3,876.80 

388.05 
25.00 

413.05 

17,070.73 

3,512.04 

8,057. 10 
128,000.00 

97.75 
600.00 

388.57 

Total ------------------ 137,143.42 

For the House Committee for 
a Vote on the War: 

Administrative services______ 5, 320. oo 

For the Congressional Commit-
tee for a Vote on the War: 

General report, printing 
(creative printing)------- 3, 528. 00 

General report, reprints 
(creative printing) -------- 1, 606. 80 

Legal report, printing (House 
majority room) ----------- 1, 581. 00 

Legal report, reprints (House 
majority room) ----------- 764. oo 

Organizational luncheon_____ 64. 80 
Telephone (C. & P. Tele-

phone) ------------------- l, 587. 42 
Letterheads (Acme Printing)_ 140.17 
Furniture rental {desks and 

furnishings) -------------- 190. 32 

Total ------------------ 9,462.51 

For postage and mailing________ 2, 601. 07 
For Bread and Peace Committee 

(C. & P. Telephone)---------- 260. 00 
For stationery ( acknowledg-

ment cards) -- ----- ---- - - ---- 822.18 
For telegrams (to student lead-

ers) ----------------------- 10,462.70 
For expenses in connection with 

Conference on Feasible Time-
table for Withdrawals_______ 2, 424. 33 

For all other expenses: 
Volunteers' support__________ 4, 559. oo 
Telegrams------------------ 298.91 
Bank charges (collection, 

service) ------------------ 502. 15 
Xeroxing, office supplies______ 262. 51 

Total ------------------ 5,622.57 

Total disbursements for 
expenses __________ 287,424.00 

Other disbursements (see Re­
ceipts): 

Loan repayment (Stewart 
Mott) -------------------- 30,000.00 

To transfer funds received 
from NBC for the Council 
for a Livable World_______ 25,105.32 

Total------------------ 55,105.32 

Total disbursements_____ 342, 530. 17 

Reserve balance (and 
cash 1n bank) (total 
receipts less total 
disbursements) ------- $205,496.39 

Respectfully submitted, 
JOHN W. BRANNER, 

Accountant. 

SCIENCE SUPPORT FALLS AT THE 
SMITHSONIAN 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in 
the May issue of the Smithsonian In­
stitution's in-house newspaper, Dr. S. 
Dillon Ripley, Secretary of the Smith­
sonian, wrote that the recent flood of 
criticism surrounding that organization 
was unfair and slanderous. His state­
ment carried a four column banner 
headline entitled, "Ripley: 'The Tactics 
of the Smear.' " 

On July 30, Representative FRANK 
THOMPSON, of the House Subcommittee 
on Library and Memorials, pulled down 
the curtain on the first far-reaching 
series of hearings probing the Smith­
sonian in over one hundred years. In 
contrast to the rosy assurances uttered 
only 2 months earlier, the public record 
was now filled with the most serious 
charges that many observers can recall 
hearing about the Smithsonian in its 
long history. 

Many good things were reported. For 
example, the active role of Smithsonian 
researchers in the field of environmental 
understanding is one area in which the 
public can take pleasure and be grate­
ful. 

But for the first time, many grave 
questions were raised. One group of 
workmen appeared before the committee 
armed with affidavits and their own per­
sonnel records to back up allegations of 
racial discrimination and favoritism in 
the making of promotions. Mismanage­
ment became an issue when a GAO rep­
resentative explained his agency's find­
ings of irregular financial activities on 
the part of several Smithsonian 
branches. 

And weaving through the entire r>ro­
ceedings were the signs of an unmistak­
able shift in the course of the Smith­
sonian's philosophy and priorities. 
When the hearings ended, the conclusion 
was evident. The Smithsonian has de­
parted from the traditional, funda­
mental precepts which had guided the 
Institution since the days of Joseph 
Henry. 

A new Smithsonian has appeared. The 
historical emphasis on pure scientific re­
search is viewed as being too stuffy. In 
the new Smithsonian, great attention is 
put upon pomp and showmanship. 

The display begins with a changed cast 
at the top. Many new policymakers 
were brought in on the private rolls and 
then firmly emplaced after added Fed­
eral super grade positions were given to 
the Smithsonian by Congress. 

The Office of the Secretary itself has 
grown three times over in the past dec­
ade. 

The increase in administrative staff 
has coincided with the refurbishing of 
the original Smithsonian building so that 
it will look the same, or even richer, to­
day than it did in the 1850's when it 
opened. 
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This construction, which cost $2.6 mil­

lion, will provide impressive quarters for 
many of the Smithsonian's top officers. 
Strangely enough, the plans for the din­
ing room in the building did not include 
a kitchen, and the management may 
have to ask Congress for additional 
funds to install one. 

Other renovation and construction 
work done in recent years includes an 
on-going $2.4 million project to complete 
the Renwick Gallery of Art, extensive 
remodeling of the Belmont Conference 
Center, $7 million in restoration work 
to house the National Portrait Gallery, 
and a $16 million project to construct the 
Hirshhorn Museum. 

While the acquisition of elegant struc­
tures was underway, a line of showY 

projects appeared through which the 
Smithsonian sought to gain a new 
"relevance" to contemporary life. 

A posh national magazine was intro­
duced named· "The Smithsonian." The 
Museum shops offered an expanded and 
more expensive selection of bright ob­
jects and gifts. Radio Smithsonian was 
broadcast as an educational outlet. 

Entire new units were created or 
acquired. The Cooper-Hewitt Museum in 
New York City is one. The Archives of 
American Art is another. The Office of 
Academic Programs was founded in 1967 
and has enjoyed a phenominal growth 
ever since. It now has a yearly budget 
running well in excess of half-a-million 
dollars. 

Also, the Division of Performing Arts 

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

·was created. This office holds an annual 
Folklife Festival on the Mall and has a 
$200,000 budget. 

;Even so, according to the GAO, the 
Division of Performing Arts twisted the 
rules of the Smithsonian on at least 10 
occasions during fiscal year 1969 by 
entering into contracts without checking 
with the fiscal division to see if there was 
any money available for its projects and 
without first obtaining permission from 
the supply division to make these com­
mitments. I have obtained a list of these 
incidents from the GAO and ask unani­
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

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

REVIEW OF PROCUREMENT PRACTICES BY GAO SCHEDULE OF SELECTED PROCUREMENTS MADE DIRECTLY WITH CONTRACTORS OR VENDORS WITHOUT PRIOR CLEARANCE WITH THE 
FISCAL OR SUPPLY DIVISIONS 

Contract or purchase Organizational unit requisitioning 
order No. goods and/or services Contractor or vendor Amount Types of goods or services 

FISCAL YEAR 1969 

SFC-9- 0684 ___ ______ __ Division of Performing Arts __ _____________ Tesco Co.--------------~ --- - - - ---------

SFC- 9-0572 __ _____ ___ __ ____ do ________ •• ___ _ •• __ - - ------------_ Russek Electric Co _______ ----------------
SIF-9-3039 __ • __ - - - ---- __ •• do _____ ____ _ -- ------------------ ••• Allan Jaffe ___________ ------------------. 
SIF- 9-3030 ____ _ •• __ ------_do •• - - -------------- __ ------------- Johnny-On-The-Spot, Inc ___ _______ --- ___ • 
SI F-9- 3034 __ __ __ _ • __ _ • ____ do __ __ • _______________ •• ----------- Potomac Electric Power Co. __ • ____ - - - ___ • 

~: ktm~= == = = = = = = = = = = = = =~~= = = = = = = = == = = == = = = = = = == = = = = = = === = = ~tad'iero~r~~iio~~~-1r.c= == == == =: == = = == == = = = 

$4, 097. 00 

3, 652. 00 
800. 00 
500. 00 

2, 227. 00 

900. 00 
1, 350. 00 

Rental, installation, and operation of stages, screens lights, 2d 
Annual Folk Festiva !July 3 to 7, 1968. 

Power and lights for 2d Annual Folk Festival July 3 to 7, 1968. 
Consultation and planning for Folk Festival and for 1968 Olympics. 
Rental of portable sanitary facilities, Folk Festival July 4 to 7, 1968 
Install and later remove temporary electric power source for Folk 

Festival July 3 to 7, 1968. 
Pickuf and removal of trash, Folk Festival July 4 to 7, 1968. 
Renta of 16 tents of various sizes to house craftsmen and displays 

for Folk Festival. SIF-9-1881 __ ____ ______ ___ . do ______________________________________ do _________ ____ ______ ______ _______ _ 
SIF- 9- 1882_. ______ ________ do __ _______________ __________________ __ _ do ___ _____________________________ _ 
SIF-9-1883. ____ ._--- - _____ do ••• • • _ •• - - --- - ---------_--- - ------ •••• do _____ ________ _____ -- ------ ---- ---

2, 340. 00 
2, 250. 00 
2, 200. 50 

Rental of 5 marquees for sales tents, Folk Festival. 
Rental of 9 marquees for craft tents, Folk Festival. 
Rental of 7 marquees for food tents, Folk Festival. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
the Division of Performing Arts has un­
questionably sponsored many programs 
which have delighted large audiences at 
the Mall. Being aware of these contribu­
tions, I do not intend to sound overly 
critical of its conduct in making these 
10 contracts. I do wish, however, to point 
to this activity as an example of the kind 
o.f driving enthusiasm with which the 
Smithsonian plunges full speed ahead on 
behalf of projects which enjoy the favor 
of the top management. 

In dim contrast to the healthy expan­
sion of such units at the Smithsonian, 
the National Air and Space Museum and 
the National Museum af Natural History 
are both suffering from a serious decline 
in support. I first revealed this disturb­
ing development on the Senate floor in 
May, preceding a meeting of the Board 
of Regents. On July 21, I repeated these 
charges before the House Subcommittee 
on Library and Memorials. 

In short, I urged Congress and the 
Smithsonian to devote increased atten­
tion to these two major museums. I pre­
sented documented evidence establishing 
the distressing problems confronting 
each facility. 

Mr. President, strong new proaf is 
now at hand which backs up my com­
plaints- about the decline of support to 
the Museum of Natural History. It comes 
from none other than the Director of the 
MuseUil)., Dr. Richard S. Cowan. 

Dr. Cowan appeared as a witness be­
fore Representative THOMPSON'S com­
mittee on the last day of its hearings. 
His testimony has not been discussed 
widely in the news media, but it should 
be. 

The Natural History Director disclosed 
problem after problem which cause him 
alarm. He confirmed that the employee 
picture which I cited to the committee is 
accurate-there is less than one tech­
ni.~ian to each scientist, well below the 
recognized minimum support standards. 

Dr. Cowan testified that the lack 
of adequate technical assistance results 
in an almost "criminal mismanagement 
of human resources" because highly 
trained scientists are required to waste 
their time doing routine chores. 

Dr. Cowan also verified for the com­
mittee ·the charge that I had made that 
the manpower situation at the Museum 
of Natural History is worse now than it 
was several year:; ago. In his own clear 
way, Dr. Cowan said: 

The available pairs of hands, both profes­
sional and supportive, are fewer now than 
four years ago. 

His statement was documented by a 
description of the plight of the Depart­
ment of Vertebrate Zoology, where the 
workload has steadily increased at the 
same time that the department has lost 
10 positions, or one-third of its staff, and 
suffered a drastic cut in its operating 
funds. In fact, the money available to the 
department is so embarrassingly low that 
it is only able to offer each scientist an 
allotment for field travel, supplies, and 
equipment for research, which is less 
than the research support given to grad­
uate students. In other words, the full­
time scientists do not even have the same 
support provided to apprentices. 

Dr. Cowan also confirmed my con­
tention that the large sums of overhead 
moneys flowing into the Smithsonian as 
a result of research activities performed 

by natural history scientists do not buy 
the supplies and equipment the research 
departments need, nor does any of it 
come back to the Museum directly. 

In addition, Dr. Cowan substantiated 
my claim that restrictions have been 
placed on the assistance provided to 
Natural History by the Smithsonian 
service divisions. Indeed, he added that in 
many cases the Museum must now buy, 
without having received any budget in­
crease, items that formerly had been pro· 
vided out of the supply division's inven­
tory. Consequently, not only have the 
services furnished to the Museum been 
cut back, but the Museum must now pay 
out of its meager operating allowance for 
things which it used to receive without 
charge. 

On another point, Dr. Cowan reaf­
firmed the importance of the resolution 
passed by the Smithsonian council, a de­
velopment that I had disclosed to the 
committee. I agree completely with Dr. 
Cowan when he remarks that-

It is especially significant that the first 
substantive resolution ever adopted by the 
Council recognized the current potential peril 
of the Natural History Museum. 

Mr. President, I also share Doctor 
Cowan's observation that the members 
represented on the council are appointed 
''from among the leaders of all branches 
of knowledge and only a few of the pres­
ent group would characterize themselves 
as specialists in the natural sciences." 
For this reason, I am somewhat surprised 
by the response of the Smithsonian 
Secretary, in a memorandum dated May 
15, in which he writes that: 

We also recognize that the Smithsonian's 
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many interests in the arts are under-rep­
resented on the Council. 

If there is a need for additional mem­
bers on the Council in any areas, I 
would suggest that it is in the aerospace 
and basic science fields because that is 
where the most pressing problems exist. 

Finally, I note that Doctor Cowan has 
also seconded my comment that the gen­
eral exhibit of specimens is badly in need 
of renovation at the National History 
building's World of Mammals. Perhaps 
if an adequate number of technical aides 
were attached to the Museum, some of 
these technicians could take care of the 
preservation work on a part-time bru:;is. 

Mr. President, in order that this strong 
and revealing statement can be read by 
the large audience it deserves, I ask 
unanimous consent that the complete 
text of Doctor Cowan's testimony be 
-printed in the RECORD at the end of my 
remarks. 

In particular, I hope that this state­
ment will be seen by the scientific com­
munity of America. I sincerely hope that 
a wave of support can be generated for 
the improvement of conditions at the 
Museum of Natural History so that the 
Smithsonian will stop making excuses as 
to how this happened and start moving 
to implement specific steps which will 
correct the situation. 

Obviously, more operating money, more 
manpower, and more support services 
are needed. The important question is 
not how this oame about, but what can 
be done to remedy it. I am certain that 
the House Committee which heard 
Doctor Cowan's testimony is as eager as 
I am to learn what the Smithsonian 
management's answer will be to this 
question. 

There being no objection, the state­
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY RICHARD S. COWAN, DIRECTOR 

OF NATIONAL MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, 
BEFORE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE ON LIBRARY 
AND MEMORIALS, JULY 30, 1970 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub­

committee: The opportunity to appear here 
is a source of much pleasure, at once an op­
portunity and challenge because I want to 
do two things--to expand on some of the 
points mentioned by Senator Goldwater in 
his presentation on July 21 and, secondly, to 
give you a picture of the National Museum 
of Natural History and its activities. 

To set the proper perspective on my re­
marks, I want initially to emphasize that 
most of us recognize that, under Dr. Ripley's 
leadership and stimulation, there have been 
great changes at the Smithsonian in the past 
few years and we in the Museum are very 
grateful indeed for this period of Smith­
sonian history when it has been possible for 
us to change procedures, to develop objec­
tives, and to modify attitudes. The position 
of biology generally, and of systematics/ 
ecology specifically, is at new intellectual 
and functional levels that must be main­
tained. We have one of the largest research 
staffs in the world concerned with the natu­
ral sciences. Individually and collectively 
these scientists are the best ever gathered un­
der the roof of the Museum, engaged in more 
significant research programs than ever be­
fore. Consequently, I am deeply alarmed at 
any threat to the integrity of the group. 

However, before proceeding along these 
lines, let me categorize tb.e three principal 

activities of the Museum as (1) research on 
and (2) care of (curation) the National Col­
lections of Natural History and (3) educa­
tion in the broadcast sense. Most people are 
familiar with the exhibits function, which we 
look on as an education activity and which 
we are restudying, developing totally new 
exhibits concepts, more related to the needs 
of our visitors. Altogether too few people are 
a.ware of the Museum's most basic reason for 
being-the production of knowledge through 
scientific research, which undergirds all the 
exhibits and which adds so significantly to 
man's knowledge of the world about him. It 
is the research and collections-caretaking 
functions that I want to highlight in this 
presentation. 

Among all the animals other than man, 
a consciousness of the environment appears 
to be 11m1ted to the presence or absence of 
food, beneficial or harmful temperatures, 
adequate or inadequate conditions for re­
production, and other life responses. Man 
alone is able to comprehend the environment 
in relation to his needs and in aesthetic 
terms as well; in spite of this unique quality, 
it is also man who despoils, destroys, and 
desecrates his environment. On the other 
hand, only the human species can care 
enough about the environment to repair at 
least some of the damage. Whatever improve­
ments are made rest squarely on the natural 
sciences and the knowledge they generate. 
The research staff of the National Museum of 
Natural History-anthropologists, zoologists, 
botanists, paleontologists, and mineral scien­
tists, working together-contribute impor­
tantly to the growing awareness of our living 
world. 

I think it is fair to say tha.t there have 
always been more scientists of the natural 
history type in the Smithsonian than of any 
other class of researcher and from the out­
set they have been contributing to environ­
mtmtal understanding. We are not late ar­
rivals on the environmental bandwagon-and 
we are certainly pleased to have so much 
company on it. Today's concerns for our sur­
roundings by Smithsonian researchers in the 
life sciences are the modern counterparts of 
attitudes that were expressed in the earliest 
formative years of the Institution. In the 
mid-nineteenth century, when our nation 
was expanding rapidly, the Smithsonian be­
came the national focus for the exploration 
of the Great West and its natural wealth. 
Numerous expeditions sent out by the gov­
ernment went with the advice and collabora­
tion of Joseph Henry's small staff. As they 
returned from boundary surveys, railroad­
route exploration, and pathfinding efforts, 
the thousands of specimens of plants, ani­
mals, rocks, fossils, and Indian lore deposited 
With the Smithsonian soon made this the 
most important center of information con­
cerning the American environment. The geo­
graphical, ecological, and temporal data at­
tached to each of these and subsequent speci­
mens now provide essential ingredients for 
our attempts to prevent further deteriora­
tion of our natural world, to restore quality 
where it has been degraded, and to assess 
probable effects of future environmental 
manipulation. 

For example, using the National Collec­
tions, we can establish the natural radiation 
levelti in organisms collected before nuclear 
weapons testing, the load of metallic com­
pounds carried by them before air pollution 
advanced to its present threatening propor­
tions, and the biochemical oonstitution of 
organisms before we began releasing per­
sistent pesticides into the environment. 

The presence or absence of ~ particular 
species, or association of species, may be an 
indication of water pollution, of chemical 
conditions of the soil, of contamination of 
the air, or of previous land uses. An asso-

elation of particular kinds of fossil organisms 
in a bed of known age is the key that unlocks 
our understanding of ancient environments, 
eons of time before there were intelligent ob­
servers. 

In like manner, our studies, such as the 
one now developing in arid southwestern 
Asia, of man's prehistoric use of the land tells 
us much a.bout both natural and human eco­
logy in distant times. Knowledge of the so­
cial systems of earlier civilizations, their fail­
ures and successes, provides us with valuable 
baseline information With which we approach 
today's not dissimilar problems of popula­
tion control, land use, and general environ­
mental exploi·ta.tion. 

Similarly, our appreciation of the physical 
processes that have formed the earth and the 
moon is enhanced by the research of mineral 
scientists in the Museum, working with the 
largest meteorite collection in the world, 
samples of lunar rocks and dust, and one of 
the world's most extensive referen<:e collec­
tions of rocks, ores, and minerals. These and 
50 million other specimens constitute the 
National Collections, this nation's chief (and 
often only) resource for documenting our 
knowledge of earth's environment, past and 
present, as well as the base for a future ca­
pability to predict the probable consequences 
of major environmental manipulations. The 
staff of the National Museum of Natural His­
tory are dedicated to the care, orderly devel­
opment, and data-sharing of this scientific 
treasure-trove. 

With the realization that this enormous 
natural history collection and its associated 
ecological information constitutes an un­
rivaled national resource for considering so­
lutions to the dilemmas affecting quality of 
living, there comes the staggering recogni­
tion that the estimated 500 million data­
items cannot be controlled and accessed by 
conventional, manual methods. Fortunately, 
rapidly developing computer technology has 
become available for such applications. 
Museum programs are beginning to mature 
that will provide access to both library and 
specimen data in random, highly flexible, 
permutative ways for the research of Museum 
scientists, for biologists generally, and especi­
ally for environmentalists. One computer sys­
tem, especially developed for application to 
museum data storage and retrieval, has now 
emerged from a three-year study conducted 
in the National Museum of Natural History 
and supported by a Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare contract. Using FY-
71 appropriated funds, we Will begin the 
implementation of that system in a small 
way. We are working closely with most of the 
other major natural history museums in this 
country to make plans for an interactive, 
national network connecting the resources 
of all into one master data base. At the same 
time, we are planning with the National 
Museum of Canada and the British Museum 
of Natural History to make the network 
eventually international. 

The natural sciences have a critical, basic 
role to play in the national ecological effort 
to meet the most urgent human problem­
survival in a decaying environment Without 
loss of our underlying freedoms. (Cf. Na­
tional Research Council report, "Systematics 
in Support of Biological Research," January 
1970.) The National Museum of Natural His­
tory is prepared to accelerate the production 
and synthesis of information about man and 
his surroundings a:pd already several hun­
dred publications appear each year embody­
ing the results of staff research. Most are 
clearly supportive of ecological studies and 
some are of an advanced order of statistical 
complexity. There are many long-time proj­
ects underway that are going to take con­
tinuing support, ranging from accounts of 
the flora or fauna of a region to population 
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studies in relation to various factors of the 
environment. The Smithsonian-based and 
National Science Foundation-financed Flora 
North America Program is a good example of 
the basic studies that will be very helpful 
to sound resource management in the future. 
It will also provide a research link with the 
Flora of Europe now underway and the 
voluminous Flora of the U.S.S.R. completed 
only recently. On the animal side, there is 
the project on African mammals and their 
parasites, and the study of bird migrations 
between Africa and Southern Europe in re­
lation to disease transmission. 

Now let us turn to the important question­
What does the Museum have to work with to 
accomplish these goals? Most importantly, 
as I have indicated, we have an outstanding 
staff of scientists and support people in 245 
civil service positions. The ratio cited by 
Senator Goldwater of technicians to research­
ers is accurate, less than one-to-one. Even 
when clerical and secretarial positions are 
taken into account, it is still below recog­
nized minimum support standards ("Syste­
matic Bi:ology: A Survey of Federal Programs 
and Needs,'' pp. 28-29 and 44, published by 
the Office of Science and Technology, May 
1969). 

I want to dwell on this imbalance a 
moment because many years ago we realized 
that using highly trained, productive young 
scientists to do routine, repetitive chores is 
a gross misuse of the scarce talents they 
represent, if not criminal mismanagement of 
human resources. In the FY-67 budget hear­
ings we proposed to increase technical sup­
port to the level of two technicians per 
scientist. Now, several years later despite con­
tinuing efforts in the budgetary process, we 
still do not have the minimal ratio. We have 
made some improvement in the manner in 
which the abilities of our technicians are 
organized and used. Several of the Museum's 
departments have developed a pool-approach, 

that is, reorganization of the department's 
technicians into a central group. This has 
resulted in more of the repetitive chores 
getting done in a priority order by people 
who are specialists in such work. This last 
:fleXibillty has been used 1n what must be 
viewed as only a temporary palliative, not a 
solution. What has actually happened is that 
the available pairs of hands, both profes­
sional and supportive, are fewer now than 
four years ago. To illustrate, I'd like to pre­
sent a representative example of the changes 
in the fortunes of the National Museum of 
Natural History in recent years. 

The Department of Vertebrate Zoology is 
one of the larger units and is concerned with 
biological studies of mammals, fishes, reptiles, 
amphibians, and birds. Its history of re­
source allotment and use parallels that of 
the Museum in this period. 

In the early 1960's the four divisions of 
Vertebrate Zoology were considerably smaller 
than now, with a total staff of twenty, eight 
of them scientists. By 1967 (Table 1) the 
department had doubled due to an influx of 
younger scientists and recognition of the 
fact that supportive staff was needed for 
curation so that the fifteen scientists might 
pursue the research for which they were 
employed. 

Subsequently, because of resignations and 
retirements, job freeze and job abolition, ten 
of the positions filled in 1965-1967, when the 
department reached its high point, were lost. 
Then, in 1968 while losses were taking place 
in ongoing programs, two positions in Primate 
Biology, a new interdepartmental program, 
were added. These two positions are not 
regarded as redeployment of existing person­
nel resources but as new positions in a totally 
new program. The scientific competence rep­
resented in the ten lost positions ls shown 
in the far right-hand column. 

The growth in the collections (Table 2) is 
one indication Of the increase in depart-

DEPARTMENT OF VERTEBRATE ZOOLOGY 

mental work load during that time. Other 
departmental responsibilities, such as loans 
and outside visitors, have also increased 
many-fold. A recent report from the natural 
history museums of the country revealed 
that two-thirds or more of the collections 
borrowed from all museums for study each 
year are from the National Museum of 
Natural History. These facts indicate an 
enormous work load but what did Vertebrate 
Zoology have with which to do its part of 
the job? 

On the basis of non-salary funds available, 
the department ls now at about the same 
level it was in 1965 (Table 3). The allotment 
increased well in 1966 and 1967 but during 
the last three years has dropped slightly 
below the 1965 total, so that it has not even 
kept pace with the increased cost of living. 
In addition, the department now has to buy 
things out of its $35,000 which it did not 
buy in 1965: $5,000 worth of cases, nearly 
$5,000 worth of bottles, computer time, 
zeroxing, and manuscript typing. 

Care of the National Collections ls a prime 
responsibility and money from research allo• 
cations has been put into CUilaitlon in this 
example. The am.ounts expended for curation 
have grown, mailnly because of purchases of 
bottles and cases, but to compensate, the 
depart.ment has had to cut funds f'Or equip­
ment and supplies, such as traps, vials, and 
skeleton boxes. The graph (Figure 1) demon­
strates the increasing use of Federal funds 
in support of the collections at the expense 
of research. contracts for illustrating scien­
tific publications and other purposes are 
down to 57 % of what they were in 1965 and 
supplies and equipment are down about 41 % • 
Currently the department ls able to allow 
each scientist only $460 for travel and $200 
worth of supplies and equipment for re­
search each year, a total less than the re­
search support often provided to advanced 
graduate students! 

TABLE 1.--SUMMARY OF FEDERAL POSITIONS FISCAL YEAR 1965-70 

Division 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 

Number 
positions lost 
from highest 

1970 total Competence lost 

Mammals: 
Professional____ ____________________________ 3 3 3 2 1 S.E. Asia specialist. 
Technica'---- - ------------------------------ 5 5 5 5 5 5 ----- - --------
Secretarial____________________ __________ ____ 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 Clerk-typist. Primatology 1 _____ ______ __________ ________________ __ ________________________________________________________________________ _________________ _ 

~~~~e;~~I~~~~ =: ==== == == = = = = == = = == == = = = = == == == == == == == = = =: :::: :: :: :: := := := =: :: := :::: ::: _ ---- -- -- --~~~- -- -- -- -- -- ~~~- -- -- -- -- --~~~ = = = :: : :: : :: :: : 
Bird;:ecretariaL ______ _ - ------ --------- ___ _______________ ---------- -------------- --------- (l) (l) (l) _____________ _ 

Professional________________ ________ ________ 4 4 4 3 3 3 1 System evolutionist. 
Technica'--- -- ------ -- ----- -- --------------- 2 2 2 2 2 2 ----------- - --
Secretaria'-------------- - ---- - -------------- 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 Clerk-typist 

Reptiles and amphibians: 
Professional_ ______________ --- - ---- ________ _ 
Technical_ __ __________________________ __ ___ _ 
Secretarial__ ___________ ___ ____ _ ------- - ____ _ 

Fishes: Professional_ ________________ ______________ _ 
Technical_ ____________ _ --------------- - -----Secretarial__ _____________ _______ ___ ----- __ _ 

2 
1 
1 

6 
5 
1 

2 
1 
1 

6 
7 
1 

Office of ~h.airm~n: Adm1n1strat1ve _______ -- _________________________ ___ ---- __ ---- __________ _ 
Secretarial_ ______ ___ _____________________________ ----- ___________ -------
Technician-laborer__ ________ ----------------- 2 1 

2 
2 
1 

6 
7 
2 

Tota'------------------------------------- 35 36 40 
Tota'----- ---- - ------------------------------------------- - -------------------------

t New program, not included in Department base. 

2 
2 
1 

6 
7 
2 

2 
2 
1 

5 
5 
2 

2 --------------
2 ------ - -------
1 --------------

5 
5 
1 

1 Shark specialist 
2 Curatorial assistant. 
1 Clerk-typist. 

1 1 1 ------- - ------
1 ------------- - -------------- 1 Secretary. 
1 1 1 1 Specimen preparator. 

37 
(2) 

33 
(2) 

32 10 
(2) _ -- -- ---------

TABLE 2.-GROWTH OF COLLECTIONS FISCAL YEARS 1965-69 

~i~:: ~=:~ ~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::::::::::: :: :: :::: :::: :::::: :: :: :: :: :: :: :: :: :: : : : : : : : : : : : 
Percent growth __ -----------~------------------------------------------------- ________ ---- ____________________ _ 

CXVI--1780-Part 21 

Mammals 

325, 746 
411, 300 

26 

Fishes 

1, 791, 877 
2, 108, 958 

17. 5 

Reptiles­
amphibians 

161, 564 
172, 609 

6.8 

Birds 

514, 209 
537, 084 

4.5 
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TABLE 3.-SUMMARY OF FEDERAL SPENDING-FISCAL YEAR 1965-70 

Cu ration Research 

Other 
supplies 

and equip-
Subtotal 

Other 
supplies 

and equip-
Fiscal year Cases Bottles Tanning ment Contr. Computer Xerox MTST ment Travel Subtotal Total 

1965___ _________ ______________ _ 66 

till===== = = = ==========~===== = == .- · ---; ~~~~ -\969 _______ ___ _____ 5, 565 3, 860 
mo_____ __________ 5, ooo 4, 788 

3, 013 
4, 128 
4, 067 
3, 300 
3, 500 

750 

From this example the reasons for my com­
ments quoted by Senator Goldwater may be 
more apparent--that the museum had its 
back to the wall, that we are in some real 
danger of missing forever constantly occur­
ring opportunities to participate in or initi­
ate research which can contribute impor­
tantly to solutions of national problems. I 
cannot sit by complacently and see that hap­
pen. But let me elaborate a bit on the con­
tention that the Museum is in real straits. 
We now use well above 90 percent of our 
total Museum budget for salaries and bene­
fits, leaving less than 10 percent for all the 
research support, the equipment for both 
research and curation, the travel for field 
studies, and the increasing amounts of what 
was once provided by the service divisions of 
the Smithsonian. The Museum's annual in­
creases in appropriated funds has regularly 
been below a 7 percen~ minimal cost-of-liv­
ing increase. The several across-the-board 
salary increases, the merit-based adjustments 
of staff incomes over the past few years, taken 
with budget increments below the increased 
costs of doing business, result in ever larger 
proportions of the total funds being used 
just to maintain the excellent group of peo­
ple we have. 

But the Museum can provide them less 
each year in the way of research travel, 
equipment, research assistants, and publi­
cation. It is true that the Museum staff 
receives some research support through 
grants and contracts but these aire by nature 
for very specific, limited purposes. Such 
funds do not buy the supplies and equip­
ment the departments need nor does any 
of the overhead come to us directly. Without 
a substantial increase in the Museum's 
budget this present year, staffing would have 
to be reduced and, inevitably, many of the 
best of all classes of employees would leave 
first. If this should be permitted to happen, 
I believe the credibility of the Institution 
as a responsible employer would sum~r and 
certainly the science contributions I have 
alluded to will not be realized. 

At various points in these hearings we 
have discussed the subject of collections, 
so I would like to take this opportunity to 
answer questions we are often asked: Why 
do biologists need so many collections? Why 
should the National Collections continue to 
increase? Is there any policy governing the 
growth? 

Whether human skeletons or other kinds 
of specimens, the diversity and variability 
of nature is basic to the answers. If we could 
summon up the Ancient Greeks who re­
pelled Persian onslaughts and created the 
themes of our own society, or the American 
Indian builders of the great midwestern 
mounds, we could study directly their health, 
diseases, physiques, and so forth. Lacking 
that sort of magic recall of past peoples, 
we can read a physical biography in their 
skeletal remains and reconstruct much of 
the history of the culture represented. But 
one, a few, or even a hundred skeletons may 
not be sufficient to provide a sound st atistical 
base for interpreting the natural variation 
one finds within any human population. 
Similarly, among other animals, and plants, 
to understand an organism-group, which by 
its very nature is variable from one indi-

9, 793 
8, 809 

12, 872 9, 343 - ---------- - - ---- ---- --- - - ------ --- - 7, 385 6, 000 22, 728 35, 600 
12, 937 9, 578 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - --- - - - - ---- 11, 165 6, 320 27, 063 40, 000 

13, 131 
8, 009 
3, 955 
7, 064 

17, 283 8, 388 - -- - - -- - ·-. - - - - - -- - ---- - - - - - - ------- 15, 362 5, 967 29, 717 47 , 000 
14, 351 6,325 1, 100 1,800 ------- --- - - 5, 527 5, 297 20, 049 34, 400 
16, 880 5, 700 500 1, 300 483 5, 022 4; 515 17, 520 34, 400 
17, 602 5, 300 700 l , 000 1, 140 3, 158 6, 050 17, 348 34, 950 

vidual to another, the scientist must be able 
to look at a large sample. Only in this way 
is useful scientific classification possible and 
it is on classification that all other knowl­
edge of an organism is structured for effec­
tive retrieval. In one form or another, classi­
fication based on the gathering, organizing, 
and interpreting all knowledge about man, 
other organisms, and rocks is the chief ac­
tivity of the Museum staff and most of us 
are called taxonomists or systematic biolo­
gists. 

Another reason for large numbers of col­
lections has to do with biogeography. Most 
kinds of plants and animals occur over con­
siderable areas of the earth-from a few 
counties in extent to around the world­
and a large collection of biological materials 
of what appear to be very similar items is the 
only way to learn and document their dis­
tribution. Also, the availability of large col­
lections, series from the full .geographic range 
of a group of species enables the scientist to 
assess environmental change in different 
areas through historical times, or to describe 
the evolution of environments through study 
of fossil organisms. Geographic relationships 
are likewise important in locating organisms 
for biological control of noxious pests and 
weeds to· replace pesticide control. 

As the Nation's biologists, including our 
own, become ever more deeply involved in 
ecological research, these collections increase 
enormously in research valuer for they are the 
documentary baseline for the living part of 
our environment in prebomb, prepersistent­
pesticide, preindustrial periods of hour his­
tory when the air was not loaded with lead 
and our waters with mercury compounds. 

The univeristies and other centers that 
study and care for such collections do not, 
indeed cannot, maintain the large natural 
history collections American scientists must 
have. This was recognized long ago by the 
legislation that established the U.S. National 
Museum as the Federal depository for these 
documentary materials and, quite properly, 
other similar centers look to us for leadership 
and help. If adequate space and support is 
not provided for the national collections­
and space is a serious problem-the problem 
will not go away, nor will someone else do 
the job. It just won't be done and U.S. 
science will suffer. 

You will be interested in a sample listing 
of some of the large collections that have 
come to us over the past 5 years from the 
university community. But first, let me em­
phasize a very important point--we are not 
the undiscriminating recipient of anything 
and everything others want to qispose of. We 
regularly reject large numbers of collections 

· that do not meet the high standards of dat a 
quality we have insisted upon for years. If 
a collection is valuable but not up to what 
we feel the national collections should accept 
for one reason or another, we do our best 
to find the specimens a useful home in 
another museum or in a teaching collection. 
We have criteria for growth of the collections 
and we apply them. 

From University of Michigan, _crayfishes. 
University of Florida,-fishes. 
University of Kansas, freshwater mollusks 

and crayfishes. 

Goucher College, plants, minerals, archea.­
logical artifacts, etc. 

University of Maryland, amphibians (sala­
manders). 

Washington University (St. Louis), human 
skeletal collection. 

Johns Hopkins University, tertiary fossils. 
Yale University, bryophytes. 
In addition, the Museum is the official de­

pository for the study collections of t}?-e De­
partment of Agriculture's entomologists, the 
Department of the Interior's ichthyologists, 
mammaloglsts, and ornithologists, and the 
Geological Survey's paleontologists, all of 
whom share the Natural History building 
with us. Also, the Mohole cores and the col­
lections from the National Science Founda­
tion managed Antarctic program are accepted 
by us as a part of our legislated responsibil­
ity to other Federal programs. Additionally, 
the support of university biology by the Na­
tional Science Foundation and other Federal 
agencies oftentimes results in demands on 
the Museum for preservation of the collec­
tions that document these research projects. 
Because study of pollen at successive rock 
layers helps locate new oil reserves, oil com­
panies employ pollen specialists who deposit 
the documentary microscope slides with the 
Museum for-preservation. 

On the other hand, I must mention Yale 
University's Record Wood Collection as an 
example of a research resource that should 
have come to the National Herbarium but 
did not. Because of the lack of funds and 
space, that collection is elsewhere. It is not 
lost to science but as the world's largest 
collection of tropical woods with voucher 
specimens, it would have greatly strength­
ened the present wood collection in the 
National Herbarium and the research 
thereon. 

Now I should like to comment on a couple 
of the other matters discussed by Senator 
Goldwater that are not included in the pre­
ceding remarks. 

The importance of the resolution of the 
body called the Smithsonian council perhaps 
might not be fully appreciated, so I want to 
call it to your attention again. The members 
are appointed by the Secretary from among 
the leaders of all branches of knowledge and 
only a few of the present group would char­
acterize themselves as specialists in the 
natural sciences. For these reasons, it is 
especially significant that the first substan­
tive resolution ever adopted by the council 
recognized the current potential peril of the 
Natural History Museum. 

With respect to the services available to us 
and other bureaus, I may point out that the 
buildings management department is now 
able to do only the most necessary mainte­
nance because of their reduced budget. For 
example, a recent memorandum to me pre­
sented what has become a frequent situa­
tion-if the scientific department concerned 
wants the air-conditioning in one of its rooms 
to function properly,. the department is ex­
pected to pay for it out of the meager funds 
available for nonsalary costs. Another exam­
ple is the fact that many. items the Museum 
departments must now buy, without a -budget 
increase, were earlier a part of the supply 
division's inventory. 
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On the question of the condition of ani­

mals on eXhiblt, I can say that no one ls 
more conscious of the problem than we in 
the Museum, so I am especially pleased with 
current developments that will alleviate the 
problem to some extent. 

The general exhibit of mammals ls ad­
mittedly in need of renovation. A number of 
the displays need to be replaced because the 
specimens are old, and because there have 
been changes in public concern and interest 
since their installation. 

In pleasant contrast, the hall of North 
American mammals and the habitat displays 
of African mammals collected by Theodore 
Roosevelt are in good condition. 

We do have two research- specimen prepar­
ators in the Department of Vertebrate Zool­
ogy, one for mammal study-skins and the 
other for mammal skeletons. In 1965 we had 
four prepare.tors but had to cut back be­
cause of the shortage of funds. Bird skins are 
now prepared by a general technician who ls, 
however, quite capable. Since last fall we 
have been seeking to redeploy a maintenance 
position so that we could recruit a general 
vertebrate preparator and we think we have 
found a good candidate. 

As you know, the Museum has both an ex­
hibit and a research orientation and the 
preparation of materials differs depending 
on the use to which they are to be put. It 
has been found that freeze-drying is the best 
technique for preparing small animals for 
display, rather than laborious taxidermy 
techniques that cannot produce better 
mounts than the freeze-dried whole animal. 
It ls more economical to contract for any 
sizable taxidermy job than to have a full­
tlme taxidermist incompletely utilized. 

Another development which will help is 
th~ recent creation of a nucleus for a mainte­
nance team in the Natura.I History Museum 
that will be concerned with cleaning and 
repairing the exhibits. We have repeatedly 
asked for positions to accomplish this very 
important task, without success. In despera­
tion, we have just decided to use part of 
the time of a few people for the job and let 
other work go undone. It should be a much 
larger group and new positions will have to 
be sought agair. for the purpose; however, 
it ls a start. 

In summary, let me stress that in these 
brief words I have only begun to character­
ize the great diversity of interests and qual­
ity of the science produced by the Museum 
staff. I have tried to make clear some of the 
ways in which we can, indeed must, con­
tribute to a new level of quality of life for 
all our people. With your help, with the 
sincere concern of cl tizens and lawmakers 
like yourselves, we will succeed. 

VEXING INTERNATIONAL PROB­
- LEMS FACING 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 in­
ternational problems facing this 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 RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo­
randums were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follow: 

CHAPTER X-LIMITED OR MASSIVE MASS 
MURDER? 

There is strong sentiment in the Senate for 
the ratification of the genocide convention. 

However, it is worth noting that, accord­
ing to the convention. the mass killing of a. 
social class, such as Stalin's "liquidation of 
the Kulaks", is not considered as genocide, 
nor ls the systematic killing of political par­
ties, e.g. Stalin's mass purge of the CPSU. 
Since social classes threatened by mass mur­
der may be larger than ethnic or religious 
groups, this omission in the convention is 
inexcusable; and a. good example of the dull­
ness of our diplomatic tactics. 

The convention, while committing the sig­
natories to "prevent and punish" this inter­
national crime, does not call for international 
enforcement against a state practicing geno­
cide. But we certai.nly would be opposed to 
genocide on the clearest moral grounds. 

Morality may be a stronger argument than 
strategic requirement and "vital natlona.I 
interest". Actually; the upholding of 
morality is a most vital interest of this na­
tion. Many o.f us feel obligated to advocate 
help to Israel because, in all likelihood, the 
fall of that country would result in genocide. 
But why should the U.S. care to become an 
accomplice in genocide by turning over pro­
spective victims to communist exterminators 
in Vietnam? 

There is a fad among American students to 
identify war with genocide, which is nonsense 
and not in line with the meaning of the 
genocide convention. But the.re ls a cam­
paign to foist genocide crimes upon the 
United States. This campaign is part of the 
self-induced demoralization process and of 
defeatism, a subject which I will discuss 
later. 

The U.S. is not dependent upon Middle 
Eastern oil; Europe, the Common Market, and 
Japan are. With the partial exception of 
Britain, the allies who need that oil don't do 
much for the defense of Israel. For that mat­
ter, at this time we are the only power which 
is able to prevent still another Jewish 
genocide. Naturally, we also do have strong 
reasons based on our own national interests 
which compel us to contain aggression in the 
Middle East. 

By the same token, communism must be 
contained everywhere, not just where the 
Soviets support the Arabs. Communism must 
be contained because it aims to liquidate 
certain social classes, notably the "capital­
ists", the landholders, the middle and upper 
class peasants, broad groups of intellectuals, 
and whomsoever they designate. Note that 
dissident party members also are threatened. 
In As'ia, at any :rate, the period of purges ls 
not over-China's "cultural revolution" in­
cluded killing on a large scale. 

.Th1s remains true despite the fact that 
the news has not penetrated deeply illllto the 
academic universe. 

IJiquidation of social classes doesn't nec­
essarily mean that all members of the os­
traclzed groups will be killed, but it does 
mea.n many will be executed, &ndJ others will 
be put into conoentr:ation camps and worked 
to death; and still others will be subjected to 
extreme hardships. A certain percentage may 
escape serious trouble. but on the basis of 
existing historical precedents it is safe to say 
that no family belonging to the "hostile 
classes" will escape unscathed. 

President Nixon stated on April 30, 1970, 
that if we were to desert the south Viet­
namese, we would "expose them to the 
slaughter and savagery which tlie leaders of 
North Vietnam inflicted on hundreds of 
thousands of North Vietnamese who chose 
freedom when the communists took over 
North Vietnam in 1954". On November 3, 
1969, Mr. Nixon placed the number of those 
murdered a~ 50,000 and stated that "hun­
dreds of thousands mote died in slave labor 
camps". 

These statements have been the target of 
criticism, on the ground that there really 
wasn't a blood bath. Professor George McT. 
Kahin of Cornell thinks, according to the 

New York Times of May 12, 1970, that "per­
haps 10,000 to 15,000 may have died" when· 
a peasant revolt was "harshly repressed" in 
1955 and 1956. (Congressional Record, May 19. 
1970, p. 16081.) Mr. Clark Clifford ca.lLs this 
tb.e "best estimate" but falls to indicate why 
the other estimates are bad. Senator Allott 
has dealt with this numbers game or the 
purge body count most effectively on May 21, 
1970. (Congressional Record, p. 16520.) 

The dispute on whether the purges took 
place in 1954 or in 1955-6 is irrelevant. The 
relevant question is whether mass murders 
have occurred or not. Any time attention ·is 
riveted on such an irrelevancy, it ls fair to 
say that the critics are attempting a diver­
sion. 

The whole approach of singling out one 
particular massacre is indicative of well-nigh 
incredible ignorance of communist realities. 
If there were an occasional massacre and if 
the massacres were designed to repress a re­
bellion, such as resistance against a harsh 
agrarian reform, communist dictatorships 
would not be much different from other re­
pressive regimes in history. Both communist 
dictatorships are institutionalized terror sys­
tems and their terror is executed on a. perma­
nent every-day basis, according to estab­
lished procedures. 

This does not mean that, quantitatively, 
terror always ls at a peak or that lulls in 
terror are impossible. Actually, such lulls are 
parts of the procedure. But each communist 
dictatorship is structured in such a way that 
large scale exterminations can be carried out 
whenever the communist rulers find this 
necessary. 

It would be quite reasonable to state that 
terror in North Vietnam reached one peak 
during 1956, but anyone who denies that 
there possibly could have been mass ex­
terminations during 1954 and 1955, is ma.king 
unsubstantiated statements. Our knowledge 
about terror in North Vietnam is deficient, 
and we may hope that it always was kept at 
a low level. But this does not change the 
character of the Hanoi dictatorship as that of 
terroristic totalitarianism. 
. The communists behaved terroristically 
even during the Viet Minh period. Thus, rep­
utable observers have reported about a one­
month Viet Minh terror campaign in Saigon 
during 1945. (Lucien Bodard, The Quicksand, 
War: Prelude to Vietnam, Boston, Atlantic 
Monthly Press, 1963, p. 11.) Joseph Buttinger, 
the first expert on Vietnam in the United 
States, talked about a "communist policy of 
killing all true nationalist opponents of the 
Viet Minh," which had "deep and lasting 
political consequences for the future of Viet­
nam" and was "one of the reasons for the 
weakness of the non-communist national 
movement." (Vietnam: A Dragon Embattled, 
New York, Praeger. 1967, pp 276-6, 412.) Ac­
cording to Harvey Smith. the North Viet­
namese communists began purging landlords 
in 1955. (Area Handbook for North Vietnam, 
Washington, D.C., American University For-
eign Areas Studies, 1967. p. 63.) · 

The fa.ct is that the land reform pro~ram 
was carried out in two successive campalgnf!. 
(Hoang Van Chi, From Colonialism to Com­
munism: A Case History of North Vietnam, 
New York, Praeger, 1964.) The first campaign 
was the land rent reduction campaign 1953 
and 1954, the second the land reform cam­
paign 1954 and 1956. -The second campaign 
was interrupted in 1955 to keep down the 
mass exodus during "the 300 day period laid 
down bY the Geneva Agreements to afford 
freedom of movement between the two 
zones". After the exodus was ended, the 
communists "merged the two ~ampaigns into 
one" and accompliShed their progr~ms "by a 
single wave of terror". "These two campaigns 
had but one purpose, namely, the liquida­
tion of the land owning class." In both cam­
paigns the same techniques were ·used, 'the 
only notable difference being the degree of 
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violence." The first campaign was intended 
to suppress the wealthier of the village 
bourgeoisie, who were described as the "prin­
cipal reactionaries' ... The second camp·aign 
was aimed at the remainder of the village 
bourgeoisie, described as 'secondary reac­
tionaries'." 

The two campaigns were carried through 
in five successive waves each one in a stra­
tegically placed area". They were carried out 
by special teams of cadres carefully trained 
in China and having first-hand experience 
1n Chinese land reform". Deaths occurred be­
cause of executions, mortality in jails and 
camps, suicides and starvation owing to the 
"isolation policy". (Hoang Van Chi, pp. 163-
168.) 

The method of the mass killings, essentially 
the same as has been practiced in China, 
went through the following stages: Popula­
tion classification,1 classification of landlords, 
extortion of money and valuables, crime reve­
la.tion", denunciation sessions, trials and 
convictions, and isolations 

The great terror campaign in North Viet­
nam began in 1953. (Dennis T. Duncanson, 
Government and Revolution in Vietnam, 
London, Oxford University Press, 1968, 
p. 173f.) According to Donald Lancaster 
(The Emancipation of French Indochina, 
London, Oxford University Press, 1961, 
p. 377f.), 12,000 victims of the operation were 
released from forced labor camps in Decem­
ber 1956. The number Of those who had been 
murdered was unofiicially estimated at be­
tween 10,000 and 15,000."2 

Mr. Lancaster's estimate is now given 
much play but it has no firmer basis than 
other estimates. Gerard Tongas, a French 
professor who remained in Hanoi until 1959, 
claims to have accurate information to the 
effect that the "butchery" connected with 
the land reform resulted in 100,000 deaths. 
All those figures may very well be wrong. 
They could be lower-but they also could 
be higher. There is no way to determine the 
exact toll. 

It is erroneous to discuss the problem as 
though mass exterminations resulted only 
from land reform. For example, we know 
that oppositional intellectuals were sent into 
the mountains to live among tribesmen. It 
is fair to assume that many of those intellec­
tuals never returned. 

The data show that terror was not re­
stricted just to 1956 and it was not merely 
a method to repress a peasant rebellion. 

The crucial question is this: Have there 
been mass murders? Even the critics and 
skeptics don't deny this fact. "According to 
refugees who reached Saigon in 1957, the 
whole countryside of North Vietnam was 
white with the turbans of mourners."s 

Another dispute has arisen about the num­
ber of Catholics who left North Vietnam after 
the Geneva partition. Mr. Clark Clifford took 
up the cudgels on this one. (Congressional 
Record, May 18, 1970, p. 15899.) "The figure 
of one milllon and a half Catholics who 
fled to the South, referred to by President 
Nixon ... , is incorrect ... The number ls 
754,710." What accuracy! 

This finding is supposedly "signifi­
cant": "There are still living in North 
Vietnam today approximately 80C ,000 Catho­
lics. There are also catholics among the lead-

1 The classification was by alphabet, e.g. 
A,B,C=rich peasants, ... G,H,I,J=strong 
middle-level peasants, ... S,T,U,V=poor 
peasants, W,X,Y,Z=wage earning or landless 
peasants. (Hoang Van Chi, p.164.) 

2 Many of these quotes are taken from 
Douglas Pike, The Vietcong Strategy of Ter­
ror, Saigon, United States Mission, February 
1970. 

8 Hoang, op. cit., p. 166. White is the Viet­
namese color of mourning. 

ership of the National Liberation Front in 
South Vietnam."' 

One wonders whether Mr. Clifford ever 
heard of the fact that most members of the 
Italian, Polish, Austrian, and French CP 
are nominally Catholics and that Stalin 
studied for the priesthood in the Orthodox 
Church. The Vietnamese communists refer 
to Catholics as "superstitious remnants of 
the old order" (Congressional Record, May 
21, 1970, p. 16510.) 

The amazed discovery that not all Caitho­
ucs fled from North Vietnam is extraor­
dinarily naive. There are Catholics and 
Catholics. We don't know how many Catho­
lics have been suppressed since 1954, how 
many have abandoned their faith, and how 
many are wearing camouflage. In any eve:r.t, 
an exodus of half (or two-thirds) of a given 
social group is a very rare event in modern 
history, especially if such mass migration 
occurred in a r-hort period. This migration 
involved approximately 5% of the total pop­
ulation-what would we think if 10 million 
Amerioans left the U.S. within a few weeks? 5 

The implication of Mr. Clifford's "correc­
tion'' is that, after all, Catholocism ls some­
what alien to Asian culture and that the 
communists accommodate with the Bud­
dhists or whatever Asian religion he may have 
in mind. I forego a discussion of religion in 
North Vietnam. But I do want to recall that 
the communists carried out very cruel and 
oomplete persecutions Oif Buddhists in Mon­
golia and Tibet. While some Buddhists join 
or sympathize with communism and others 
don't, the Buddhist religion is just as incom­
patible with the communist doctrine as is 
Catholicism. And it isn't just the Catholics 
who resist communism in South Vietnam. 

In Europe the question has arisen whether 
the nazis really gassed six million Jews or a 
significantly lower number. There have been 
occasional voices who asserted that no Jew 
was killed in an extermination program but 
no one, inch.~ding most of the apologists for 
the nazis, takes this denial seriously. It is a 
perfectly legitimate historical question 
whether the Jewish death toll really was six 
million, and it is a proper task to establish 
the exact number. 

The most thorough job on this question 
was done by Paul Rassinier in Le Drame des 
Juifs Europeens (Paris, 1964), Rassinier 
spent 19 months in nazi camps and he was 
a socialist, hence he did not aim to white­
wash the nazis. His conclusion ls that the 
toll of extermination was 1.5 million, possibly 
as low as 900,000. 

It must be observed that with the German 
arclilves accessible to the author, with in­
formation worked up by Jewish agencies, and 
numerous other data, including claims for 
compensation, Rassinier found it impossible 
to establish an exact number. All I can say 
is that I devoutly hope the lowest figures 
is the most accurate. 

Rassinier's "lowest" and "reasonable" 
figures can be compared with Mr. Kahin's 
"best estimate" and Mr. Nixon's figure. 

BLOOD BATH TOLL 

Nazis 
Low count: 1 victim per 300 of population." 
High count:1 1 victim per 200 of popula­

tion. 

" According to the Cornell Committee of 
Concerned Asian Scholars, "approximately 
700,000 Catholics ... did move from north­
ern Vietnam to southern Vietnam". They ex­
plained that this represented two-thirds of 
the Catholic population of North Vietnam. 
(Congressional Record, June l, 1970, p. 17739. 

5 Tibetan refugees in India, Bhutan, Nepal, 
and Sikkim number about 75,000 persons or 
6% of the population of Tibet. 

e Nazi-occupied Europe. 
1 Rassinier's 1.5 million, not 6 million. 

North Vietnamese Communists 
Low oount: 1 victim per 1,000 Oif popula­

tion. 
High count: 1 victim per 150 8 Oif popula­

tion. 
It should be noted that the nazi figures 

cover some 4 years, while the Vietnamese 
figures apply only to the massacre of 1956. 
This was the massacre about which General 
V:o Nguyen Giap said: "We ... executed too 
many honest people ... Worse still, torture 
ca.me to be regarded as a norm.al practice 
during party reorganization." 9 

If statistics of this sort are disputed, not 
for the purpose of historical accuracy but 
f-0r the purpose of formulating policy, I sub­
mit that such macabre arguments are use­
less and nauseating. To determine policy, 
accuracy is impossible, because the facts are 
only partially known; and utterly unneces­
sary, because precise numbers do not affect 
the nature of the crime. To define the char­
acter of the nazi regime, it was merely nec­
essary to find out what the na.zis stated om­
cially and what their policy was, to prove or 
dis.prove the existence of concentration and 
extermination camps, and to establish that 
people, in whatever numbers, were trans­
ported to those camps and never were found 
again. A few witnesses and a few confes­
sions on a few murders clinched the case. 
Needless to say that extermination was not 
only applied to Jews and Gypsies but to 
other groups as well. 

The case of soviet extermination policies 
also is well established, although soviet files 
are not available. What, for example, would 
one expect is the life expectancy of a prisoner 
in a camp on Nova.ya Zemlya? 

With respect to Vietnam, all the basic in­
formation that needs to be known was put 
in the record by Senator Allott in the form 
of ofiicial Hanoi broadcasts, North Viet­
namese legislation, and the formulation of 
the concept of "blood debt". There a.re, 
moreover, witnesses of exterminations in the 
North and of exterminations in the South, 
like in Hue, as well as corpora delicti. (In 
Red Ohina mass executions are often put on 
TV.) The terroristic or criminal character of 
the North Vietnamese regime, therefore, 1s 
just as firmly established as that of the nazi 
and soviet regimes. Note that the United 
States had no doubts about the criminal in­
tentions and character of the nazi regime as 
of 1935, when the Nuernberg legislation was 
enacted, six to seven years before the sys­
tematic killlngs began. 

Mr. Douglas Pike, whose knowledge of this 
problem is unsurpassed, has determined 
from communist documents that 15 cate­
gories of citizens are falling "within the 
scope of the assassination program". I! 
strictly applied to South Vietnam, this list 
would include at least S million victims. 
"This probably ls what Col. Tran Van Pac, 
the highest ranking hoi chanh, meant when 
he said, 'there are three million South Viet­
namese on the (communist) blood debt 
list'." 

The same defector, a party member for 
24 years, was quoted by Donald Rochlen, a 

s The late Bernhard Fall, a very knowledge­
able expert, stated ·that with respect to the 
summer of 1956, "the best-educated 
guesses ... are that probably close to 50,000 
North Vietnamese were executed ... and that 
at least twice as many were arrested and sent 
to forced labor camps." (Congressional Rec­
ord, May 21, p. 16506.) 

9 Nhan Dan, October 31, 1956, quoted from 
Hoang Van Chi, p. 210. Khrushchev, also in 
1956, confessed Stalin's crimes. During the 
same period, Mao Tse-tung instituted the 
"100 flowers" campaign. Since that period, 
communist spokesmen have become more re­
oalcitrant when talking on terrorism. 
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foreign service officer who has studied the 
problem since 1964. According to Rochlen, 
the defector thinks that 3 to 5 million would 
be killed. Rochlen added: "I think about a 
million woUld be killed and another million 
woUld wish they were dead." (Congressional 
Becorct, May 21, 1970, pp. 16510 and 16618.) 

According to figures disclosed by Mr. Pike, 
about 2 % of the population of Hue and sur­
roundings were killed during 26 days in 1968. 
An estimated half of this figure was murdered 
before the communists fled, in order to leave 
no witnesses. The others were eliminated dur­
ing the first phase of the operation as "ty­
rants" and "enemies of the revolution"; and 
as "sociial negatives" and "imperialist lackeys" 
during the second or "social reconstruction 
phase". This operation shows many similari­
ties with the Katyn murders which were 
thoroughly investigated by Congress. Of par­
ticular significance is that in both cases, the 
intelligentsia was the prime target of an­
nihilation. (The Katyn murders fooled Mr. 
Averell Harriman, then American Ambassa­
dor to the USSR.) 

The Hue example shows that a blood bath 
in which at least one per cent of the popula­
tion is killed, must be expected within the 
first few hours of a communist take-over. 
The major and sustained liquidations fol­
low during consolidation of communist power 
and throughout the entire period of commu­
nist rule. 

Again, we don't need such macabre esti­
mates. The certainty of a blood bath was ac­
cepted by Senator McGovern who has pro­
posed that the endangered individuals be al­
lowed to emigrate to the U.S. and elsewhere. 

Three additiorual points. (1) The prolonged 
war has necessarily lengthened the "blood 
debt list". The oonununists are not about to 
allow any of their more able enemies to "live 
happily thereafter", and they must disarm 
all unreliable military units. Some of those 
who are willing to switch sides will be ac­
cepted-after prolonged "re-education"; 
others won't be accepted. In 1954-1956, the 
task was not to liquidate a wax like the pres­
ent one. 

(2) The problem cannot be reduced to one 
single blood bath. A communist dictatorship 
is engaged in permanent and unceasing 
purges. Forced labor camps and executions 
of political opponents are as communist as 
free speech and regularly scheduled elections 
are American. 

(3) In their customary purges, the com­
munists never forget to include a goodly 
number of pal'lty members who until a few 
hours before their execution were in per­
fectly good standing. Some purges have been 
directed exclusively against the party. So far 
as I know this has not yet happened in North 
Vietnam, though Ho Chi Minh was quite 
adept in eliminating his opponents. The im­
plication is that if the Ha.not dictatorship 
wins, many members of the so-called Na­
tional Liberation Front and of the Vietcong 
wlll be killed; while most of the internal secu­
rity personnel of the Saigon regime will be 
taken over, just as many Gestapo officers 
found a haven in East Germany-this sort 
of thing is routine among the communists. 

I do not, of course, regard this threat to 
the communists as an argument for turning 
South Vietnam over to North Vietnam. 

But the deliberate superficiality or decep­
tiveness with which problems of mass mur­
der are treated in the current debate is be­
neath contempt. 

Finally, one additional aspect of the prob­
lem which has been systematically ignored: 
the refugee influx from communist-con­
trolled areas in South Vietnam. There have 
been a total of 3,500,000 refugees in South 
Vietnam, many of whom fled to protect 
themselves against the ravages of war. A 
portion of those refugees came from V.C.­
controlled villages. Since escapes from V.C. 
areas are punishable by death, these people 

showed up in our areas whenever the VC's 
were put to flight. 

How many South Vietnamese did flee from 
the communists? Some 400 villages of 2,500 
are now under communist control and they 
harbor about 10 % of the total population 
or roughly 1,750,000. On the assumption 
that villages average the same size, there 
should be 2 .8 million in those communist 
villages. Hence 1 million would have fled 
from the communists. If we assume that 
the villages in the mountain areas are 20 % 
below average in the numbers of inhabi­
tants. the number of refugees from the VC 
areas would be 500,000. From these numbers 
must be deducted those whom the VC 
purged in the villages, especially all former 
office holders and all natural leaders. 

The statistical games about the number 
of murder victims and the dishonest at­
tempts to belittle the size of communist 
terrorism are disgusting. I hate that people 
who are wrong and hypocritical give advice 
on what's right. 

FOURTH OF JULY ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR KENNEDY 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, this past 
July 4, we celebrated our 194th birthday 
as the "home of the free and land of the 
brave." This pause to renew our national 
pledge of allegiance came at a point in 
our history when increasing domestic 
tensions, mutual distrust, and open hos­
tility have caused separations and divi­
sions among our people and set citizen 
against citizen, black against white, and 
generation against generation. In the 
summer of 1970 too much of the Nation's 
collective energy has been directed to­
ward the escalation of rhetorical chal­
lenges, denunciations, and shrill epithets 
rather than to issue the common call to 
meet the issues and crises which threat­
en us all. 

In this period of domestic dissent and 
abrasive division, patriotism and the 
American flag have been wrenched from 
their symbolic meaning and purpose and 
have been used as political tools to casti­
gate and inflame passion. This misuse of 
elements of our national heritage has 
been perpetrated by all extremes of our 
political and social spectrum. The flag 
that is torn and desecrated can no more 
be condoned than the cry of patriotism 
that is used to justify the beating of those 
of differing political beliefs. 

On this Fourth of July, the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) 
called the attention of Americans to the 
fact that the flag has been the symbol of 
this Nation's unity, not its divisions, and 
that patriotism has been the unifying 
force which has rallyed this Nation in 
the pursuit of its ideals and the defense 
of its freedom. In this speech to the cit­
izens of Wakefield, Mass., Senator KEN­
NEDY reminded us that--

The flag is a symbol around which (we) 
can rally citizens of all persuasions, nation­
alities, and beliefs. The flag is big enough to 
furl around us all. The flag is the soul of 
America. By standing under the flag, we know 
that all our divisions are shallow compared 
to the deep and common faith we share. 
Standing under the flag, we are no longer 
white Americans or black Americans, rich or 
poor, old or young, soldiers or civilians. We 
are just Americans, sharing our common 
heritage and moving toward our common 
destiny. 

Senator KENNEDY'S reminder was that 
we must continue to put patriotism and 
the meaning of the flag in our hearts 
and our daily actions rather than on our 
sleeves. A symbol requires constant at­
tention and renewal to maintain its 
meaning and power. That continual in­
fusion of spirit and energy is required 
of all of us. 

Senator KENNEDY'S speech is as appro­
priate in August of 1970 as on the Fourth 
of July. I ask unanimous consent that 
the text of his message be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
FOURTH OF JULY, 1970 ADDRESS BY SENATOR 

EDWARD M. KENNEDY, WAKEFIELD, MASS. 

I am pleased to be here with so many 
friends in Wakefield to celebrate the 194th 
anniversary of the birth of America. Today, 
throughout the land, in all our splendid 
cities, in every town, village and hamlet, 
Americans pause to observe another Fourth 
of July. And it is reasurring for the future 
of our country to know that in the busy 
struggle for existence, and the terrible stress 
of the times, we can lay aside the material 
things of life to pledge allegiance to the flag, 
to recall the great principles for which we 
stand, and to ask how we may better serve 
our country. 

The Revolutionary War won us our exist­
ence as a nation. The Civil War ratified it 
and confirmed it in the blood of our own 
people. The two World Wars evidenced to the 
world that Americans were willing to fight 
any foe, and to die that our ideals and prin­
ciples of government might live. 

Today is the day we recall the great men 
of our past--men who held high the torch 
of freedom in the snows of Valley Forge, the 
rolling hills of Gettysburg, the mud of Fland­
ers Field, the beaches of Normandy, the sands 
of Iwo Jima. Tyrants in other lands have had 
the lesson driven home that the flag of the 
United States, though soft in texture, rep­
resents the confined strength, dedication and 
fury of millions of citizens in a just nation 
under God. 

But today, on this Fourth of July, we can­
not sit back and simply enjoy the glorious 
history of America. Fo1· our thoughts today 
are not for America alone. We cannot re­
joice as Americans when we read in every 
newspaper and hear on every radio and see 
on every television broadcast the news of 
bloodshed in Indochina, war in the Middle 
East, and tyranny in half the world. When­
ever suffering humans are yearning to be free, 
whenever pain and want live side-by-side 
with happiness and wealth, when the op­
pressor is on the march-at such a time as 
this, it is impossible for us to be both Amer­
ican and indifferent. Before we immerse 
ourselves in the pure joy we have always felt 
as Americans each year at this birthday cele­
bration of us all, we must pause and reflect 
on who we are, what we stand for, and why 
we love our nation and our flag. 

The second paragraph of the Declaration 
of Independence sums up, as well as any 
other statement I know, the fixed star by 
which America has always guided itself 
throughout the noble history of our land. 
When John Hancock from Braintree and 
his eloquent compatriots from the 13 colonies 
met in Philadelphia and affixed their sig­
natures to that Declaration, they were tell­
ing us what millions of Americans down 
through the last two centuries have lived 
for and died by: 

"We hold these truths to be self-evident~ 
that all men are created equal, that they 
are endowed by their Creator with certain 
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1nal1enable rights, that ~mong these are 
Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happiness." 

Today, as rarely before, America ls a na­
tion divided against itself by the cry for 
peace abroad, and the cry for justice and 
equality at home. Prophets of doom proclaim 
the end of the American era. But today of all 
days, we can begin to stand up against that 
tide. We cannot allow our divisions to mask 
our common ideals, our dissent to mask our 
·common goals and heritage. Like the Blbll­
cal shepherd, we concentrate on finding the 
lost sheep, but we are secure in the knowl­
edge that the rest of the flock ls safe. 

America has grown great, and it has grown 
great because it has been diverse. The um­
brella of our Constitution is broad enough 
to tolerate the broadest possible range of 
peaceful change and protest. It is no ac­
cident that our founding fathers chose the 
phrase "E pluribus unum"--one out of 
many-as the motto of the new nation they 
were creating. 

We are all one people, joined together by 
our common differences and by the ideals on 
which our nation was founded. In spite of the 
angry partisan patriotism-left and right, 
North and South-that the divisions in 
America have generated in recent years, we 
are still Americans, and the flag is still the 
symbol of our unity. 

The flag is more, however, than the sym­
bol of our unity. It is also the symbol of our 
revolution. To me, it has never been the 
symbol of the stand-patters. It is the symbol 
of progress we have made, a symbol of the 
-change we know must come, a symbol of the 
Spirit of '76. 

Perhaps never before in the history of the 
world has there been an emblem so full of 
the great aspirations of all men everywhere 
as the flag of the United States. Countless 
generations of immigrants have sought a new 
life and new world in America, drawn by the 
stars and stripes and the promise of liberty 
and freedom. 

The flag our fathers received at their citi­
zenship ceremony initiated them into the 
new life of love and freedom, and they went 
forth to build a new nation. Our common 
aspirations today are as boundless as the 
mind of man. They surpass all contemporary 
debate. They exceed even the deepest divi­
sions of our time, because they reflect the 
timeless quest of men to be free, to live in 
a society that is open, where the principles 
of freedom and justice and equality prevail. 

It is for this reason that patriotism and 
the flag can never be the special preserve ot 
any particular party or any particular polit­
ical philosophy. I love the flag no less be­
cause I believe America has lost its way in 
Vietnam. I love the flag no less because I 
want America to move ahead to right the 
wrongs we see in our society at home. Those 
of us who push America on do so out of love 
and hope for the America that can be. We are 
full of the awareness of how much is right 
with America, how much we have done in 
years gone by to fulfill the promise of de­
mocracy for all our people. 

We are not summer soldiers or sunshine 
patriots. We are patriots for all seasons, 
holding up to all Americans the mirror of 
the flag and the ideals it represents. If the 
lights begin to go out in America because 
men can no longer think what they feel and 
say what they think, the lights will begin 
to go out again all over the world, and the 
great experiment of 1776 will fail. 

But America is full of patriots for all sea­
sons who will not let our experiment fail. 
And the flag is a symbol around which can 
rally citizens of all persuasions, nationalities, 
and beliefs. The flag is big enough to furl 
round us all. The flag of America is the soul 
of America. By standing under the flag, we 
know that all our divisions are shallow com­
pared to the deep and common faith we 
share. Standing under the flag, we are no 

longer white Americans or black Americans, 
rich or poor, old or young, soldiers or civil­
ians. We are just Americans, sharing our 
common heritage and moving toward our 
common destiny. 

Too often today, however, when we put 
on the flag, we wear it on the ouside instead 
of the inside, on our sleeve instead of in our 
heart. It is not enough simply to paste the 
flag on our car window and confess "my 
country right or wrong," any more than it 
is enough to fly the flag upside down to pro­
test a national policy. Every American has 
the responsibility to match his country's 
actions against its principles, and to exert his 
strongest influence to help his leaders steer 
the course he thinks is right. 

Those who desecrate the flag are worse. A 
crime against the flag ls a crime against 
everything for which we stand, a crime 
against our past, against our future. It is as 
bad to use the flag to beat a demonstrator for 
peace as it ls to tear the flag to demonstrate 
for peace. 

In the midst of all our current troubles, 
it helps to know that we have overcome 
dangers in our past far more serious than 
any we face today. And somehow, because we 
succeeded so well in the past, we have man­
aged to persuade ourselves that those crises 
were not as terrible as the ones we face today. 
In our nature as Americans, we are a modest 
and unassuming people. We always minimize 
our past success and maximize our present 
danger. But we are also an optimistic people, 
a people capable of tapping unknown sources 
of energy and commitment to meet new dan­
gers that appear. If we see further today, and 
we can do more today, it ls because we stand 
on the shoulders of the giants of our history. 
They remind us of the greatness of our past, 
and they give us new strength to meet our 
future. In the face of all the challenges 
around us, the greatest sin is inaction. We 
have the strength to meet our task, if only we 
have the will. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERIORATION 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President. the Na­
tional Governors' Conference is pres­
ently meeting at Lake of the Ozarks, Mo. 
In the next several days, the Governors 
will be considering a number of proposed 
policy statements developed by their 
Committee on Natural Resources and 
Environmental Management which deal 
with the coordinated governmental 
mechanisms requisite national attitudes 
necessary to begin to come to grips with 
the massive and expanding problems of 
environmental deterioration that chal­
lenge this Nation. 
· The 10 proposed policy statements 
recommended by this committee, chaired 
by the Honorable William L. Guy, Gov­
ernor of North Dakota. offer a significant 
agenda of many of the issues associated 
with effective environmental policies and 

· management. Individually, the 10 pro­
posals focus on the requirements for: 

First. Comprehensive national plan­
ning and coordination of activities; 

Second, the need for national goals in 
the fields of ecology, environment, con­
servation, and population; 

Third, · the placement of more respon­
sibility for planning and action at the 
State and local level; 

Fourth, increased and more relevant 
educational efforts in environment, con­
servation, and population; 

Fifth, a national voluntary popula­
tion distribution policy; 

Sixth, a national and State policy on 
coastal zone planning and management; 

Seventh, a change in national atti­
tudes toward non-replaceable natural re­
sources; 

Eighth, a policy for State land use 
planning; 

Ninth, full funding and implementa­
tion of State comprehensive outdoor rec­
reation plans; and 

Tenth. a revitalization for forestry ef­
forts on a national basis by all owner­
ships. 

Without specifically endorsing any one 
of these policy statement proposals, I 
would like to commend the Committee on 
Natural Resources and Environmental 
Management and the National Gover­
nors' Conference for making these issues 
an important part of their deliberations. 
It is certainly a reflection of their con­
cern for improving the quality of the en­
vironment and the quality of life for all 
our citizens. It is also a recognition of 
the role which State and local units of 
government must play in the coordinated 
efforts that will be needed to end the 
senseless and disasterous destruction of 
our natural life support systems. 

So that the full text of these proposed 
policy statements which will be presented 
to the Governors• Conference this week 
may be brought to the attention of the 
Congress. I ask unanimous consent that 
the policy statements of the Committee 
on Natural Resources and Environmental 
Management of the National Governors' 
Conference be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state­
ments were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
POLICY STATEMENTS: COMMITTEE ON NATURAL 

RESOURCES AND ENVmONMENTAL MANAGE­
MENT 

COMPREHENSIVE NATIONAL PLANNING AND CO­
ORDINATION IS NEEDED 

There ls need for a Cabinet level Depart­
ment of National Planning directly under 
the President of the United States, who is 
our Chief Planner. Such a department would 
be responsible for directing and coordinating 
all federal planning in all national and fed­
eral activities. The National Department of 
Planning would include environment and 
conservation as essential ingredients to the 
planning in every field of national concern. 

This department to be effective might con­
tain several closely related bureaus or divi­
sions such as the Ofil.ce of Management and 
Budget; Division of Basic Data and Projec­
tions; Division of State-Federal Planning Re­
lations; Division of Ecological, Environment 
and Conservation Planning; and other divi­
sions representing substantial pieces of the 
national planning action. 

Such a Cabinet level Department of Plan­
ning would assist the President in develop­
ing national goals and would see to it that 
such goals were considered by all federal 
agencies in their planning and programing. 

There is dire need for massive and com­
prehensive planning-and coordination of ef­
fort in many broad fields such as Environ­
ment, Conservation, Population Distribution, 
Transportation, Crime Control, and many 
others. 

There will always be inadequate, frac­
tlona ted, and uncoordinated planning and 
programing taking place at the federal level 
until a mechanism such as a Cabinet level 
Department of National Planning is de­
veloped to enable the President to gain con­
trol and direction of his administration's 
planning efforts. 

A Cabinet level Department of National 
Planning should not be confused with pro­
posals for a national department of federal 
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government management. The two depart­
ments' functions would be very different. 

Nor should it be construed that a De­
partment of National Planning would take 
over individual federal agency or state gov­
ernment responsibility in the field of plan­
ning. 

States and the private sector, as well as 
the many federal agencies, will always have 
trouble developing their local plans in en­
vironment, conservation, and population 
distribution until there is a strong, uni­
fied Department of National Planning. 

A single federal agency to which all state 
planning efforts could be directed for fed­
eral planning grants and planning matching 
funds would be pref'erable to the present sys­
tem of requiring the states to shop through 
many federal agencies administering many 
federal programs to obtain federal planning 
funds. 

NATIONAL GOALS ARE NEEDED 

There is a need for the President and 
Congress to set National Goals in the fields 
of Ecology, Environment, Conservation, and 
Population. It would simplify the direction 
of state and local efforts if they could mesh 
their goals with national goals. These goals 
should stand out as signal fiags on the hal­
yards of our ship of state so that all could 
see them and understand them. 

STRONG STATES IN THE FEDERAL SYSTEM 

ARE NEEDED 

There must be a constant recognition of 
the need to place as much responsib111ty as 
possible in planning and action at the state 
and local levels. The unique abilities of state 
and local government to recognize priorities 
at the grass roots level should be respected 
and understood by the federal government. 
State governments should be permitted to 
set higher minimum standards than the fed­
eral government in the fields of environ­
mental management and conservation. 

The states need as much fiexibll1ty as pos­
sible in adjusting state and local programs 
to those needs unique to the area, economy, 
etc. Therefore, the block grant approach 
to federal planning and action funds dis­
bursement is preferred over categorical 
grants. 
MORE RELEVANT EDUCATIONAL EFFORTS IN 

ENVmONMENT, CONSERVATION, AND POPULA• 
TION ARE NEEDED 

We must recognize the urgent need for the 
teaching of environment, conservation, and 
population as a major basic educational re­
quirement in primary, secondary, and higher 
education. Curricula of traditional offerings 
at all levels of education need to be examined 
for their relevance to the rapidly changing 
conditions of environment, natural resources, 
and population. 

The competition for students' attention to 
a wide range of study matter should not be 
allowed to prevent a full understanding of 
the natural forces at play on this planet. 
Too often in the past, students have not been 
adequately taught the subjects of enViron­
ment, conservation and population, and have 
not learned the interrelationship of these 
subjects. Yet failure to understand this rela­
tionship could possibly spell mankind's doom 
if informed action based on knowledge is not 
taken by the public. 

States should require a constant updating 
of educational curricula in order to 
strengthen the offerings in environment, con­
servation and population. 

A NATIONAL VOLUNTARY POPULATION 
DISTRIBUTION POLICY IS NEEDED 

The United States needs to develop a na­
tional policy on voluntary population dis­
tribution. It is now projected that the popu­
lation of the Unitect States will rise from 200 
million people at present to more than 300 
million people by the year 2000. 

Our nation has practiced population dis­
tribution incentives in the past through such 

devices as the Homestead Aet. A new and 
fresh approach to population distribution 
at the present time ls needed. 

Th"' social and economic problems of over­
populated areas include ghettos, poverty, 
mass transit demands, overloaded educa­
tronal, health, and recreational services, pol­
lution of air and water, increased crime, and 
a growing level of individual frustration and 
nervous tensions. 

On the other hand, underpopulated areas 
are suffering high economic and social costs 
as well. These costs a.re brought on by an 
inadequate tax base and too few people to 
support necessary institutions on a com­
munity basis such as schools, churches, hos­
pitals, recreational areas. etc. 

Environmental management and conserva­
tion become excessively costly because of the 
severe population imbalance between the 
overpopulated states and those which are 
underpopulated. 

The federal government, through its inad­
vertent and uncoordinated planning and pro­
grams, is one of the major factors in crea-ting 
population 1mbalance. 

There are remedies that should be at­
tempted to alleviate population imbalance. 
Subsidized low interest rates could be offered 
on loans for industrial expansion in under­
popula.ted areas. Manpower tradning pro­
grams to assure an employee supply to in­
dustries which would expand outside of 
congested areas could be implemented. A re­
vamping of the Interstate Commerce Com­
mission freight rates, which now make eco­
nomic expansion virtually impossible in some 
underpopulated areas, could be adjusted to 
permit industrial expansion in underdevel­
oped areas. 

Federal tax incentives might be given to 
industries that locate away from overpopu­
lated areas. Special federal grant programs to 
strengthen the desirability of living in under­
populated areas might be made. Grants for 
educational, health and recreational services 
necessary in order to attract people to live in 
areas now considered underpopulated would 
lessen the cost an"Cl !burden of t-rying to pro­
vide these same services to the sa.me people 
if these people are attracted to densely .popu­
lated areas. 
NATIONAL AND STATE COASTAL ZONE POLICY 

PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT ARE NEEDED 

(a) National Coastal zone Management: 
The coastal zone presents one of the most 

perplexing environment.al management chal­
lenges. The thirty-one states which border 
on the Oceans and the Great Lakes contain 
seventy-five percent of our nation's popula­
tion. The pressures of population a.nd eco­
nomic development threaten to overwhelm 
the balanced and best use of the invaluable 
and irreplaceable coastal resources in natu­
ral, economic, a.nd aesthetic terms. 

To resolve these pressures, two actions a.re 
required. First, an administrative and legal 
framework must be developed to promote bal• 
a.nee among coastal activities based on scien­
tific, economic, and social considerations. 
This would entail mediating the differences 
between conflicting uses and overlapping 
poll tical jurisdictions. 

Second, efforts must be made to gain ad­
ditional knowledge of the nature o'f the 
coastal zoning and the multiple effects that 
different uses would have upon our environ­
ment. 

States must assume primary responsibil­
ity for assuring that the public interest is 
served in the multiple use of the land and 
water of the costal zone. Local government 
cannot be expected to cope with the broad 
spectrum of interelated coastal problems, nor 
can local political subdivisions be expected 
to make .their judgments consistent with 
those of many interlocking political juris­
dictions. 

Coastal states, because of unique condi­
tions existing along their shorelines, have 

advantages in coping with coastal zone plan­
ning and :management that the federal gov­
ernment does not have. The federal govern­
ment, however, should establish incentives 
and assistance to help the coastal states pre­
pare plans and action. 

The ultimate success of a coastal manage­
ment program Will depend on the effective 
cooperation of federal, state, regional, and 
local agencies. At the federal level, this 
would require the development of goals and 
an administrative framework which would 
avoid the existing duplication, confiict, and 
piecemeal approach that is too often typical 
of federal planning assistance programs. Any 
'federal legislation which attempts to estab­
lish a coastal program must allow states the 
necessary flexibility for creating manage­
ment instruments most suited to their spe­
cific conditions. 

Basic to a coastal management program 
are the funds necessary to plan and take 
action. The requirements for coastal zoning 
management are so urgently needed in the 
nation's interest that federal monies must be 
made available to the states at a level which 
w1ll not only provide incentive, but will allow 
an adequate program to be developed based 
on federal, state and local participation. 

Any attempt to diminish the federal finan­
cial participation or to shift the burden to 
the states will result in irreparable delay and 
inadequacy in bringing under control the 
serious coastal environment and natural re­
source conservation problems. 

(B) Coastal States Organization: 
In recognition of the need for preserving 

the invaluable and irreplaceable marine re­
sources of the nation, and in response to the 
National Governors' Conference policy state­
ment calling for the formation of a maritime 
states organization to pursue those ends, the 
Coastal States Organization was established. 

Among its responsibilities, the Organiza­
tion will: 

(a) contribute to the development of 
common policy regarding national coastal 
zone management legislation and programs, 
e.nd serve as spokesman for the maritime 
states, territories, and trust territories on 
marine and coastal affairs; 

(b) provide mutual assistance is solving 
common state and intermarine resource 
problems; 

( c) serve as a clearinghouse for informa­
--tion relative to marine activities of the mem­
ber states. 

In affirmation of the responsib111ties and 
powers of the states in the management of 
marine and coastal affairs, and in recognition 
of the purpose of the Coastal States Orga­
nization to further these goals, the Governors 
urge all eligible states to become members 
of the Organization, and encourage the full 
cooperation of all states, fnland as well as 
coastal, in the efforts of the Organization. 
A CHANGE IN NATIONAL ATTITUDES TOWARD NON-

REPLACEABLE NATURAL RESOURCES IS NEEDED 

There is a growing need to establish a new 
attitude in America among consumers which 
differentiates between quality of living and 
standards of living, as well as quantitative 
consumption and quality of life. 

For example, we should examine the wis­
dom of our present system of reduced electric 
power rates as a reward for heavy consump­
tion wben that consumption might be beyond 
the electric consumption needed for a spe-
cific business or residence. _ 

A fiat rate for an adequate amount of elec­
tric energy based on the size of family or 
industrial need could be established. Sharply 
rising rates for electric consumption above 
the adequate standard set would provide a 

. penalty for that waste which does not con­
tribute to our economy or to the quality 
of living . . 

The consumption of non-replaceable coal 
in the thermo-generation of electricity which 
is wasted does not add to the quality of llfe 
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and is an example of squandering natural 
resources without significant benefits to 
mankind. 

Waste of fresh water cannot be tolerated 
indefinitely. Less than one percent of the 
water on the face of the earth is potable. In 
the face of rising populations and per capita 
water use, we are faced with the need to con­
serve our precious water resources by elim­
inating unnecessary waste. Wasted water 
adds nothing to our quality of living. 

The same principle which applies to the 
wa&teful use of electric energy and potable 
water can be applied to the use of petroleum 
products in our automobile engines. States 
should consider a policy Of encouraging 
smaller but adequate engines through 
sharply graduated license fees which discour­
age larger than necessary engines that do not 
contribute to the quality of living. There are 
far too many vehicles in use today which 
wastefully consume t he non-replaceable 
crude oil resource and add unnecessary pol­
lutants to the air. 

The national attitude which equates some 
forms of waste with a high quality of life 
needs to be changed. Waste does not add to 
the quality of life, but in fact denies a high 
quality of life to future generations. 

STATE LAND USE PLANNING IS NEEDED 

There is an interest and need for a more 
efficient and comprehensive system of na­
tional and statewide land use planning and 
decision-making. The proliferating transpor­
tation system, large soale industrial and eco­
nomic growth, conflicts in emerging pat­
terns of land use, the fragmentation of gov­
ernmental entities exercising land use plan­
ning powers, and the increased size, scale and 
impact of private actions have created a sit­
uation in which land use management de<:i­
sions of national, regional and statewide 
concern are being made on the basis of ex­
pediency, tradition, short term economic 
considerations, and other factors which are 
often unrelated to the real concerns of a 
sound land use policy. 

Across the nation, a failure to conduct 
sound land use planning has required public 
and private enterprise to delay, litigate, and 
cancel proposed public utility and indus­
trial and commercial developments because 
of unresolved land use questions, thereby 
causing an unnecessary waste of human and 
economic resources and a threa.t to public 
services, often resulting in decisions to lo­
cate ut1llties and industrial and commercial 
activities in the area of least public and 
political resistance, but without regard to 
relevant environmental and economic con­
siderations. 

The land use decisions of the Federal Gov­
ernment often have a tremendous impact 
upon the environment and the patterns of 
develbpment in local communities; that the 
substance and the nature of a national land 
use policy ought to be formulated upon an 
expression of the needs and interests of State, 
regional, and local government, as well as 
those of the Federal Government. Federal 
land use decisions require greater participa­
tion by state and local government to insure 
that they are in accord with the highest and 
best standards of land use management and 
the desires and aspirations of state and local 
government. 

The promotion of the general welfare, and 
to provide for the full and wise application 
of the resources of the Federal Government 
in strengthening the environmental, eco­
nomic and social well-being of the people of 
the United States, we believe, is a continuing 
responsibility of the Federal Government, 
but should be consistent with and recognize 
the responsib111ty of state and local govern­
ment for land use planning and management. 

There should be undertaken the develop­
ment of a national policy, to 'Qe known as 
the National Land-Use Polley, which shall 
incorporate environmental, economic, social 

and other appropriate factors. Such policy 
shall serve as a guide in making specific de­
cisions at the national level which affect the 
pattern of environmental and industrial 
growth and development on the federal 
lands, and shall provide a framework for de­
velopment of interstate, state and local land 
use policy. 

The National Land Use Policy should: 
1. Foster the continued economic growth 

of all states and regions of the United 
States; 

2. Favor patterns of land use planning, 
management and development which are in 
accord with sound environmental principles 
and which offer a range of alternative loca­
tions for specific activities and encourage the 
wise and balanced use of the nation's land 
and water resources; 

3. Favorably influence patterns of popula­
tion distribution in a manner such that a 
wide range of scenic, environmental and cul­
tural amenities are available to the American 
people; 

4. Contribute to carrying out the federal 
responsibility for revitalizing existing rural 
communities and encourage, where appropri­
ate, new communities which offer diverse 
opportunities and diversity Of living styles; 

5. Assist state government to assume re­
spons1b111ty for major land use planning and 
management decisions which are of regional 
interstate, and national concern; 

6. Fac11itate increased coordination in the 
administration of federal programs so as to 
encourage desirable patterns of environ­
mental, recreational, and industrial land use 
planning; and 

7. Systematize methods for the exchange of 
land use, environmental and e<:onomic in­
formation in order to assist all levels Of gov­
ernment in the development and imple­
mentation of the National Land Use Policy. 

Intelllgent land use planning and manage­
ment provides the single most important in­
stitutional device for preserving and enhanc­
ing the environment and for maintaining 
conditions capable of supporting a quality 
life while providing the material means nec­
essary to improve the national standard of 
living. 
FULL FUNDING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF STATE 

COMPREHENSIVE OUTDOOR RECREATION PLANS 

IS NEEDED 

Remaining undespoiled natural areas of 
wetlands, forests, plains, deserts, and moun­
tains are being exploited and despoiled at 
an alarming rate. The expenditure of outdoor 
reactional funds should not be diverted from 
the urgent need to acquire and protect these 
natural areas. 

Crash funding programs that seek to carve 
urban parks in the midst of urban glut dra­
matic examples of inadequate planning. The 
overcoming of inadequate planning in the 
past through crash programs should not be 
allowed, through the monopoly of limited 
funds , to perpetuate inadequate planning, 
insufficient preservation, and too little and 
too late acquisition for future generations. 

Full funding and implementation of state 
comprehensive outdoor recreation plans is 
the best means of solving both short-run and 
long-run recreational problexns of megalopo­
lis. 

A REVITALIZATION OF FORESTRY BY ALL 
OWNERSHIPS IS NEEDED 

There is an urgent need to revitalize for­
estry efforts nationally on all ownerships. The 
timber supply situation has pointed up the 
need for strong direction by the Administra­
tion. 

The future demands for lumber and forest 
products will provide increased competition 
between the many uses of a shrinking forest 
land base. There are presently substantial 
acreages of state, private and federal lands 
potentially capable of producing forest prod­
ucts, but are in need of reforesting. 

Proven timber management practices could 

be instituted by the Forest Service and the 
Bureau of Land Management, other public 
and private forest management agencies to 
promote increased or high yield timber 
growth on existing timber-producing lands, 
provided funds were made available for this 
purpose. 

The federal and state governments need to 
establish a policy to encourage reforesting of 
denuded publicly owned commercial forest 
lands. 

Existing programs need to be strengthened 
to offer greater inducements for private land­
owners to reforest their lands. A great num­
ber of public values would thus accrue, be­
yond those to the landowner individually. 
Such benefits as establishing and improving 
watersheds and water quality, arresting soil 
erosion, improving flood control and stream 
sedimentation, wildlife habitat and recrea­
tional opportunities would result. The in­
creased fiber would contribute to the housing 
needs of a growing nation. 

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION IS IN 
ALL RESPECTS CONSISTENT WITH 
THE CONSTITUTION, THE LAWS, 
AND THE IDEALS OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

American Bar Association's section on 
individual rights and responsibilities has 
recently published an extensive report 
on the Genocide Convention. The report 
delves into the varied criticisms of the 
Convention and the consequences of rat­
ification. After careful study of the 
treaty the section unconditionally ap­
proved the convention and urged the 
Senate to work toward ratification as 
quickly as possible. 

Section IV of the report deals with the 
major objections to the treaty, as ex­
pressed from the days of its inception. I 
think this particular passage in the re­
port is especially cogent and timely; 
therefore, I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IV. THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION ls IN ALL 

RESPECTS CONSISTENT WITH THE CoNSTITU• 
TION, THE LAWS, AND THE !DEALS OF THE 

UNITED STATES 

A. THE GENERAL OBJECTIONS TO THE GENOCIDE 

CONVENTION MADE IN 1949-50 ARE WHOLLY 
OBSOLETE TODAY 

The opposition to the Genocide treaty at 
the Senate hearings twenty years ago cen­
tered around three main points.38 First, a 
general opposition to the "new concept" of 
government action by tre81ties. During the 
next two decades, the United States has en­
tered into some 4,000 international agree­
ments, without any noticeable diininution 
of its sovereign independence, nor any no­
ticeable debasement of its standards to an 
international average. That treaties are the 
modern means of developing international 
law, just as statutes are the modern means 
of developing state and federal law, has been 
noted earlier, and hardly requires demon­
stration. If some felt nervous or cautious in 
1949 about stepping on the new ground of 
multila.teral treaties, including treaties af­
fecting indiv:iduals, that fear is no longer 
justlfted. On the contrary, the only concern 
a United States citizen should have is that 
this country not be left out as the docu­
ments and issues of the new international 
law are drafted, debated, interpreted and 
applied.37 

Footnotes at end of article. 



August 11, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENA TE 28251 
Second, the opposition expressed the fear 

that by treaties in genera.I, and by the Geno­
cide Convention in particular, Article 2(7) 
of the United Nations Charter, dealing with 
matters "essentially within the domestic 
jurisdiction of states" was being undercut. 
In the words of the ABA Special Committee,as 
"Shall we be governed in internal affairs by 
treaty law or by laws passed by Congress with 
a constitutional basis?" Again the answer has 
already been given. Article 2(7) is in no 
way undercut by the Genocide Convention. 
DOlllestic matters are as out of bounds for 
the United Nations as ever. The only effect 
of the Genocide Convention is to say that 
the issues specified in Articles II and ill 
cover not merely one country, but all coun­
tries. If the United States wants (1) to take 
a complete hands-off attitude if genocide 
should occur somewhere in the world; or 
(2) to foster, shield, or protect the commis­
sion of genocide within the nation's borders, 
then it should certainly not join the Con­
vention. If neither of these attitudes is real, 
then the argument has no appeal whatever. 

Third, the opposition, focusing on certain 
enigma.tic language of Justice Holmes in 
Missouri v. Holland,39 considered that the 
Genocide Convention might be the opening 
wedge in a drive to exceed the legislative 
powers of the Congress vis-a-vis the states 
through use of the treaty power. Whatever 
theoretical merit there might have been with 
respect to this point, discussed for nearly 
ten years in the context of the proposed 
Bricker Amendment,t-0 it has no relevance to 
the Genocide Convention. No one could have 
any doubt about the right of the Congress 
to prohibit genocide. Quite apart from the 
treaty power, the Constitution expressly 
grants to the Congress the power "to define 
and punish Piracies and Felonies committed 
on the high seas and Offences against the 
Law of Nations." u And if anyc>ne suspected 
that the Genocide Convention might be used 
to justify federal legislation in the field of 
oivil rights, the events since 1949 have shown 
that the United States Constitution as cur­
rently understoOd ls quite adequate to sus­
tain any civil rights legislation likely to be 
proposed and passed, and certainly far more 
ample to coverage than any authority pos­
sibly derived from the Genocide Conven­
tion. 

It is conceivable that a claim could have 
been made that depriving a racial group-­
say Negroes or American Indians--0f the 
right to vote or the right to enjoy public 
accommodations is comprehended within 
Article II (b) of the Genocide Convention re­
lated to "mental harm". But this thought is 
hardly more than conceivable: as we have 
seen, the whole thrust of the convention and 
its origin suggest quite different goals; more­
over, Article II (b) like all of the definitions 
of the crime of genocide, is governed by the 
phrase "with intent to destroy", which 
would not seem to apply to even the most 
extreme segregationist measures which may 
be tolerated by statute law in the United 
States.42 At all events the barring of school 
segregation, which was accomplished with­
out any statute,'"q the passage of the Civil 
Rights Acts of 1957 " and 1964 45 and the 
Voting Rights Act of 1965 46 all sustained by 
the Supreme Court, show that blocking the 
Genocide Convention has given and will give 
no comfort to opponents of federal enforce­
ment of rights of minorities, while ratifica­
tion of the Convention will add no powers 
to those the Federal Government already 
possesses. 

Unconnected to the state-federal relation 
in the United States, the objection was also 
made in 1949-50 that the Convention under­
takes to define a crlme for which there would 
be punishment under federal law, without 
concurrence by the House of Representa­
tives. Thls is simply a mlsunderstanding, re­
sulting from a confusion about what is and 
what is not a "self-executing" treaty. In fact, 

ratification of the Convention would obli­
gate the United States internationally to 
pass the necessary implementing legislation, 
making the crimes specified punishable un­
der United States law. Failure by the Con­
gress to enact the implementing legislation 
would leave the United States in breach of 
an international obligation, but in such 
eventuality no one could be tried in the 
United States for a crime not specified in 
the Criminal Code. It is certain that no 
one can be accused of or tried for the crime 
of genocide in the United States until legis­
lation making genocide a crime has been 
adopted in accordance with our domestic 
procedure for passage of a law. 
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Katzenbach v. McOlung, 379 U.S. 294 (1964). 

i6 79 Stat. 437 (1965), 42 U.S.C. § 1973 
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v. Katzenbach, 383 U.S. 301 (1966). 

DISPOSAL OF LETHAL NERVE GAS 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Army 

is going ahead with plans to dump more 
than 131,000 pounds of lethal nerve gas 
into the Atlantic Ocean, 282 miles east 
of Cape Kennedy, Fla. 

The gas is loaded in M-55 rockets, and 
30 of these are sealed into each of 418 
steel and concrete blocks. The nerve 
agent is of the type GB, developed in 
World War II. According to a United 
Nations report, less than a drop of GB 
can paralyze and kill a human being 
within minutes by causing irreversible 
damage to his central nervous system. 

The rockets were encased in concrete 
for disposal at sea after the Army de­
cided to get rid of obsolete chemical 
weapons in the fall of 1968. Had this 
not been done, the Army says, the war­
heads could have been opened and the 
nerve gas easily detoxified. 

At present, studies conducted by the 
National Academy of Sciences and a 
committee headed by Duke University 
scientist Dr. Paul M. Gross, say that 
ocean dumping may be the only feasible 
means of disposal. 

The rocket propellant apparently be­
comes increasingly unstable with age, 
making prolonged aboveground storage 
hazardous. Because of the danger of deto­
nation, drilling and other solutions be­
come quite complicated. 

The Army seems to have created a 
doomsday machine that, once armed, 
cannot be defused. It has literally con­
demned the United States to dropping an 
ecological time bomb into the Atlantic 
Ocean, knowing that some day, in part 
or in whole, it is going to go off. 

One scientist estimates that, as the 
liquid GB is pure and well shielded from 
sunlight, water and other chemicals, 
which it will be for years, there is no 
reason for it not to remain almost perma­
nently stable. This means its killing pow­
er could linger on beneath the sea for 
untold generations. 

The Army says it has exhausted every 
alternative for ridding the world of this 
environmental menace. 

The Gross committee has recommend­
ed that the nerve gas be disposed of by 
August 1 of this year, to avoid leakage 
or explosions. If this deadline does rep­
resent the final safety margin, then time 
has run out. Regardless of technology or 
cost, no other disposal plan could be con­
sidered because it would take too long. 

We have been presented with a solu­
tion that is nothing more than a def er­
ral of the problem into the future. 

The question of all this is, Why was 
any department of the U.S. Government 
able to prepare such a gruesome threat 
to the world's ecology, in complete se­
crecy and with callous disregard for the 
public welfare, and then present it as 
the lesser of several horrible alterna­
tives? Our choice is .this-either we con­
taminate the ocean, or we gamble on 
destroying human lives. 

Even if this shipment is halted 1 706 
identical vaults have already bee~ s~k 
in the Atlantic Ocean east of the Naval 
Ammunition Depot, Earle, N.J., at a 
depth of 7 ,200 feet. What about the 
threat they represent? 

Cler.rly, the United States has been 
shortsighted enough to turn the high 
seas into a lethal garbage dump. 

This is a dramatic example of the Na­
tion's failure, thus far, to establish a 
comprehensive policy to protect the ma­
rine environment. 

The lack of focus of our present ma­
rine policies-a problem that has been 
with us for years-is precisely the rea­
son I have introduced a Senate resolu­
tion to reject the administration's Reor­
ganization Plan 4, which would estab­
lish a National Atmospheric and Oceanic 
Administration in the economic develop­
ment-oriented Department of Com­
merce. 

This action is in no way meant to be 
critical of President Nixon's environ­
mental policies. He has demonstrated his 
strong commitment to environmental 
quality, and his efforts merit the support 
of Congress and the Nation. 

However, until we resolve the question 
of who in the Federal Government is 
going to be rroponsible for protecting 
the sea from present and future threats, 
ranging from the dumping of nerve gas 
offshore to the discharge by industries 
and municipalities of huge quantities of 
wastes into the sea and the proposed 
building of floating airports off some of 
our cities, putting an oceans agency in 
the Department of Commerce strikes me 
as premature and environmentally risky. 
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The deep water environment is fragile 
and composed of a remarkably sensitive 
group of organisms. It must br protected 
rather than exploited, preserved rather 
than polluted. 

If we are to accept the Army's flagrant 
disregard for the welfare of mankind in 
polluting the seas with nerve gas, as it 
appears we may be forced to do, we can 
do so only with a deep sense of shame 
as AmeriC$-\DS. 

OCEANS 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, respon­

sible marine scientists are warning that 
at present rates of pollution, productive 
life in the sea will be destroyed in 50 
years or less. It is with this concern that 
I have questioned the timeliness of the 
President's Reorganization Plan 4 -~ 
establish a National Oceanic and At­
mospheric Administration in the U.S. 
Department of Commerce. There are t~o 
many unresolved questions about who is 
going to be responsible for protecting the 
marine environment in the face of esca­
lating demands on the resources of the 
sea to proceed now to establish the lead 
oceans agency of this Nation in a develC?P­
ment-oriented department. Thus, I m­
trcduced a resolution to reject plan 4 at 
this time until Congress has had the op­
portunity to consider fully the ramifica­
tions of this and other proposed oce~ns 
policy steps, and it is my understanding 
that the resolution will be reported to 
the Senate with either a favorable or a 
negative recommendation for a vote. 

In an editorial last Saturday, the Eve­
ning Star opposed the NOAA in the Com­
merce Department which plan 4 pro­
poses. However, the Star supported the 
Environmental Protection Agency pro­
posed by the President in plan 3. TI:e 
Star's reasoning in taking these two posi­
tions, I think, is quite sound. The edi­
torial said: 

The chief argument favoring the creation 
of EPA-the unification of the effort to pre­
serve the threatened environment-is the 
strongest argument against NOAA. 

In his fact sheet on EPA, the Presi­
dent states that an important reason for 
such an agency is that it would serve 
to "insulate pollution abatement stand­
ard-setting from the promotional in­
terests of other departments." This is 
an excellent point, and it seems to me 
the same principle of separation of en­
vironmental protection functions from 
development functions should apply ~ 
our activities relating to the sea. Yet it 
is not ait al'l clear from the documents 
proposing and explaining plan 4 for 
NOAA in Commerce whether it is in­
tended to be a development agency, an 
environmental protection agency, or 
both. 

And an earlier editorial by the Star, 
on August 2, does an excellent job of 
describing the opportunities and the 
problems that all nations face with re­
gard to the sea. The editorial concludes 
with the very appropriate statement 
that--

we must learn-and learn quickly­
whether the ocean can tolerate the abuse 
we a.re inflicting on it. We must hope that 
.such knowledge does not come too late. 

This is of the utmost importance-if 
we enter the sea in full force wtt.h all our 
technology without first understanding 
and taking account of the environmental 
implications, we will wreak the same 
tragic destruction on this fragile re­
source as we have on land. 

It is necessary that we understand­
and I do not think we understand yet-­
the potential manlc...ind has to affect the 
environment of the sea. A recent ar­
ticle in the New York Times regarding 
plans and research for mining in the 
ocean depths gives an excellent picture 
of our developing marine capabilities. 
I do not quarrel with development of 
marine resources-it is necessary, it will 
come, and it should benefit all mankind. 
But we must in my. view establish the 
necessary environmental priority as 
well-and we must do it at this critical 
early stage in the development of our 
oceans policies. 

As an example of the consequences of 
not doing so, an article in this morning's 
Washington Post quotes a leading expert 
on food and population problems to the 
effect that the ocean beds are already 
being ruined by pollution-ironically, 
even as we look to riches of the sea to 
feed whole nations. "I still believe we 
can enhance the world's food supply 
from the ocean," said Lord Ritchie­
Calder at the third annual Congress of 
Food Science and Technology meeting in 
Washington, "but we are rapidly reduc­
ing our options if we tolerate the kind 
of irresponsible and avaricious ignorance 
which is threatening the living waters of 
the sea." 

These editorials and articles are very 
helpful in informing the public of the 
implications and concerns of our national 
oceans policies and proposals, and I ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed 
in the RECORD at the end of these re­
marks. We should consider now very 
carefully the decisions we make with re­
gard to the sea. We have a unique op­
portunity and we have a responsibility to 
future generations to do so. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the REc­
ord, as fallows: 

[From the Washington Star, Aug. 8, 1970] 

ENVIRONMENTAL BLUNDER 

A while back, we had some kind words to 
say for the President's plan to put most of 
the government's environmental watchdog 
activities under a single officer. The creation 
of the Environmental Protection Agency does 
not guarantee the success of the fight against 
pollution. But the independent agency, if it 
is backed by sufficient determination and 
adequate funds, makes that vital victory pos­
sible. 

When EPA was introduced to Congress it 
was accompanied by a. related environmental 
reorganization plan, involving the creation 
of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration within the Department of 
Commerce. And it must regretfully be said 
that NOAA-despite the appropriate ac­
ronym-shows nothing of the bdght promise 
of its organizational sibling. 

The chief argument favoring the creation 
of -EPA-the unification of the effort to 
preserve the threatened environment-is the 
strongest argument against NOAA. If the 
concept of consolidation is right-and it is-­
then· iit·must be wrong to crack off two of the 

chief components of the environment and 
-treat them as separate entities. 

The fact is that the environment cannot 
truly be separated into oomponenit part.a. 
It is a unity. That which affects the land, 
the air or the rivers affects the oceans as 
well. Logic demands that the cceans and the 
aitmosphere be placed under EPA's sheltering 
roof. 

Why thait demand was disregarded is not 
clear. Still more obscure is the rationale for 
placing NOAA within the Department of 
Commerce. It ls an administrative decision 
somewhe.t akin to appointing the undertaker 
as lifeguard at the beach. Fairness dictates 
that there must be no assumption of a con­
fiiot of interest. But prudence whispers that 
no swimmer will venture far beyond his 
depth. 

Congress, which must give ta.cit approval 
to the reorganization plans, should hail the 
birth of EPA and should scuttle NOAA. The 
President should then put the official con­
cern for the oceans and the atmosphere un­
der the independent agency, where it be­
longs. 

[From The Washington Star, Aug. 2, 1970] 
POLLUTION, GREED, AND THE VULNERABLE SEA 

From the beginning of recorded time, man 
has looked on the oceans of the earth and 
reacted alternately with a.we or disinterest. 

The sea, man has said, is the giver and 
sustainer of life, eternal and immutable. 
And man has viewed the ocean as every 
man's land, so vast that territorial claims 
are unthinkable and unnecessary, so boun­
tiful a supplier that no thought need be 
given to the harvest of food that is gathered 
in, so deep and so forgiving that it can read­
ily absorb a.11 the refuse of human existence. 

Long after man's intellect began ringing 
faint alarms, the myth of the oceans' im­
munity from the poisonous by-products of 
civilization persisted. Today, when man's 
numerical presence threatens to overwhelm 
the planet, and when humanity's refuse in­
cludes deadly garbage and radioactive trash, 
the oceans a.re still generally treated as the 
ultimate receptacle. 

For decades men have known that the food 
supply offered by the seas is not limitless. 
And yet, as the demands for food increase 
and the technology of harvesting edible fish 
improves, there is general unconcern over 
the effect of this harvest on tomorrow's 
crop. Men understand now that the area be­
neath the oceans is not the worthless un­
reachable territory it was once thought to be. 
The mineral wealth of the combined nations 
of the world are a. fraction of that which lies 
untouched in the mountains, valleys and 
plains of the ocean floor. The ability to tap 
this treasure is almost within man's tech­
nological grasp. Only now have men become 
joltingly aware of the danger inherent in the 
fa.ct that more than 70 percent of the earth's 
surface is unclaimed. Only now, a.t virtually 
the last possible moment, has thought been 
given to reaching some international agree­
ment before human greed reaches the sea­
bed, ma.king it the prize in mankind's ulti­
mate war. 

The long tradition of national disinterest 
in the waters and the ocean bed beyond the 
continental shelves will be a. help in the 
search for an international accord on the 
uses of the oceans and the seabeds. The an­
cient concept of the open ocean as interna­
tional waters will make it possible for men 
to approach the problem of codifying the 
neutrality of the -seas and sea.beds free of 
any preordained opposition. International 
agreements entail a voluntary surrender of 
some degree of sovereignty. The fact that no 
nation that gives up rights to the oceans 
would be surrendering anything it ever con­
sidered its own has already produced promis­
ing results. · 
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It has allowed Russia and the United 

States to agree on the terms of a treaty that 
will, if. it is accepted by other nations, keep 
the seabed free of the weapons that could 
transform the oceans into nuclear launch 
pads and battlefields. It has allowed Presi­
dent Nixon to propose a world treaty that 
would turn over 90 percent of the seabed to 
an international agency, to be exploited for 
the benefit of all nations as the "common 
heritage of mankind." And the tradition of 
oceanic laissez faire has made it possible for 
the representatives of 50 nations to meet re­
cently in Malta and to report unusual and 
encouraging agreement on the need for in­
ternational control-probably under the 
United Nations---of all exploitation of the 
oceans, including the taking of fl.sh. 

So the history of national indifference to­
ward the high seas ls helpful in establishing 
an international ocean regime. But that same 
tradition operat es with terrible effectiveness 
against the belated attempt to save the en­
vironment. 

Men have developed a fine concern for the 
air, a.nd are moving to reverse its degrada­
tion. We have discovered that some of the 
chemical blessings of science are mass killers 
in disguise, and we are phasing out the use 
of the deadly insecticides and other perslst­
en t poisons. We have awakened to the dam­
age we have done to rivers and lakes, and 
have begun to legislate a program of recla­
mation. 

But we have, in a masterful denial of logic, 
clung to the primitive supposition that the 
oceans are indestructible. We have looked at 
the unmeasurable volume of the seas and 
have assumed that the total accumulation 
of all man's refuse cannot possibly affect 
them. Armed with that assumption we have 
littered the coastal ocean beds with raw 
sewage, garbage and trash. We have disposed 
of stores of poison gas by sinking it in deep 
waters. We have poured accumulated radio­
activ& wastes into the ocean. And we have 
done this with no knowledge of the conse­
quences and no serious attempt to gain such 
knowledge. 

The scant information that is available 
about the oceans ls enough, however, to make 
it clear that the assumption of their inde­
structibility ls false. The seas a.re vast in 
volume but delicate in composition. And 
man's reckless magic has already worked a 
measurable change on the chemistry of the 
seas. 

In addition to the refuse being dumped 
directly into the sea, most of the chemical 
poisons in the air are washed into the sea 
by rainfall. So too with the pollution of 
rivers, streams and lakes; the poison will 
reach the coastal waters, and eventually find 
its way to the unmoving regions of the deep 
waters, where it will accumulate and remain 
indefinitely. 

As yet, DDT cannot be found in ocean 
watar, but it has been found in deep ocean 
fish in concent rations twice the amount con­
sidered safe. The use of tetraethyl lead in 
automobile gasoline means that 250 metric 
tons of lead are dumped into the waters of 
the Northern Hemisphere each year by rain­
fall, and the lead content of the North Pa­
cific has increased more than 300 percent in 
the last 45 years. At least 5,000 tons of mer­
cury, carried by the rivers, is pumped into 
the oceans every year and has produced sev­
eral mass poisonings. One million tons of 
petroleum is leaked or pumped into the sea 
annus,lly from tankers, with the result that 
there are increasing reports of fish tast1ng 
of oil, of whole catches being thrown back. 
And there is a growing concern that the in­
troduction of these hydrocarbons into the 
marin!: food chain might have a devastating 
and lasting effect on the finely balanced 
cycle of marine life. 

Man's political disinterest in the sea is 
matched, then, by his scient ific neglect and 

abuse of it. And as a result some dramatic 
readjustment in thinking and in practice is 
called for. 

President Nixon's bid for a supranational 
agency to exploit the resources of the seabed 
for the benefit of all-a proposal that was 
given short shrift in t he press-is one of the 
most dramatic moves of his administration. 
Coming from a major maritime nation, one 
t h at is in the best position to exploit the 
oceans for its own benefit, it is a proposal 
that has been taken seriously throughout 
the world. There ls a good chance that it 
will form the basis of the most far-reaching 
and constructive mult inational venture ever 
u n dertaken. 

At the same time, and with an even 
greater sense of urgency, man must aban­
don t h e assumptions and the myths that he 
has accumulated about the oceans. This 
count ry spends billions on space research and 
years on the study of lunar particles. But 
the oceans, which gave us life and which 
offer a hope that the explosive increase of 
life may be sustained, remain largely un­
studied and almost as little understood as 
they were at the turn of the century. We 
must learn-and learn quickly-whether the 
ocean can tolerate the abuse we are inflict­
ing on it. And we must hope that such knowl­
edge does not come too late. 

[From the New York Times, Aug. 9, 1970] 
MINING OCEAN FLOOR: A NEW METAL SOURCE? 

(By Robert Walker) 
GLOUCESTER POINT, VA.--Out in the Atlan­

tic the other day, in about 3,000 feet of water 
and about 120 miles east of Charleston, S.C., 
a converted cargo vessel dropped a string of 
nine-inch-diameter steel pipe to the ocean 
floor. Operating somewhat like a vacuum 
cleaner, it began to suck into the ship a 
thundering stream of air, water and 
nodules--smooth, apple-sized lumps-of rich 
meta.me ore. 

From the Research Vessel Deepsea Miner, 
a jubilant crew of scientists, engineers and 
sailors flashed the word here to the head­
quarters of Deepsea Ventures, Inc. "It works," 
they reported. "Beyond expectations." 

Headquarters is a neat, single-story, russet­
brick office building, surrounded by trees and 
grass on the edge of this Virginia coastal 
town, not far from Newport News and Nor­
folk. 

This successful first test of a revolutionary 
technique for mining an untapped source of 
four important metals was only a single step 
in a long march, much of which stlll lies 
ahead of Deepsea Ventures. The ocean-re­
search concern ls a wholly owned subsidiary 
of Tenneco, Inc., a diversified pipeline, petro­
leum, real-estate, shipbuilding and manufac­
turing complex, with total 1969 revenues of 
$2.5-billion. 

The test, however, was one of the biggest 
strides so far in a program that has absorbed 
about eight years and $15-million. 

Company officials indicated here last week 
that the success probably had answered fa­
vorably the major questions about the mln-
1ng technology involved. Questions that re­
main concern the international legal status 
of the widespread ocean-bed deposits, the 
processing and refining of the unique type of 
ore they contain and the economics of mar­
keting the manganese, nickel, cobalt and 
copper that would be produced. 

If Deepsea Ventures, Tenneco and their 
existing or potential partners should decide 
to spend the $150-million or more that it 
would take to get into commercial operations, 
the implications could be enormous, not only 
for the world's metal markets, but also for 
other economic and scientifl.c sectors. 

For example, Christopher Garside, a 
British-born oceanographer from New York's 
Columbia University, was in Charleston last 
week, waiting impatiently for the weather to 
moderate so that he could travel by fishing 

boat with his own test equipment to the 
research vessel. 

"We wish them luck with their mining 
venture,'' Dr. Garside said, "but frankly we 
couldn't care less about it. We're interested 
in the effects of bringing so much cold, dense 
wat er from the bottom to the surface. 

"It will be rich in nutrients, nitrogen and 
phosphorus, which might generate plankton 
growth, which might provide food for fish. 
Suddenly, if this happens, you've got a fish 
farm and pa.rt of the answer to the short­
age of food for humans." 

It is unlikely that this will happen in the 
foreseeable future without a sound economic 
reason for pumping bottom water to the 
surface, but John E. Fllpse, the 50-year-old 
marine engineer and naval architect who 
heads Deepsea Ventures, is convinced that 
the ocean-bed deposits-ususally called man­
ganese nodules even though the phrase is not 
P.erfectly accurate--are an economic proposi­
t10n. 

More important, Mr. Flipse has convinced 
officials of Tenneco and a new West German 
partner, Mei.allgesellschaft, A.G., that the 
program is worth continuing, at least through 
more exploration, testing and evaluation 
stages. 

To operate commercially, a consortium, 
which probably would include additional 
partners, would have to begin in the Pacific 
with a specially built, full-scale mining ship, 
capable of recovering nodules at depths of 
15,000 feet or 18,000 feet. Pacific deposits 
are richer and more likely to prove economi­
cally feasible than the Atlantic ore that was 
recovered near here in the recent exercise 
designed strictly to test the recovery tech~ 
nique. 

Also, the mining ship would probably have 
to be served by transports-as in the accom­
panying diagram-which would take the ore 
to a refinery ashore. This refinery, moreover, 
would have to be a pioneering project, be­
cause conventional processing techniques 
would not work on manganese nodules. 

These considerations and others-the need 
for orderly markets and adequwte interna­
tional agreements on underwater mineral 
rights-have made some economists, both 
academic a.nd industrial, rather pessimistic 
about the future of ocean mining, except for 
a few existing operations in extremely shallow 
waiter where conventional techniques and 
ores are involved. 

OTHER CONCE~NS DISCOUNT IT 

But Mr. Flipse, who concedes that the 
proposi.tion has in the past been examined 
and discounted by such giant concerns as the 
United States Steel Corporation and the In­
ternational Nickel Company of Canada, Ltd., 
insist.s that none of the doubters "are what 
you could call qualified authorities." 

He contends that they tend to be naive 
not fully informed or even apologists for spe~ 
cial interests, hostile to the development of 
new sources of metal. 
.. "~e're the opposite," he also admits. 

We re enthusiasts. If we were a musical 
group, we'd be called The Believers." 

Solidly built, sunburned and blond, re­
sembling Jack Nicklaus in an apple-green 
short-sleeved shirt, Mr. Fllpse would be a~ 
unusual figure in Wall Street, but he fits 
this place perfectly. 

WORKED WITH NEWPORT NEWS 
He was a research director with the New­

port News Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Com­
pany when it was acquired by Tenneco in 
1968. He had been trying without notable 
success to persuade Newport News to push 
ahead with a well-financed project to mine 
nodules. 

The origin of the ocean:flow deposits is 
uncertain, but they probably were formed 
'10 million to 30 m1111on years ago through a 
natural process somewhat like the electro­
chemical technique used ¥> manufacture 
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nickel or copper cathodes. They always have 
a nucleus, such as a pebble, a shark's tooth 
or a whale's ear bone. 

Thus, in broad terms, the atomically 
bonded elements can only be recovered by 
reversing the electro-chemical process, which 
Deepsea Ventures already is doing on a lim­
ited. scale in a small pilot plant here. A bigger 
pilot plant-to use the same jealously 
guarded techniques-ls under construction a 
few yards away. 

In any event, after the Tenneco acquisi­
tion of Newport News in 1968, the Houston­
based conglomerate, formerly known as the 
Tennessee Gas Transmission Company, was 
sufficiently impressed by Mr. Flipse and his 
proposal to finance the first small experi­
mental ship, the R. V. Prospector. Tenneco 
also created Deepsea Ventures as a research 
subsidiary, separate from the big, conven­
tional shipbuilding operation. 

While Tenneco and its many subsidiaries 
have about 62,000 employes, only 60 of them 
work for Deepsea Ventures. Most of them are 
scientists, engineers and technicians, the 
complement one might expect of a small, 
research enterprise that has yet to market 
its first pound of metal and probably will not 
do so before 1975 at the earliest. 

CLOSED-cmcuIT TV USED 

However, these men have developed an 
exclusive capability to see the ocean bottom 
and the nodules-as well as large obstacles 
like boulders-by means of powerful lights 
of closed-circuit television. 

They have designed a dredge and a sled to 
carry it, capable of raking and feeding to the 
dangling pipe the desired size of nodules. 
They have, as they demonstrated in the At­
lantic the other day, perfected a means of 
pumping air to the ocean botton and into 
the pipe, causing the air, the water and the 
minerals-helped by hydrostatic pressure-­
to hurtle toward the surface. 

They also have designed a simple circular 
separating device for the ship, which drops 
the nodules into a storage area and pours the 
cold water back into the sea. 

Mr. Flipse said last week that, to build a 
full-sea.le mining ship, this equipment would 
only have to be enlarged by a factor of about 
five, considered a small jump by the usual 
engineering standards. 

MARKET STUDIES GUARDED 

Deepsea Ventures did not disclose all the 
details of its study of the markets for man­
ganese, nickel, cobalt and copper. Mr. Flipse 
said, however, that "all calculations are ex­
tremely conservative." 

That is, the concern has assumed there 
would be good mining weather for only 200 
days a year; taken a relatively pessimistic 
view of the growth in meta.ls consumption; 
allowed for declines in the prices of various 
metals, and admitted that its cost estimates, 
$40-million for the first ship and $100-mil­
lion for the refinery, might prove too low. 

Mr. Flipse has urged the Federal Govern­
ment to seek international agreements on 
ocean mineral rights, but he emphatically 
said he did not believe in competitive bidding 
for leases on given areas, as is the practice 
in most existing oil and mineral develop­
ments. 

"There are so many nodule deposits," he 
declared, "in relation to the number of com­
panies that will have the desire and the 
money to enter the field, that bidding won't 
be necessary. The Government will collect its 
share in the form of taxes." 

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 11, 1970] 
BRITISH EXPERT CITES PERIL IF OCEAN BEDS 

ARE POLLUTED 

(By Stuart Auerbach) 
A leading expert on food and population 

problems warned yesterday that the world's 
last great untapped food resource--the ocean 
beds--is being ruined by pollution. 

The food from the ocean floor, both ani-

mal and vegetable, is needed if man is to 
feed the estimated 7 billion persons who will 
inhabit the earth by the year 2000, Lord 
Ritchie-Calder told the third annual Con­
gress of Food Science and Technology 
meeting here. 

"I still believe we can husband the crea­
tures of the sea as we have husbanded the 
creatures of the land," he said. 

"I still believe we can enhance the world's 
food supply from the ocean, but we are rap­
idly reducing our options if we tolerate the 
kind of irresponsible and avaricious igno­
rance which is threatening the living waters 
of the sea as it has destroyed so much of the 
living waters of the land." 

Ritchie-Calder said "grim warnings about 
the impairment of marine biology" were 
given at a conference on the international 
uses of sea resources held at Malta. 

He said the thin film of oil spreading over 
all the world's oceans is cutting the amount 
of sunlight reaching the bottom depths and 
disturbing the natural process of photosyn­
thesis-the way land and sea plants grow. 

He called the Army's plan to dump 66 tons 
of deadly nerve gas on the ocean bottom 
"shocking" and "reckless." Using the ocean 
bottom as a dumping ground for munitions, 
he added, could interfere with future mining 
activities. 

The British peer, a professor at the Uni­
versity of Edinburgh in Scotland, long has 
advocated the cultivation of "the food riches 
of the seas" with "sea pastures, sea farms, 
sea ranches and sea stud farms." 

He proposed putting electric fences around 
areas of the ocean as big as Texas to form 
huge ranches to grow fish, which could be 
bred specially, much the way cattle are now 
bred. These areas, he said should be under 
internationaJ. control. 

With the world's population growth-a 
doubling of the present 3.6 billion in 20 
years-these resources will be needed to feed 
residents of the earth. And the ocean's re­
sources must be shared, he said, since three­
fourths of all the people on earth will live 
in underdeveloped countries by 1980. 

While he praised the "green revolution" 
that is producing greater grain yields across 
the world, Ritchie-Calder said cereals can't 
fill nutritional needs. 

Saying that people need more protein, he 
declared, "There is a great danger that this 
belly-filling will be regarded as the answer 
to the food problem to the disadvantage of 
better nutrition." 

But Dr. George W. Irving Jr., administra­
tor of the U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
Research Service, said that new foods with 
protein supplementation are winning favor 
all over the world. 

Agriculture Secretary Clifford M. Hardin 
told the conference that the United States 
is beginning to win its fight against hunger. 
He said 10.4 million Americans-50 per cent 
more than a year ago-are now on food 
assistance programs and food stamp distribu­
tion has risen 64 per cent in six months. 

There are now only 15 counties or inde­
pendent cities in the nation without federal 
food supplement programs for the poor, he 
said. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR­
DICK). Is there further morning busi­
ness? If not, morning business is con­
cluded. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA­
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE­
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 

to the previous order, the Chair now lays 

before the Senate the unfinished business 
which the clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

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

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR­
DICK). Pursuant to the previous order, the 
distinguished Senator from Wyoming 
<Mr. HANSEN) is now recognized for not 
to exceed 30 minutes. 

SAFEGUARD ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE SYSTEM 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, it is my 
intention fully to support the action of 
the Armed Services Committee in the 
area of the Safeguard anti-ballistic­
missile system funding and authoriza­
tion. I feel strongly that this course of 
action will be in the overall, long-range, 
best interests of our country. It will serve 
to enhance our national security. 

The committee has cut the Safeguard 
authorization by $10 million from the 
House-passed figure. This cut in the re­
quest by the Armed Forces will affect the 
plan to proceed to advance preparation 
of four area defense sites. According to 
the committee's report, this kind of cut 
was possible because of that unit's con­
viction that there is no compelling need 
to move now to the deployment of an 
area defense of our population against a 
P<>Ssible Chinese Communist ICBM at­
tack. 

It is important to note that while the 
$10 million cutback made by the Senate 
Armed Services Committee is not large, 
its long-term effect-should the decision 
be perpetuated in subsequent years-is 
substantial. By restricting advance site 
preparation to one site, which is F. E. 
Warren Air Force Base in my State of 
Wyoming, rather than the five sites re­
quested, the total projected acquisition 
cost will be reduced significantly. Those 
costs will be down from $10.7 billion for 
the 12-site deployment to a figure of $6.5 
billion for the four-site deployment pro­
tection of our country's Minuteman de­
terrent. 

This will account for an eventual sav­
ing of $4.2 billion. And, of that $6.5 
billion four-site cost, over $2.2 billion 
has been obligated already. That means 
the remairting cost of the four-site Min­
uteman defens~at Malmstrom, Grand 
Forks, Whiteman and Warren-is $4.3 
billion. 

What we are talking about here, Mr. 
President, is the need for an adequate 
defense of the deterrent capability of the 
United States. As the committee has 
pointed out, the continued expansion of 
Soviet strategic forces Poses a serious 
potential threat to the American land­
ba.sed deterrent. 

The committee report notes: 
The United States cannot permit such a 

threat to develop without taking suitable 
countermeasures to provide for the continu­
ing survivability of sufficient strategic wea.p-
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ons for credible r&ta.Uation and confident 
deterrence. 

This, to my mind, is a most important 
consideration. 

The Soviets are continuing to install 
a number of SS-9's. And, as a matter of 
fact, the number of missile launchers 
that the U.S.S.R. has on line serves to 
provide them already with a delivery 
capability that is a most serious threat to 
the United States land-based deterrent 
force, the Minuteman. 

As my colleagues know, we are not in 
the offensive missile business in this 
country. This is to our credit, particu­
larly in view of the Strategic Arms Limi­
tation Talks in Vienna and Helsinki. 

It is the considered opinion of a num­
ber of experts in this field-whose judg­
ment I respect-that further implemen­
tation of the Safeguard ABM system will 
continue to enhance the U.S. SALT po­
sition; that, in fact, there is reason to 
believe that Safeguard may well prove 
to be the incentive needed to convince 
the Soviet Union that they should agree 
to enter into an arms limitation agree­
ment. 

If the Safeguard system can accom­
plish this-helping to persuade the Rus­
sians to limit further construction and 
qualitative improvements in their SS-9 
missiles-we will have made a tremen­
dous advance. 

If this can be accomplished, if we can 
agree with the Russians on a way to 
avoid an all-out arms race, the Safeguard 
ABM system will have proved its worth. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
pointed out in its report on H.R. 17123, 
the importance of Safeguard to an agree­
ment at SALT, should be self-evident. 
The report notes: 

As one of the central limitations to be 
negotiated in conjunction with limitations 
of offensive forces, the report states, Safe­
guard is essential to the American position. 
Without Safeguard the SOviets would have 
little incentive to agree to constrain in­
creases to the offensive forces. The progress 
thus far in the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks has served to confirm the view that 
Safeguard is essential to their successful 
conclusion. 

Perhaps one of the most salient state­
ments in this regard is contained in the 
final two sentences of that section of the 
committee report dealing with the Safe­
guard ABM system, and I quote: 

Should our best efforts to achieve agree­
ment (at the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks) fail, however, Safeguard would be 
an important element in the maintenance 
of a secure deterrent force. 

To delay the modest deployment author­
ized for fiscal year 1971 would, in the opin­
ion of the Committee, put the Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks, and our national security, 
at risk. 

This, Mr. President, clearly sums up 
the situation in which we find ourselves. 

The Soviet threat is real. They have 
an impressive number of operational mis­
sile launchers; they have gone further 
and they have gone faster than we orig­
inally thought they would. They have 
made significant advances in the SS-9, 
the SS-11, and the SS-13. 

Under the language of the military 
procurement that is before us, we plan 
to spend less than $100 million in the 

1971 fiscal year in the Safeguard ABM 
field, and only $10 million by the end of 
this calendar year. So, if the strategic 
arms limitation talks bear fruit and an 
overall specific ceiling is placed on the 
total number of both land- and sea-based 
missiles plus bombers, in exchange for 
a limitation on rival anti-ballistic mis­
sile systems, we will have spent relatively 
little money on the system this year, and 
at the same time and just as impcrtant­
ly, we will have protected the American 
people. 

In other words, Mr. President, per­
haps the best investment we can make 
in this field, the best protection we can 
provide for our people, is for a system 
that cannot be successfully challenged. 
The best insurance we can have for our 
country and for our people is a weapons 
system that is never used. 

Two of the able members of the Sen­
ate Armed Services Committee recently 
have addressed themselves to the specific 
issue of the Hart-Cooper amendment, 
and I would like to take this means to 
call the attention of my colleagues to 
their statements and sound advice. 

Both Senator STENNIS and Senator 
JACKSON have urged approval of the ac­
tion of the committee as it relates to the 
Safeguard ABM system. I commend their 
advice to the attention of all my fellow 
Senators who will be called upan to cast 
a vote on this issue Wednesday after­
noon. 

Senator STENNIS has noted: 
The purposes of this phase I deployment 

are first, to preserve the President's future 
options by establishing a minimum base for 
expansion if the threat requires it, and sec­
ond, to provide a beginning for protecting 
the Minuteman force against the estimated 
U.S.S.R. mid-1970's threat. 

It is well for us to remember that what 
we are talking about With respect to this 
weapon, and it is purely a defensive weapon, 
is not in terms of the present, but in terms 
of what the ~ituation may be in 1975 and 
beyond. 

The committee decided, after extensive 
consideration, to restrict the Safeguard de­
ployment for fiscal year 1971 to defense of 
our land-based strategic deterrent--our key 
ICBM bases, or some of them; that is, our 
Minuteman bases. 

It was the committee's considered judg­
ment that this proposed deployment was 
necessary for our national security require­
ments and that it is conducive to strategic 
arms control and, therefore, it deserves the 
full support of the Senate. 

I am convinced that in today's interna­
tional climate we do not improve the chances 
for peace by taking the risk of relegating our 
strategic forces to a position of inferiority to 
those of the Soviet Union. 

Our chances of achieving a just and lasting 
peace, I believe, rest upon the basic premise 
of mutual deterrence--that ls, the ab111ty of 
both great powers to ride out a massive at­
tack and still retain the capability to inflict 
unacceptable damage on the attacker in 
retaliation. It follows that actions which 
affect this retaliatory capab111ty--such as 
falling to deploy an ABM system-in turn 
affect the credibility and stability of mutual 
deterrence. This is therefore a matter we 
must consider very carefully. 

As concerns the view of some scientists 
that the ABM may not work: 

It ls just commonsense that if we wait 
until we a.re certain that things will work in 
this field, we wll1 never ha.ve an ABM system. 

It is virtually conclusive on this point-­
that this construction and increased 
strength by (the Soviets) has now pro­
gressed even beyond the predlotlons of a 
year ago. 

Put simply, the Soviet Union now has 
enough ICBM ballistic missile launchers, 
either deployed or under construction, 
which, With qualitative improvements, could 
pose a serious and perhaps deadly threat to 
our Minuteman deterrent in the mid-1970's 
and beyond ... " 

Further, the Senator from Washing­
ton <Mr. JACKSON) has pointed out that: 

In the last year the Soviet threat to our 
land-based deterrent has significantly in­
creased, at a rate that has exceeded the in­
telligence projections made a year ago; 

By action of the Armed Services Com­
mittee, under the chairmanship of our dis­
tinguished colleague, Senator Stennis, Safe­
guard has been confined to defense of the 
deterrent; authorization of a thin area de­
fense has been specifically denied; 

Contrary to the expectations of many op­
ponents of Safeguard, the SALT talks have 
convened and made substantial progress to­
ward agreement covering ABM defenses and 
offensive strategic weapons; 

In the last year Safeguard has made ex­
cellent technical progress. 

What is perhaps most ominous about 
the growth in the Soviet SS-9 force, ac­
cording to Senator JACKSON, "is that the 
SS-9 is an extremely inefiicient weapon 
for retaliating against cities." 

Senator JACKSON notes, 
I ask: If the Senate stops the forward 

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 capability; we do not intend 
to allow you to acquire a first-strike capa­
bility. If you want to keep on building SS-
9's, that's your business, but for every addi­
tional SS-9 that you buy, we a.re prepared to 
offset it.' Safeguard as a responsive and dy­
namic program can say precisely that to 
Moscow. 

My hope--and I think that it's a reasonable 
hope--ls that the Soviet leadership 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. 

Senator JACKSON has declared: 
If the SALT talks succeed, I '.for one will 

not consider whatever small sum has been 
spent on Safeguard as wasted money. My 
view of that in spending this money we will 
be improving the chance of success in reach­
ing a significant arms control treaty; and I 
personally would pay a very high price to 
do that. 

Continuing, Senator JACKSON stated: 
Let me speak plainly: any Senator who ls 

tempted to vote against the proposed de­
ployment of Safeguard must understand the 
risks that are involved for the President's 
negotiating position at the SALT talks. 

Mr. President, I believe that this country 
is rich enough in moral and material re­
sources to provide for its security and solve 
its domestic problems as well. And I'm con­
fident that the Senate wlll reject the coun­
sel of those who would endanger that se­
curity and the prospects for a negotiated. 
arms control agreement simply to achieve a 
pyrrhic victory over the Pentagon. 
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_ Mr. President, the Safeguard system 
will help guarantee the survivability of 
our relatiatory capability. It in no way 
jeopardizes the security of the Soviet de­
terrent and, because of what has already 
been accomplished at Vienna and Hel­
sinki, it obviously provides an additional 
ihcentive for the Soviet Union to enter 
into a substantial arms limitation agree­
ment. 

This is all to the good. 
It is the considered judgment of the 

Committee on Armed Service Mr. Presi­
dent, "that the proposed Safeguard de­
ployment, sufficient for our national se­
curity requirements and conducive to 
strategic arms control, deserves the full 
support of the Senate." 

To this, I steadfastly agree. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. Hft_NSEN. I am happy to yield to 

the distL"'lguished Senator from Missis­
sippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think 
the Senator has made one of the most 
practical, down-to-earth, commonsense 
speeches about this problem we have 
had delivered in this chamber. It is a dis­
tinct contribution to this debate, and as 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, I especially thank him. 

One of the proposed bases is going to 
be in his State if this plan is carried out. 
He had a very generous and a very fine 
attitude about that, too. I appreciate it 
very much. 

The Senator emphasizes that this is a 
deterrent and on this level and in this 
field of weapons this is our sole deter­
rent, it might be said, in that it protects 
what is our effective, our affirmative de­
terrent. 

I like the idea also when the Senator 
said the best weapon system, after all, is 
one that never has to be used. We know 
here that we are not planning an offen­
sive attack on anyone. We are just try­
ing to protect our defenses. 

One thing that has been hard for me 
to understand with resped to opposition 
to this plan, or any missile system, is an 
attempt to perfect a weapon· but this 
one is purely on the defense, a{id it could 
turn out to be the ,only kind of defense we 
have that is effective. I think that after­
ward would be too late for many hun­
dreds of millions of people if we cannot 
have the deterrent that is effective to 
convince our adversary. It would be a 
great mistake to try to do anything then, 
and we would have lost, because however 
good a.."ly ABM system may be it is not 
going to be perfect enough t~ protect 
hundreds of millions of. our people~ 

I thank the Senator, and I commend 
him highly., , 

Mr. HANSEN. I tharik the Senator, who 
is the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services. He has made a niost sig­
nificant contribution to our Nation in 
calling attention, as he do.es, and by giv­
ing the bipartisan support, which he 
does, to the efforts of our President and 
th~ military in order that w.e may dwell 
secure~ in this country in the knowledge 
we have taken those steps necessary to 
a~sure our protection. 

As, he points out this is not an offensive 
weapon; it is a defensive weapon; it is a 

weapon to lend credibility to our other 
weapons, which taken together serve no­
tice on any nation which may have any 
offensive intentions toward us that it 
does so at great risk. 

I agree with him completely that the 
best investment we can make is an in­
vestment in a system of defense which is 
so strong and formidable that it will 
never have to be used. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. I am happy to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
wish to join in the commendation made 
by my chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services on the talk that the dis­
tinguished Senator from Wyoming has 
just completed. 

I like not only the content but the 
fact that it was short and to the point-­
which is something we should all learn 
to do. 

I think the Senator has pointed out 
very concisely one of the most serious 
consideraitions that should be kept in the 
minds of all of us in this body. I wish 
it were posible to start arms limitations 
tomorrow with the Soviets. I wish it were 
possible to get o-nsite inspections with 
them so that we could decrease the arms 
race we are in. I suggest it is not the 
United States that has caused the arms 
race, but the Soviets. Everytime they 
feel they are equal to us in knowledge or 
performance, we have been led to exer­
cise or create treaty in this body, which 
we have done, guaranteeing that they 
remain ahead of us. 

In the discussion of the Senator from 
Wyoming, the effect of the continuance 
of our deployment of this defense sys­
tem on the SALT talks I think is the im­
portant thing we have to remember. If 
we do not do it, we are like the man play­
ing poker against the man who has a 
fiush or a full house: We have nothing 
left that the Russians need and respect 
us for-and they respect only strength­
if we throw the ABM down the drain. 

They are now ahead of us in weapons, 
in ICBM's. They are catching us in sub­
marine-launched missiles. They are 
catching us in submarines. Their navy 
will catch us in 2 years. They are very 
close to being equal to us right now. 
Their ground strength is greater than 
ours. While it is true that we are ahead 
of them in aircraft, and far ahead of 
them in quality of pilots, they continue. 
as they have since World War Il to de­
velop new tactical aircraft, about one 
every 3 years, and we have not had a 
new one in 10 years now. 

So I hope the Senate: will place em­
phasis on the importance this system 
plays on' the SALT talks. I appreciate 
the remarks of the Senator from Wyom­
ing in pointing out that, if there is no 
other reason, we should-retain it for that 
reason, and reject the amendment that 
is now before us. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the distin­
guished Senator fo·r his very 'kind words. 
Sharing as I do with my fellow Senators 
the greatest respect for our distinguished 
colleague from Arizona, his praise is 
doubiy pleasing to me. 
. I am well.raware, ·as everyone must l>e, 

of the great record he has and the inti­
mate knowledge he has of our whole sys­
tem of weaponry. He keeps constantly 
aware of the latest improvements in all 
types of aircraft. I understand that only 
yesterday he :flew what I guess is the 
most modern plane we have. I think no 
one can speak with greater background 
of knowledge. I leave it to those who are 
willing to examine history how right he 
was several years ago. It is perhaps ironic 
that a man finds that those who were 
detractors of his employed the very tech­
niques he recommended and came to the 
conclusion he did when he had the forth­
rightness and honesty to speak out, as he 
did some several years ago. 

I say simply I am most grateful to 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read­
ing clerks, oommunicated to the Senate 
the intelligence of the death of Hon. G. 
Robert Watkins, late a Representative 
from the State of Pennsylvania, and 
transmitted the resolutions of the House 
thereon. 

The message announced that the 
House had passed the following bill and 
joint resolution, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 18725. An act to establish a. Commis­
sion on the Organization of the Government 
of the District of Columbia and to provide 
!,or a Delegate to the House of Representa­
tives from the District of Columbia; and 

H.J. Res. 264. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for men 
and women. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT 
PROPOSED RELATIVE TO EQUAL 
RIGHTS FOR MEN AND WOMEN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

the Chair to lay before the Senate the 
message from the House of Representa­
tives on House Joint Resolution 264, and 
that the joint resolution be read twice 
by title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
McCLELLAN) laid before the Senate 
House Joint Resolution 264, proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for 
men and women, which, by unanimous 
consent, was read twice by its title. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ob­
ject to further proceedings on the joint 
resolution at this time. I make the objec­
tion on behalf of the distinguished mi­
nority leader, the Senator from Pennsyl­
vania <Mr. ScoTT), and myself. I do this 
to indicate that the joint leadership is 
working in unison and, that the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary (Mr. EASTLAND) has been 
informed about what our intentions are. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
Rule XIV, paragraph 4, and the latest 
precedents of the Senate, the joint resolu­
tion will be placed on the calendar. 

Mr. GOLDWA'TER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, as acting minority 
leader, I will say that the minority leader 
is in complete agreement with the action 
,taken by the .majority leader, and that 
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we hope the Judiciary Committee will 
have early and thorough hearings on this 
matter, so that this body as a whole will 
have an opportunity to vote on it this 
year. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ex­
tend my sincerest thanks to the acting 
minority leader, the Senator from 
Arizona. 

HOUSE BILL AND JOINT RESOLU­
TION REFERRED OR PLACED ON 
THE CALENDAR 
The following bill and joint resolution 

were each read twice by their titles and 
referred, or placed on the calendar, as 
indicated: 

H.R. 18725. An act to establish a Commis­
sion on the Organization of the Government 
of the District of Columbia and to provide for 
a Delegate to the House of Representatives 
from the District of Columbia; to the Com­
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

H.J. Res. 264. Joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States relative to equal rights for men 
and women; ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA­
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE­
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

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

THE HART-COOPER AMENDMENT 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, 25 years 
have passed since the world caught a 
brief, horrifying glimpse of the destruc-

. tive power of nuclear war when 200,000 
lives were lost in an instant at Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki. Nuclear weapons have 
not been used since, but the threat of 
nuclear war has grown along with the 
spiralling and increasingly costly arms 
race. After 20 years of action and re­
action in the development of nuclear 
weapon systems by the United States and 
the Soviet Union the nuclear balance has 
not changed. Each possesses greater 
power t;o destroy the other and civiliza­
tion as we know it. 

Now, the United States and the Soviet 
Union are engaging in negotiations seek­
ing means to control nuclear weapons 
to the end of preventing, or at least 
limiting, the danger of a nuclear holo­
caust. Their recognition that the nuclear 
P:Ower each possesses, if ever used, would 
destroy our countries, a great part of 
the earth, and those who live upon it, 
gives to the SALT talks a light of hope. 
We believe that if the talks are progress­
ing toward agreement, as is reported, it 
is not because of any "bargaining chip," 
but because both countries recognize sev­
eral clear truths: 

First. Both the United States and the 
Soviet -Union' possess nuclear weapons in 
~ssured, q~a,nti~ies and diversity to de-

stroy the other even after sustaining a 
first strike. 

Second. Both the United States and 
the Soviet Union have the technological 
knowledge and resources to counter any 
deployment by the other of new nuclear 
weapons. 

Third. Both countries understand that 
in the absence of mutual nuclear dis­
armament, a balance of nuclear power­
the deterrent---must be maintained. 

The Senate, only last year, approved 
by a vote of 72 to 6, Senate Resolution 
211 urging the President to begin the 
SALT negotiations by proposing to the 
Soviet Union a mutual moratorium on 
further deployment of all offensive and 
defensive nuclear weapons systems. 
This approach to the talks was not 
a.greed t;o by the administration. I believe 
that it would have been the best initia­
tive, for we have witnessed continued 
deployment of ABM and the beginning 
of MIRV deployment by the United 
States and, on the Soviet side, the con­
tinued deployment of SS-9, ICBM's and 
ABM systems around Moscow that the 
negotiators seek t;o limit and control. 

On August 4, Senator HART and I with 
other cosponsors, introduced amend­
ment No. 819 to H.R. 17123, the military 
procurement bill now before us. We have 
sought to frame the amendment to fit 
the negotiating tactics of our country. It 
permits the continued deployment of 
phase I of the Safeguard system, which 
the administration contends is helpful in 
the SALT talks. But, unlike the admin­
istration bill, it would halt Safeguard 
after phase I because it is an ineffective 
defense for our missile fields. It would 
provide funds for an advanced and ef­
fective ABM system for the protection 
of our deterrent and the security of our 
country, if the administration chooses 
t;o use those funds for such a system. 

In 1969, the Congress appropriated ap­
proximately $1.2 billion for the deploy­
ment of Safeguard at two sites-at 
Malmstrom and Grand Forks Air Force 
Bases. I am informed that, as of May 31, 
1970, all of this large sum except $224 
million had been obligated. The pending 
bill would authorize a total of $1,027,-
200,000 for continuing work on the two 
sites. Included is $35 million for Sprint 
missiles, additional t;o the number de­
clared last year by the Department of 
Defense to be adequate for the defense 
of the two missile sites. I shall refer to 
this item later in my statement. 

The Hart-Cooper amendment would 
strike only the $322.2 million requested 
for deployment of phase II at Whiteman 
and Warren Air Force Bases. 

Last year, Senator HART and I and 
other cosponsors offered an amendment 
to strike 1all funds for deployment of 
phase I, and to authorize their use only 
for an advanced ABM system. Our 
amendment was defeated by a vote of 
51 to 49. An amendment offered by the 
distinguished Senator from Maine (Mrs. 
SMITH) , requiring the use of funds on 
an advanced system, lost on a tie vote 
50 to 50. The case against the vulner­
ability of the Safeguard system has been 
made stronger since last year by the 
testimony of eminent scientists and even 
officialS ·ot the Department of Defense 

before several committees of the House 
and Senate. It may be asked why we 
have not offered an amendment, as we 
did last year, to strike all funds for. fur­
ther deployment of Safeguard phase I, 
if we considered it to be an ineffective 
system. · 

The administration has reported in 
various ways that it considers the con­
tinuing deployment of Safeguard of value 
in the SALT talks. This position, at least 
logically, is difficult for me to under­
stand. If, as is reported at times in the 
news media, the United States and the 
Soviet Union may agree that no ABM 
systems shall be permitted, the deploy­
ment of phase I would be halted and 
dismantled and phase II would not be 
permitted. Or, if as has been reported at 
times, agreement may be reached upon 
ABM protection for the command cen­
ters, that is, Moscow and Washington, 
again phase I and phase II would not be 
permitted. 

Of greater importance, it seems im­
probable and unwise that the United 
States would agree to for ego the deploy­
ment of a truly effective ABM system un­
less the Soviets agree to halt or limit the 
deployment of their SS-9 missiles. For it 
is the threat of the continuing deploy­
ment of SS-9's and SS-ll's, their in­
creasing accuracy, and the MIRVing of 
those missiles upon which the adminis­
tration has built its case for Safeguard. 

But whatever the tactics and methods 
of the negotiators, we consider SALT 
talks to be the most important negotia­
tions of our time and they might well be 
the most important negotiations for 
mankind in history. For this reason, we 
decided we would not seek to halt phase 
I, which the administration claims is of 
value in the SALT talks. 

Our amendment does not limit the use 
of the vast sum of over $2 billion pro­
vided for phase I in the fiscal year 1970 
appropriations voted last year and by 
the bill before us. As no actual emplace­
ment of the components of Safeguard on 
the two sites of phase I has taken place, 
and as tests are still proceeding on its 
components, there can be no serious 
argument about the loss of leadtime, 
breakup of production lines, or interrup­
tion of research, development, testing 
and evaluation as was made in the de­
bate last year. 

The Armed Services Committee in its 
consideration of H.R. 17123 made several 
important decisions which reflect its 
caution about the missions of Safeguard. 
It abandoned the concept of area de­
fense which was urged last year by the 
administration and the committee, and 
this year again, by the administration. 
The Committee asserted that protection 
of the Minuteman is the proper role for 
an ABM system, given present and fore­
seeable technology. This position was ad­
vocated by the opponents of Safeguard 
last year. The committee also refused t;o 
provide funds for the preparation of four 
additional sites for Safeguard deploy-­
ment. After the action of the committee, 
I do not believe that it can be reasonably 
argued that our amendment undercuts 
the position of the administration in its 
SALT negotiations. If the administration 
thought the action of the committee. W!18 
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harmful to the talks it would be seeking 
on the floor of the Senate to restore 
funds for the preparation of these four 
additional sites. But, I have not heard of 
any effort by the administration to try 
to restore funds for the four sites on the 
:floor of the Senate. 

If agreement has been reached by the 
committee after a year of review that 
area defense of cities and population by 
Safeguard is unworkable and at best a 
transitional expedient for 3 or 4 years, 
then the evidence which has been pro­
duced since last year should also compel 
agreement that a dedicated hard-point 
system designed specifically for the de­
fense of the Minuteman deterrent must 
be developed. 

This is the chief purpose of the Hart­
Cooper amendment-to halt further de­
ployment of an ineffective, wasteful 
Safeguard system, and to urge that funds 
be used toward the development of an 
effective anti-ballistic-missile system to 
protect our ICBM's and to maintain our 
deterrent in the event the SALT talks 
fail and the Soviet Union continues to 
deploy SS-9 missiles and other sophisti­
cated nuclear systems. 

Mr. President (Mr. McCLELLAN), at 
this point I should like to comment upon 
the letter written by Secretary of De­
fense Laird to the Senator from Wash­
ington <Mr. JACKSON), which was placed 
in the RECORD yesterday. In the letter, 
Mr. Laird seems to argue although it is 
not clear, that one amendment would re­
strict or limit the use of $365 million pro­
vided in the bill for research, develop­
ment, evaluation, and testing; that this 
money could not be spent upon Safe­
guard phase I. 

A careful reading of our amendment 
shows that such an interpret2.tion is ab­
solutely incorrect. The last section of our 
amendment authorizes the administra­
tion to use funds for the development 
of an advanced anti-ballistic-missile sys­
tem, but it does not compel the admin­
istration to do so. Many great scientists 
argue, and I agree that funds should be 
spent upon such a system. But, I empha­
size that nothing in our amendment re­
stricts or limits the use of research, de­
velopment, evaluation, and testing funds 
available for phase I. 

The Safeguard systems components 
were designed for an area defense. Safe­
guard's components PAR, Spartan 
Sprint, and the MSR were designed t~ 
provide a thin city defense-Sentinel 
as it was called under President Johnson'. 

The testimony of many distinguished 
scientists over the past 2 years includ­
ing Drs. Jam es Killian, Herbe~t York, 
George Kistiakowsky, Jerome Wiesner, 
and Donald Hornig-all advisers to Presi­
dents Eisenhower, Kennedy, and John­
son-has been in agreement in declaring 
Safeguard ineffective for the defense of 
Minuteman. It has been pointed out by 
many witnesses that the PAR would be 
rendered ineffective by exoatmospheric 
nuclear bursts; that the MSR could be 
destroyed by the Soviet SS-11 missiles 
rendering useless the entire Safeguard 
system emplaced to protect a Minuteman 
field; and that the number of Spartan 
and Sprint interceptors planned for Safe­
guard is so small that the kind of attack 

. 

that Secretary Laird says the Soviets 
have the capability of mounting would 
exhaust the defense of the Spartan and 
Sprint missiles and leave the Minuteman 
fields open to devastation. The Depart­
ment of Defense has recognized the va­
lidity of the last point, which it refused 
to admit last year, by requesting in the 
pending bill $35 million for additional 
Sprints and phase I bases. 

As an example of the testimony of 
these witnesses, Dr. Panofsky, a distin­
guished physicist at Stanford University, 
supplied for the Foreign Relations Com­
mittee an analysis based on unclassified 
Department of Defense sources showing 
in a clear manner that Safeguard meets 
no foreseeable threat. It concludes that 
if the Soviets continue to produce SS-9's 
and if they MIRV and increase their ac­
curacy of SS-9's and SS-ll's as Secre­
tary Laird has projected as possible, that 
Safeguard would provide little protec­
tion to Minuteman. 

Last year, Dr. John Foster, Director of 
Defense Research and Engineering, and 
the chief advocate of the scientific com­
munity for the deployment of Safeguard, 
asked a panel of nuclear weapons ex­
perts to review the Safeguard program. 
The panel was chaired by Dr. Lawrence 
H. O'Neill of Columbia University. It in­
cluded among its members Dr. Marvin 
L. Goldberger, professor of physics, who 
until a few months ago was Chairman of 
the President's Science Advisory Panel 
on Strategic Weapons, and Dr. Sidney 
Drell of Stanford University, also ap­
pointed a few months ago a member of 
the President's Panel on Strategic Weap­
ons, and a longtime weapons expert. I 
ask unanimous consent that the names 
of those who served on the panel be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the names 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MEMBERS ON PANEL 

Louis M. Branscomb, Director, National 
Bureau of Standards. 

Sidney D. Drell, Professor and Deputy Di­
rector, Stanford Linear Accelerator Center. 

Marvin L. Goldberger, Professor of Physics, 
Princeton University. 

W1lliam G. McMillan, Professor of Chem­
istry, University of Ga.Mfornia at Los An­
geles. 

W. S. Melahn, President, System Develop­
ment Corporation. 

Lawrence H. O'Neill, President, Riverside 
Research Insti.tute, Professor of Electrical 
Engineering, Columbia University (on leave 
of absence) . 

Allen M. Peterson, Professor of Elec~.rial 
:Engineering, Stanford University, Senior Sci­
entific Adviser. Stanford Research Institute. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a por­
tion of the testimony of Dr. Foster re­
garding the work of the panel appears 
on pages 442 and 443 of the hearings of 
the Subcommittee on Arms Control of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. 
I quote from his testimony: 

AD Hoc COMMITTEE OF SCIENTISTS ON 
SAFEGUARD 

Dr. FosTER. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me just 
simply point out that I asked a group of 
scientists to come together as an ad hoc 
committee and, before the Secretary of De­
fense made his recommendation to the Pres­
ident, review the program. I deliberately 
chose scientists who opposed the deployment 

of Safeguard as well as those who favored it. 
In fa.ct, as I recall, when they met there 

were more against it than for it. I had, how­
ever, one very simple instruction for them­
to put politics aside and just ask the ques­
tion: Will this deployment, with these com­
ponents, do the job that the Department of 
Defense is trying to do? And I gave them a 
range of possible deployments, since the 
Secretary had not yet made up his mind. 

There was considerable concern a.bout 
this move, but the report sent to the Secre­
tary of Defense said that this equipment will 
do the job that the Department of Defense 
wants to do. They had some recommenda­
tions; for example, they would like to add 
development of the smaller radars, a deci­
sion we had already ma.de-at lea.st, they 
concurred in that decision. 

I ask unanimous consent that an un­
classified version of the report which was 
given to Dr. Foster and Secretary Laird 
in January 1970, be printed in the REC­
ORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit U 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, it is an 

important document because it concluded 
that if the purpose of an ABM is to pro­
tect Minuteman, further deployment of 
Safeguard should not proceed, but that 
work on a dedica>ted hard-point system 
should be given priority. 

Now, Mr. President, I call attention to 
the fact that Dr. Foster told the Sub­
committee, on Arms Control under the 
chairmanship of the Senator from Ten­
nessee <Mr. GORE) that this distinguished 
panel of scientists had determined that 
Safeguard could do the job. Actually, the 
rePort states that it cannot do the job. 
In addition, scientists who were on the 
panel, Dr. Drell _and Dr. Goldberger, 
stated that they had never reported to 
Dr. Foster or to Secretary of Defense 
Laird or, I think, the President, because 
I asked the witnesses if they had talked 
to him-Dr. Drell and Dr. Goldberger­
that they had never made such a rePort 
and that the members of the panel had 
not made such a report. 

Of great significance is the fact that 
the Department of Defense has com­
menced work in the development of a 
"hardsite" system as it is designated by 
the Department of the Army, which is the 
"dedicated" system described by the sci­
entists. Some $58 million is requested for 
this work in the pending bill, and Sec­
retary Laird, Deputy Secretary Packard, 
and Dr. Foster have commented in their 
testimony on the necessity of develop­
ing such a system. 

In the letter to the Senator from 
Washington <Mr. JACKSON), which was 
placed in the RECORD yesterday, Secre­
tary Laird said that the Department of 
Defense was working on such an ad­
vanced ABM system. He went further to 
say that it could not be developed until 
the late 1970's, and unless the Soviet 
threat increased, it might not be neces­
sary to develop it. But my estimates have 
been challenged by scientists -who have 
actually assisted in the design of these 
systems. 

The very fact that he states such a 
progmm is ·being worked on, is an admis­
sion on the part of the Department of 
Defense--which would not be admitted 
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last year-that Safeguard is a dubious 
system for rthe protection of our missile 
sites. 

In brief, an advantage of the "hard­
site" system as contrasted to Safeguard 
is that it would provide for the emplace­
ment of many small radars throughout 
a Minuteman field rather than relying 
on the single vulnerable MSR. These 
smaller radars could control the guidance 
of a few interceptors as contrasted to the 
several hundred interceptors which the 
MSR must control. There is testimony 
that the "hardsite" approach would pro­
vide the best protection for Minuteman 
ait the lowest cost and that it could be 
installed in the approximate same time 
frame as the Safeguard system. Dr. Drell, 
in his testimony before the House Sub­
committee on Appropriations, page 905, 
made the following statement: 

All analyses of which I am aware make it 
clear that if defense of Minuteman is the 
principal or sole mission of Safeguard, its 
further deployment cannot be justified. AB 
I hope to have convinced you, it simply fails 
to respond to the Soviet threats postulated 
by the Pentagon. What I recommend is mov­
ing ahead vigorously with the deployment 
work on alternative technologies that we 
know at present can perform the ha.rd point 
defense more effectively and economically in 
the mid to late 1970's if needed. 

Let me note that Dr. Drell says that 
in the mid-1970's to late 1970's this sys­
tem could be deployed. 

The testimony of Department of De­
fense officials reflects clearly their recog­
nition that Safeguard is not an effective 
ABM system and of the need for an ad­
vanced "hardsite" system. Volume VI 
of the hearings of the Subcommittee on 
the Department of Defense of the Com­
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives, discloses an important 
line of questioning between Chairman 
MAHON and Mr. Richard L. Johnson, As­
sistant Secretary of the Army for Re­
search and Development, General Betts 
who is in charge of the Army R.D.T. & E. 
and Dr. Gilstein who is in charge of the 
Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense 
Agency. I ask unanimous consent that 
pages 158 to 165 of these hearings deal­
ing with Safeguard, and the "hardsite" 
program be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks because of 
their importance to this debate, and also 
because I do not want the excerpts I 
shall quote to be out of context. 

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

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, General 

Betts, speaking of the hardsite defense 
system the Army is working on, said: 

When perfected, this hardsite defense sys­
tem promises to provide greater capability 
at lower costs than simply proliferating Safe­
guard components to achieve the same de­
sired level of defense. (Page 159.) 

While I do not attempt to present his 
position on Safeguard, for I do not know 
it, Chairman MAHON commented: 

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. (Page 160.) 

Later in the same testimony referring 
to the "hardsite" system, Chairman 
MAHON asks: 

What does the scientific community say 
of all this? 

Dr. Gilstein answers: 
We have presented these concepts to the 

President's Scientific Advisory Council and 
the Defense Science Boa.rd. In both cases 
they expressed great approval of the work 
we are doing and asked us to continue a.long 
the same lines. In general, they approve every 
approach and every analysis we have made. 
They agreed with the concept and asked us to 
continue the work. (Page 165.) 

In answer to a question about the state 
of development of hardsite components, 
page 162: 

Mr. ANDREWS. Is it more or less in the 
scientist's mind a.t the present time? 

Dr. GILSTEIN. It is more than that. It is in 
opera.ting 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 cross-field antenna. tubes, 
modulators, and so on, also exist as compo­
nents. They exist in full scale right now and 
have been demonstrated. An integrated radar 
has not been made. 

Mr. President, I read this testimony 
again to contrast it with the statements 
made in the letter of Secretary Laird 
yesterday. His letter gives the impres­
sion that the hardsite system is in an 
inchoate stage, hardly more than the 
concept; yet we have Dr. Gilstein, who 
is in charge of the project in the Depart­
ment of Defense telling a committee 
that the components exist or are in the 
process of being developed. 

On the basis of the testimony and 
facts that have become available in the 
last year, and the continuing doubts 
about Safeguard's effectiveness, I con­
sider that I would be derelict in my duty 
if I did not oppose further deployment 
of Safeguard and if I did not urge the 
greatest effort to be turned to the devel­
opment of the advanced, dedicated 
"hardsite" system for the security of our 
country in the event the SALT talks fail 

The sponsors of our amendment do 
not minimize the present Soviet nuclear 
strength or the threat if the Soviets con­
tinue to deploy SS-9 missiles and other 
nuclear weapons. But I believe-and I 
think it wrong and unfair to our people­
that the representatives of the Depart­
ment of Defense have minimized the 
awesome power of our present nuclear 
deterrent, and the more powerful nu­
clear weapons the United States is ca­
pable of producing and, in fact, is pro­
ducing. While the Defense Department 
speaks continually of the development 
of Soviet offensive weapons, little notice 
is given to the programs in which the 
United States is engaged to protect our 
deterrent, programs which substantial!~ 
strengthen the offensive nuclear force 
of our country. 

I would like to bring to the attention 
of the Senators, and ask that they read, 
the speech the senior Senator from Ohio 
<Mr. YoUNG) made on the tloor yester­
day. In his speech, he specified in great 
detail the programs in which our coun­
try is engaged-modifying, developing, 
and strengthening our nuclear offensive 
systems. Yet, when press releases and 
statements are given out by the Depart­
ment of Defense-just as one was given 
out yesterday-there is very little said 

about what the Department of Defense 
is doing, and I think properly so, to 
strengthen the offensive capabilities of 
our country in the event the Soviet Union 
continues to increase its nuclear 
strength. 

It is necessary to keep a balanced view 
and a balanced judgment about the So­
viet threat and our own capabilities. The 
Soviet Union has a larger number of 
ICBM's and greater megatonnage than 
the United States, approximately 1,200 
to our 1,050. But the U.S. serviceable 
bombers number over 500 to the Soviet's 
200; and our Polaris :fleet of 41 sub­
marines with 656 warheads far surpasses 
the Soviet submarine :fleet. The compara­
ti,·e warhead count, the actual agents 
of destruction, was listed by the Secre­
tary in his statement of February 20, 
1970, and as of September 1, 1969-was 
4,200 for the United States and 1,350 for 
the Soviet Union. I understand the total 
for the Soviet Union has increased by 
several hundred since that time, but like­
wise the United States is deploying addi­
tional warheads on Minuteman m and 
the Poseidon submarines. 

I think it misleading to speak continu­
ally of Soviet nuclear strength, the de­
ployment of SS-9's, their fitting with 
MRV's and MIRV's, without making it 
clear to the Congress and the people 
that the United States also is taking steps 
to strengthen its nuclear capabilities, 
offensive as well as defensive. Secretary 
Laird and Dr. Foster have stated in their 
testimony that our Polaris and Poseidon 
submarines can be considered virtually 
invulnerable today and for a period of 
years. I will place in the RECORD a state­
ment of Dr. Foster before the Subcom­
mittee of the House Committee on Ap­
propriations, because it sheds light on 
our present deterrent forces and the de­
velopment of ULMS-the underwater 
long-range missile system-destined to 
be a more powerful and invulnerable sub­
marine fleet than our Polaris fleet. 
· I have just referred to, and I ask to 

have placed in the RECORD at the con­
clusion of my remarks the statement of 
Dr. Foster. 

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

(See exhibit 3.) 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I might 

say that the underwater long-range mis­
sile system program provides for the sta­
tioning of intercontinental ballistic mis­
siles upon submarines to be located near 
the shores on our country, with from 
three to 10 warheads that could reach 
Soviet territory, or any enemy in case 
of attack. 

Experts have estimated that in the 
event our country and the Soviet Union 
do not agree at the SALT talks, the 
United States could add warheads reach­
ing a total of 10,000 or 12,000, through 
the MRIV'ing of our missiles. 

When we consider that two or three 
warheads could destroy Moscow, New 
York, Chicago, or any of the great cities 
of the world, and that the United States 
has 4,200 warheads today, and with the 
capability of 10,000 or 12,000 in a short 
time, I do not rthink anyone can argue 
reasonably that our country is as vul­
nerable as the Department of Defense 
implies by imbalanced statements. 
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Testimony by the Department of De­
fense shows also that the United States 
is engaging in programs of dispersal of 
its bomber fleet and a program toward 
re basing Minuteman to provide for their 
greater protection. There are other pro­
grams upon which the Department of 
Defense is now working to insure greater 
defensive and offensive capabilities for 
the security of our country. I do not ob­
ject to these programs-I support them­
but I do object to the continued drumfire 
of statements, which would confuse and 
mislead the American people concern­
ing our security, as they were misled by 
the "missile gap" propaganda of 1959-60. 

I suppose I will have a chance to talk 
about the letter sent by the Secretary 
to the Senator from Washington (Mr. 
JACKSON) yesterday, if it becomes a sub­
ject of debate. The letter "red herring"­
"mouse tracks" concerning the intention 
of our amendment for its purpose is 
clearly expressed in its language and 
interpretation. Again it is a last minute 
tactic to which we have become accus­
tomed in the debate on Safeguard. 

In all the discussion of the technical, 
diplomatic, economic, and strategic issues 
connected with the ABM, there has been 
little mention of the effect of a Soviet 
nuclear attack upon our country. 
Whether Safeguard or any other ABM 
system failed, or if the defense were suc­
cessful and our country managed to 
launch a retaliatory strike, the death and 
horror that would ensue in either case 
is beyond our imagination. A nuclear at­
tack and nuclear defense involving thou­
sands of megatons would cause the dev­
astation of vast areas of the United 
States and the death and suffering of 
tens of millions of its people. 

One must consider and believe that 
there are rational alternatives. The great 
necessity of our time is that the United 
States continue to make every effort to 
come to agreement with the Soviets to 
halt the further deployment of offensive 
and defensive nuclear weapons. 

In his recent press c·onference, Presi­
dent Nixon stated incisively the critical 
importance of the SALT talks: 

We can either continue this race in which 
they continue their offensive missiles and 
we go forward with our defensive missiles, 
or we can reach an agreement. That is why 
ait this point we have hopes of attempting 
to find, either on a comprehensive basis, and 
lacking a comprehensive basis, a selecttive 
basis, the first steps toward which the super­
powers will limit the development of and 
particularly the deployment of more instru­
ments of destruction when both have enough 
to destroy each other many times over. 

That is the statement of our President, 
a correct statement. The people of the 
United States should commend his efforts 
to reach agreem~nt at the SALT talks. 
I hope very much that agreement will 
be reached. For if SALT succeeds, our 
country and the world will be more se-

· cure . . If SALT fails we must take effec­
tive steps to provide the best protection 
we can for our deterrent in what will be 
a more dangerous world; and this is the 

, purpose of the Hart-Cooper amendment. 
~ J In the meantime, we should base our 

judgment on reasonable grounds, not on 
·emotional and dubious.arguments. I urge 

that the Senate consider the purpose of 
the Hart-Cooper amendment when the 
Senate makes its decision on the ABM, 
and that it approve the amendment. 

EXHIBIT 1 
REPORT OF THE AD Hoc GROUP ON SAFEGUARD 

FOR FISCAL 1971 
:I. :INTRODUCTION 

The group was asked to offer advice to DOD 
concerning the pursuit of a BMD capability 
by the United States. Its advice was to be 
based upon the scientific and technical qual­
ifications of its members. Although members 
of the group hold a range of views concern­
ing the desirability of a BMD deployment and 
concerning the interactions between a de­
ployment and diplomatic, strategic and polit­
ical factors, it was not asked for and did not 
offer advice based on assessment of such 
things. The members a.re anxious that their 
participation in the work of the group not be 
taken to imply advocacy or opposition to the 
deployment of ballistic missile defense. 

A full day was devoted to attendance at 
briefings by the Safeguard Systems Com­
mand, the Advanced Ballistic Missile Defense 
Agency, and representatives of DDR&E. The 
material covered in these briefings included: 
a threat assessment at the top secret level; 
a Safeguard status report; Safeguard S<?hed­
ules and budgets for various possible deploy­
ment programs; ABMDA advanced study and 
development programs; a joint Safeguard/ 
ABMDA study of active defense of Minute­
man; and a description of possible alterna­
tives to active defense for improving the 
survivability of Minuteman. 

A second full day was devoted to discus­
sion within the group, the definition of 
points of agreement, and an identification 
of differences in technical judgments. 

A final day was devoted to the prepara­
tion of working notes for the group's report 
and for presentation of its advice to the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of 
the Army, the Director of Defense Research 
and Engineering, the Principal Deputy Direc­
tor of Defense Research and Engineering, and 
the Deputy Director (Strategic and Space 
Systems) ODDR&E. 

A set of possible programs for proceeding 
with further steps toward the deployment of 
BMD which had been considered in DOD was 
described to the group. No proposed program 
was offered for criticism or assessment by the 
group. Instead the group was invited to pre­
sent its opinion in any way which, in its 
judgment, would be appropriate. It was as­
sured that it was under no obligation to ar­
rive at recommendations concurred in by all 
members. 

The President's statement of March 14, 
1969, was provided to the group for guidance. 
The group was advised that the three pur­
poses 1 of Safeguard defined by the President 
were not "weighted," that no one could be 
considered more Important or desirable than 
any other. The President's statement also ex­
pressed his concern that a limited BMD de­
ployment not be subject to misinterpreta­
tion as a first step toward the emplacement 
of a heavy BMD system. The group took note 
of this concern and was influenced by it dur­
ing its work. 

Advice pertinent to funding action in FY 
1971 and FY 1972 was described to the group 
as being of particular interest. 

On the basis of the guidance described 
above, the group attempted to formulate ad· 

1 These three purposes are: protection of 
our land-based retaliatory . forces against a 
direct. attack by the Soviet Union; defense 
of the American people against the kind of 
nuclear attack ·which Communist China ls 
likely to be able to mount within the decade; 
protection against the posslbllty of acciden­
tal attacks from any source. 

vice based on scientific, technical, schedule 
and budgetary considerations, and on the as­
sumption that the President and Congress, 
after review, decided to continue to approve 
the obligating of additional funds for BMD. 
It was not the purpose of the group to judge 
the wisdom of such an assumed decision. 

In the hope that the procedure w111 im• 
prove exposition of the group's reasoning, the 
results of this review are presented in three 
parts: 

1. Those pertinent actions that might be 
taken in FY 1971 if BMD were solely for the 
defense of Minuteman. 

2. Those pertinent actions that might be 
taken in FY 19711! BMD were intended only 
to provide thin area coverage of the country. 

3. Those pertinent actions that might be 
taken in FY 1971 if BMD ls intended to 
evolve into a system capable of meeting si­
multaneously the three objectives defined by 
the President. 

II. MINUTEMAN SURVIVABILITY 

The comments offered in this section 
should be understood to be based upon the 
assumption tha.t the only purpose of deploy­
ing BMD ls to improve the survivability of 
the Minuteman force. 

On the basis of the size of the Soviet land­
based force estimated for mid 1971 as com­
posed of the following weapons: 

(Omitted to avoid higher classification.) 
And of the estimated growth rate of this 

force, full use of the Soviet land-based force 
to attack Minuteman could reduce the ex­
pected number of surviving U.S. land-based 
missiles to below ---by---. 

This would require that by that time im­
provements in delivery accuracy (c.e.p.) be 
achieved which make each delivered Soviet 
R/V from an SSll or SS9 highly effective 
against a Minuteman silo. The group believes 
such accuracy improvements are technically 
possible but, of course, might not occur. In­
telligence information provided to the group 
was not sufficient for it to reach a judgment 
about the likelihood that Soviet operational 
missiles would exhibit such accuracy in the 
next three to five years. 

Some members of the group believe it 
might be possible to eliminate or shorten 
the period in which the Minuteman force 
could be very vulnerable to a heavy aittack 
by Soviet SSll 's and SS9's by adapting some 
existing U.S. air defense systems for tempo­
rary use as Minuteman defenses. The group 
was not briefed on this subject, and opinions 
among its members differ concerning the 
feasibility and practicality of such a program. 

The group believes that techniques other 
than active defense may be practical and 
may reduce the vulnerability of Minuteman 
described above. It believes tha.t alternate 
basing techniques that increase the number 
or the hardness of the aim points that a 
Soviet attack would have to target to achieve 
high assurance of destroying Minuteman 
merit careful study and may be practical as 
replacements for or adjuncts to actlv~ de­
fense. 

The group believes that a more cost effec­
tive system for the active terminal defense 
of Minuteman than Phase HA of Safeguard 
can be devised. Such a system, termed a 
"dedicated" system, would feature less costly 
and less technically formidable radars than 
the MSR and each such radar would cover 
fewer silos than would be covered by an 
MSR. The system might, or might not, in­
clude some MSR's in addition to the smaller 
radars. The desirability and cost effectiveness 
of such a mix cannot be reliably judged at 
this time. The system's advantage over one 

· featuring a proliferation of MSR's would be 
particularly important if the size of the So­
viet anti-Minuteman force became very large. 

The date on which a dedicated system for 
active defense of Minuteman could be com­
plete. depends upon its funding level. It seems 
unlikely that it could be deployed any earlier 
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than one year or-more after a system using 
only Safeguard components coUld be de­
ployed. However. it should be realized that if 
'the Soviet missile force suitable for attacking 
Minuteman grows very large (e.g.2 R/V's), 
the l~vel of protection given the Minute­
man force by a dedicated system substan­
tially exceeds that achievable by proliferating 
Safeguard components, with equal invest­
ment in either system. 

Against the background of these observa­
tions, the group advises th.at if the President 
and Congress direct a deployment of an ac­
tive defense system exclusively designed to 
protect Minuteman: 

1. If there is a foreseeable termination of 
BMD deployment at completion of Safeguard 
Phase I, funds (estimated at $1 B) in FY 
1971 should not be obligated for this pur­
pose. Phase I alone is not worth its cost. 
Obligation of FY 1971 funds for completion 
of Phase I is justified only if there is a need, 
or possible need, to continue beyond Phase I. 

2. It is necessary to proceed vigorously 
with the design of a dedicated HPD system 
and with advanced development of the radar 
and other technical components to be used 
in such a system. 

3. The desirability of using some MSR's in 
a dedicated system should be resolved as 
quickly as possible. There are ·two ways to 
"hedge'' the uncertainty about the need for 
MSR's in a dedicated system: 

(a) Continue production of MSR's at mini­
mum pace, accepting the possibility that a 
conclusion that they were not needed would 
be reached, say six months into FY 1971. Can­
cellation of MSR procurement at that point 
would result in a loss estimated at $250 M 
to $300 M. 

(b) cancel production of MSR's at once, 
accepting the possibility that procurement 
might be re-initiated twelve months after 
that decision. This would delay the date of 
defense system availabi11ty at least twelve 
and possibly twenty-four months. Some "re­
start" costs would be involved in restoring 
the production facilities, but these were 
not es.timated. 

4. If the only purpose of Safeguard is de­
fined to be to protect Minuteman, Phase IIA 
as defined in March 1969 should not proceed. 
Instead, a dedicated system for active defense 
of Minuteman should replace or, if the need 
for the MSR is proved, augment Phase TIA. 
As a minimum step, the complement of 
Sprints at Grand Forks and Malmstrom could 
be increased. 

5. In V'iew of the possibility that the ex­
pected number of surviving Minutemen may 
be low for several yea.rs, techniques other 
than active defense should be vigorously pur­
sued and necessary advanced developments 
related to such techniques should be under­
taken. Among the techniques that should be 
considered are those of alternate basing, in­
cluding techniques for increasing the num­
ber of aim points at which Minutemen might 
be placed. Techniques other than active de­
fense should be evaluated for cost effective­
ness when used to replace active defense 
and when used in combination with active 
defense. 

6. The practicality and effectivenes.s of an 
interim active defense system for Minute­
man, derived from existing air defense sys­
tems, should be appraised by a thorough 
review of ain.alyses completed in the past and 
by such new work as may be warranted. 

7. Study, research and advanced develop­
ment funds for the Army's Hard Point De­
fense Program should be protected from 
budget cuts because of the great importance 
of this work with respect to Minuteman 
survivability. 

ill. AREA DEFENSE 

Comments offe~ed in this section should be 
understood to be based upon the assump-

2 Omitted to avoid higher classification. 

tion th81t the only purpose of a continued 
deployment of BMD ls to provide a "thin" 
area coverage of the country to: 

1. provide protection against a. limited at­
tack by the Chinese. 

2. provide protection against an accidental 
or unauthorized launch from any source, 
ill!Cludtng submarines. 

3. protect alert SAC bombers, particularly 
against SLBM's on depressed trajectories. 

It is important to recognize an essential 
difference between a phased deployment of 
an area defense and a phased deployment of 
a terminal defense of Minuteman. The latter 
can, in principle, provide useful protection 
after partial deployment at a few sites. An 
incomplete area system provides no protec­
tion from "blaickmall" by an opponent (e.g., 
C.P.R.) with a small ICBM force or from an 
unauthorized attack. It provides only limited 
protection against accidental launches. 

Therefore, initiation of an area defense 
system is justified only if there is an expecta­
tion that it will prove to be necessary or de­
sirable t.o cover the entire country with such 
a system. 

Against the preceding background, the 
group offers the following comments: 

1. If a start on area defense were unin­
fluenced by work already completed a.nd if 
deployment at three sites were possible with­
in budget limits, the logical selection of sites 
for protection against Chinese ICBM attack 
would be Safeguard sites designated North­
west. Northeast, and Washington, D.C. 

2. Budget Um.its and schedule advantages 
resulting from survey and other time-con­
suming actions authorized under Phase I 
suggest that a practical start on area defense 
would involve obligating funds in FY 1971 
to establish sites at Whiteman (with an MSR 
but no PAR) and either N.E. or N.W. (with 
an MSR and a PAR). Whiteman affords 
coverage for a subStantlial population. It 
can be established relatively early because 
of survey work already completed. It is rela­
tively inexpensive because it has no PAR. 

3 .•• *. 
4. Area defense, even of the thin kind 

furnished by Safeguard Phase II, has some 
effeot on Soviet estimates of the adequacy 
of their deterrent because such a defense 
provides a la-rge number of defensive weap­
ons. Careful assessment of the consequences 
of the deployment of area defense compo­
nents on the U.S. relationship with the So­
viet Union should be undertaken, especially 
in the light of the President's expressed con­
cern in this matter. 

5. Some members of the group suggest 
the need to estimate the "virtual cost'• of 
area defense. The term refers to the cost of 
assuring that U.S. missiles could penetrate 
a Soviet area defense. Such a Soviet defense 
might be deployed in response t.o a U.S. de­
poyment or as a result of a. U.S.-Soviet agree­
ment. 

6. Estimates within the group of the effec­
tiveness of a feasible thin area defense 
against C.P.R. ICBM attacks vary.3 The 
range of opinions was between the following 
bounds: 

a) A belief that the probability is high 
that a thin area defense will be highly effec­
tive, possibly achieving damage denial for as 
much as a decade. 

b) A belief that the C.P.R. would respond 
to the presence of a U.S. area defense and 
materially reduce its effectiveness by the use 
of penetration aids or bypass it entirely by 
other measures (e.g., clandestine weapons). 

a Some members of the group feel it impor­
tant t.o recognize that ICBM's are not the 
_only and possibly not the "best" way for the 
C.P.R. to attack or threaten to attack. The 
use . of claindestine weapons is possible, for 
example. Some members a.150 question the 
reliance that the President would be willing 
to rest on an untried complex system in the 
face of the threatened attacks. 

IV. THREE OBJECTIVE SYSTEM 

Comments offered in this section are based 
on the assumption that the President and 
Congress direct DOD to proceed with a. BMD 
system intended to place comparable em­
phasis on each of the three objectives de­
fined by the President in his statement of 
March 14, 1969. 

Studies conducted by the Army indicate 
that a system based at seven sites could 
afford thin area coverage against limited 
ICBM attacks for all of the contiguous 48 
states. The seven sites are among the twelve 
included in the Safeguard Phase II deploy­
ment which the Army has described. The 
seven site system is more vulnerable to a. 
sophisticated attack than the Phase II sys­
tem because effeotive radar coverage is re­
duced by such an attack. However, it does 
afford nearly complete defensive coverage 
against simple ICBM (not SLBM) attack at 
the lowest cost and earliest date achievable 
with Safeguard components. It ls, therefore, 
a sensible "way station" to pass through on 
the way to a complete Phase II deployment. 

It is of interest to ascertain which of the 
Safeguard sites provide terminal defense for 
Minuteman, contribute to area coverage, and 
are included in the seven site system. These 
sites are placed in evidence by the following 
table: 

Site 

Contributes 
Contributes to terminal 

to area defense for 
coverage Minuteman 

Grand Forks __________ X x x Malmstrom ___________ X x x 
Northwest_ __________ X ------------ x 
Michigan/Ohio__ ---- X ------------ x Northeast__ __________ X ------------ x 
District of Columbia ___ X ------------ x Central California _____ X 
Warren ______________ X x Whiteman ___________ X x x 
Southern California ___ X 
Texas _______________ X 
Georgia/Florida _______ X 

Is part of 
7-site 

system 

Three sites (Grand Forks, Malmstrom, and 
Whiteman) have all three features men­
tioned above. The first two have been author­
ized, and funding has been obligated in 
Safeguard Phase I. 

Against the preceding background, the 
group offers the following comments: 

1. Safeguard full Phase II is a system em­
bodying compromises intended to enable the 
system to achieve, to some extent, the three 
objectives stated by the President. It pro­
vides thin area coverage and same defense 
of Minuteman. It retains the possibility of 
including Safeguard technology in a dedi­
cated system for Minuteman defense. 

2. There is a need for a policy decision on 
whet:b.er to give emphasis to Minuteman ter­
minal defense or to divide efforts between 
Minuteman defense and area defense in the 
next step taken toward Safeguard Phase II. 

3. Obligation of FY 1971 funds for the 
Safeguard sites at Whiteman and Warren 
would emphasize protection of Minuteman. 
Expenditures for these sites would contrib­
ute to the growth of a Minuteman defense 
based on Safeguard technology or on a mix­
ture of the technology of Safeguard and 
that of a dedicated system. 

4. Obligation of FY 1971 funds for White­
man would contribute to the evolution of 
both Minuteman terminal defense and thin 
area defense. 

5. FY 1971· funding obligations for either 
N.W. or N.E. would allow continued progress 
in the evolution of area defense. There is no 
significant difference between the two with 
respect to attack from Communist China. 
Either provides some coverage against SLBM 
attacks. However, for this latter capability, 
the PAR used at the site seleC>tled (N.E. or 
N.W.) should have two faces. 

6. It Ls estimated that FY 1971 funding ob­
ligations for Whiteman and either N.E. or 
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N.W. would be within a budget allowance of 
$1.5 B. It is estimated that obligations look­
ing toward a third site would exceed the 
$1.5 B allowed in FY 1971. 

ExHmIT 2 

General BETTS. In describing his decision 
on Safeguard to Congress, the President 
stated that there would be an annual review 
o! the developing ballistic missile threat 
With deployment decisions based on the 
threat developments. Defense options incor­
porating improved state-of-the-art technical 
developments would be incorporated as they 
became available. To provide options for im­
proved defense response, an advanced de­
velopment program totaling $158 million ts 
requested in fiscal year 1971 for the advanced 
ballistic missile defense program element. 
The increase over fiscal year 1970 is ac­
counted for by the relatively recent decision 
that we should develop the components of 
a hardsite defense system for Minuteman to 
counter a possibly greatly enlarged and more 
sophisticated Soviet threat than can be han­
dled by Safeguard as now conceived. 

For the growth threat of the --- time 
period as described by Secretary Laird, de­
velopment is planned that will push the 
state-of-the-art and will provide us the op­
tion to supplement the basic Safeguard de­
ployment with a large number of defense 
modules, each defending a small portion of 
the Minuteman force. The concept envisions 
the use of radars that would be less ex­
pensive, require --- and fewer operating 
personnel than the Safeguard missile site 
radars. Because of their greater number, they 
would be less attractive targets; ---. 
When perfected, this hardsite defense sys­
tem promises to provide greater capability 
at lower costs than simply proliferating 
Safeguard components to achieve the same 
desired level of defense. 

HARDSITE DEFENSE SYSTEM 
Mr. SlKES. W111 the hardsite defense sys­

tem be operational---? 
General BETTS. That is the time frame 

within which we would expect to be able 
to have the sort of options I was discussing 
available in the event needed. 

Mr. SIKEs. It is very interesting. We are 
going to get more detail on this later? 

General BETTS. I have Dr. Gilstein with me, 
the Director of the Advanced Ballistic Mis­
sile Defense Agency, and we will be glad to 
go into it in whatever depth you wish. 

Mr. SlKEs. Mr. Chairman, we should hear 
Dr. Gilstein at the proper time. 

Mr. MAHON. Where is the Doctor? Why 
don't you tell us something about it right 
now? 

Dr. GILSTEIN. We are now doing concept 
formulation on radars and data processors, 
each of which defends a smaller portion 
of the battlefield than now assigned to the 
Safeguard system. Whereas the Safeguard 
system now defends a squadron at a time, 
these defense modules will defend a smaller 
fraction of the force, perhaps --- silos in 
a clump. 

By being given the assignment to handle 
a smaller portion of the battlefield, the whole 
engagement becomes easier for the tech­
nology to handle and, at the same time, since 
they are given a smaller assignment, it is far 
cheaper than the Safeguard components, and 
we can afford to proliferate them. This com­
plicates the enemy task. 

Mr. SIKES. This sounds as if you are sim­
plifying the system. If that is what you are 
doing, why is it necessary to wait until --­
to have it operational? 

Dr. GILSTEIN. There is the problem of com­
pleting the concept formulation, going to 
preliminary design, and the R. & D. demon­
stration, followed by the engineering design 
and production procurement, followed by de­
ployment. Stepping through the development 

of the system, it takes a certain number of 
years which brings us to ---. 

Also, there is no desire to have the system 
implemented before that time, because Safe­
guard can handle the threat that has been 
hypothesized for the --- time frame. We 
are preparing against a much greater and 
much more sophisticated threat which in 
actuality may not develop. So, the DOD 
would like to hold open the option of an­
swering a growth threat, but not make a 
commitment if it is not necessary. 

Mr. MAHON. If this system is preferable, 
and if what you want is really not Safeguard 
but this system which you were just de­
scribing, where does that leave Safeguard 

Mr. JOHNSON. May I answer that, Mr. 
Mahon. The hardsite system has capability 
only for the defense of the Minuteman sites, 
and it is no cheaper-as a matter of fact, to 
undertake its development for an earlier, 
less sophisticated threat, it would be more 
expensive than the Safeguard in the field to 
support the Minuteman against the early 
threat. 

The Safeguard has the capability not only 
to handle the Minuteman defense, but the 
defense of the airfields, against the sub­
launched ballistic missiles and the defense 
of a wide segment of the population against 
light attack, whether it be an accidental 
launch or a Chinese attack. So, the hard­
site is only competitive with Safeguard for 
very severe Minuteman attacks. It is not 
competitive in the broader utilization of the 
Safeguard. 

Mr. MAHON. With respect to what you said 
about the threat and the greater and more 
sophisti<Jated threat which might evolve, the 
Secretary of Defense has been stating that 
the Soviet Union has now a very great threat 
and is approaching now a first strike capa­
bility with large numbers of ICBM's. 

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. GILSTEIN. We are talking about the 
growth threat that goes beyond the --­
time frame. This involves a possible carry­
ing of --- reentry vehicles per booster of 
the SS-9 class, rather than three per boost­
ers as they are now showing in their R. & D. 
phase. 

Mr. SlKEs. I do not think we are getting 
across to each other. We are talking about 
building a very few Safeguard sites as a pro­
tection primarily against Red China. The 
protection, of course. against present Russian 
capability would be extremely limited. If this 
new concept would give us more protection 
against the Russian threat than we now 
have, why don't we proceed immediately into 
it? That is the point I am trying to get to. 
We are not talking about a --- threat. If 
you think about Russian capability, you have 
it right now. 

General BETTS. The presently planned de­
ployment of Safeguard will ia fact defend the 
Minuteman in a reasonably effe<Jtive way. 
There will be some losses, but the proposal 
that has been made is to have an adequate 
number of surviving minuteman missiles so 
we have a credible deterrence. 

To get into the details of that, I would 
much prefer General Starbird to address this, 
because I have not maintained close contact 
with the program. We postulate that if the 
Soviet chooses to put smaller reentry vehicles 
on its boosters, he can put more-and that 
means big numbers--and in the process of 
making them smaller, he also makes them 
so they come into the atmosphere much 
faster anEl with a much smaller radar image. 
When you get to that kind of threat, then 
the Safeguard is not the way to defend. 

We are trying to preserve the option to 
improve our defenses in that late time frame 
if it turns out to be necessary. 

Mr. SIKES. Is this new concept to be expe­
dited, or will it be necessary to use the time 
between now and --- to develop it and 
make it operational? · 

General BETTS. As now planned, we will use 
that time for development. 

Mr. SIKES. Could it be done in less time? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Not significantly less time. 
Mr. SIKES. The limiting factor is the time 

of development? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIKES. What is the cost of develop­

ment? 
Mr. JOHNSON. It depends very much upon 

the outcome of the concept formulation in 
terms of whether the devices should have 
some limited mobility or not; the size of the 
radar, which is really determined by how 
many silos you wish to defend by each radar; 
and, particularly, the magnitude Of the 
threat that you postulate. 

Mr. Sm.Es. Do you think it would be more 
or less costly than additional Safeguards? 

Mr. JOHNSON. If you were to want to de­
fend only against the number of reentry 
vehicles of the types that they now have and 
can bring at you from the launches that they 
will have when they complete their present 
deployment, if that is the threat you must 
defend against, the best way is to put a few 
more Safeguard elements in the field. If the 
threat grows beyond that point, so you are 
essentially at the crossover, where they begin 
to put the three and the --- reentry ve­
hicles on the SS-9 and to target the SS-ll's 
with enough accuracy, then it is clear that 
the cheaper way to defend the Minuteman is 
to utilize something of the nature that Dr. 
Gilstein talks about and to proliferate them 
in the field. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Secretary, I take what you 
are saying and what General Betts has been 
saying is that these two systems are comple­
mentary, really; that the new development 
is for a different mission, really, than Safe­
guard, and that your decision as to whether 
or not to develop it will depend upon your 
information as to the state of the art of the 
enemy over the· next 2 or 3 years. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Almost. 
Mr. WYMAN. What is wrong with it? 
Mr. JOHNSON. The decision to deploy it 

would be a function of the growing threat. 
The decision to develop it is associated with 
the fact that it is very clear that, should he 
choose to develop the multiple warhead ap­
proach and to upgrade the accuracy of his 
SS-11 so they now become silo attackers, 
should he choose to do that, then it is clear 
you will need it. It would be inappropriate 
to wait to have the development ready until 
you see him doing that. So, the decision to 
proceed with the development is that it is 
a rather straightforward attack that he could 
provide if he developed along the lines of the 
multiple vehicles and the upgraded SS-ll's. 
Therefore, the development, we feel, should 
proceed. The deployment decision then de­
pends upon your intell1gence in the out years. 

Mr. WYMAN. According to your informa­
tion at the present time, will this system be 
capable of defending smaller locations against 
a MIRV attack? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, that is exactly it. 
Mr. WYMAN. I understand. But will it work? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, indeed; just as the Safe-

guard will work against a specific kind of at­
tack, this will work against that specific 
kind of attack. 

Mr. WYMAN. This will be a lot lower in 
range and faster? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Actually, it would Ultilize 
the same missile for a while. The Sprint 
missile, as you know, is a very fast missile 
already. You would simply be utilizing it 
to try to defend a much smaller area be-
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ca.use of the smaller range of the radar itself. 
By making the range smaller, you reduce 
the number of items tt sees, and you have 
then reduced the magnitude of the data 
processing problem of handling the tra.mc, 
really. So, the efficiency of it depends upon 
its smaller capability in the manner that Dr. 
Gilsteln mentioned. It will clearly operate 
when you &imply choose the size of radar 
and data processor that 1s consistent with 
today's state of the art. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Where a.re you with this 
program at this time, and how much have 
you spent on it to date? 

Mr. JOHNSON. It is in what we call the 
concept formulation stage, which 1s to essen­
tially size the radars and the data processors 
and to show by analytic approaches that 
it is a viable system. So, it 1s in the formu­
lation stage, approaching what I would call 
the a.bllity to go into a contract definition. 

There has not been, 1n terms of dollars, a 
great a.mount spent on it because it all has 
been analytic effort. 

Could you give an approximation, Dr. 
Gilstein? 

Dr. On.STEIN. We have initiated work that 
would now come to a bill of about $6 
million. It is primarily supporting tech­
nology work. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Is it more or less in the 
scientist's mind at the present time? 

Dr. GILSTEIN. Lt is more than that. It is 
in operating condition in various fac111ties. 

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 compo­
nents. They exist in full sea.le right now 
and have been demonstrated. An integrated 
radar has not been ma.de. 

Mr. ANDREWS. How much are you asking 
for this project in this budget? 

Dr. GILSTEIN. We are asking an increase 
from the $10 million level to $58 million for 
fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Because there was $10 mil­
lion before, that will mean a level of $58 
million spent on this Hardsite defense in 
fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. ANDREWS. For this particular proj­
ect? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ANDREWS. What do you call this proj-

ect? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Hardsite. 
Mr. WYMAN. Who is the contractor? 
Mr. JOHNSON. There is no contractor be­

cause we are in the stage in the Government 
laboratories and at the Secretariat, of estab­
lishing the nature of the program that would 
then proceed to contract definition. 

Mr. WYMAN. All of the effort has been in­
house to dat e? 

Mr. JOHNSON. No. Excuse me, Just as in 
any of our programs, that are in what we call 
programs 6.1 and 6.2, and you would call 
5,000, component work and techniques are 
supported, so at the time you wish a system 
you hav~ the pivotal technology work done. 

Mr. WYMAN. Who is doing that? 
Dr. Gn.sTEIN. Som.e of the radar manufac­

turers are Raytheon, Hughes, and Bendix. 
Data processor efforts are with ODC, Texas 
Instruments, and IBM. 

Mr. WYMAN. They all have a little piece? 
Dr. GILSTEIN. They all have a piece. 
Mr. JOHNSON. It is correct to say they have 

been working on technology only. It is not 
correct to say they have a piece of a Hard­
site system. 

Mr. ANDREWS. I do not think you have an­
swered to my satisfaction the question that 
I asked. I wanted to know how much was 
in this budget for this project. You men­
tioned $50 some-odd million, and the Doctor 
said he had already spent $6 million on the 
project. How much are you asking for in this 
budget? 

Mr. JOHNSON. $58 m1111on. 
Mr. ANDREWS. So, through fiscal 1971, you 

will have spent $64 million on Hardsite? 
Mr. JOHNSON. That Is correct. 
Mr. MA.HON. This is a step beyond the 

Safeguard system, is that right? 
Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. MAHON. Of course, by the time you get 

the Hardsite program well . in hand, some­
body will come along with a refinement, and 
by the time you proceed until ---, the 
Hardsite program would be more or less ob­
solete in concept, would it not? 

Mr. JOHNSON. No, sir; I do not think so. 
It is no different in thai; sense than any pro­
gram that proceeds through development 
and deployment. By the time you get to de­
ployment, it is true and that you are 4 to 5 
years down the line, and you could do some­
thing better or differently. If you followed 
that philosophy all the time, you would never 
build anything, because by the time you are 
ready to build it, you would say "I can do 
better." It is no different in that sense than 
any program. 

In particular, with respect to ballistic mis­
sile defense, the technology and the threat 
have matured. We now understand things 
well enough that I do not think any of us 
see a major breakthrough, either in the of­
fense or the defense, that would obsolete 
clearly the efforts of the next 4 or 5 years. 

Mr. MAHON. You are talking about things 
that might never be developed fully in the 
event the strategic arms limitation talks 
prove to be successeful. 

General BETTS. That is certainly true. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I would only comment in 

that regard that I think it is clear that they 
would never be deployed. In the event of 
successful SALT talks that are limiting on 
the actual installation of units, then you 
would not deploy. 

I question, however, whether the nature 
of the agreements would or should be such 
that it should limit the research and devel­
opment that is required to make sure that 
you are not surprised. 

Mr. SIKES. I am glad you said that. This 
essentially is point defense, is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Exactly. 
Mr. SIKES. The Air Force, I am told, has a 

point defense system that is also in R. & D., 
designed to provide additional protection for 
Minuteman. Are you familiar with that? 

Mr. JOHNSON. Yes, sir. 
Mr. SIKES. Is there duplication? Is this 

something that should be carried on in one 
service rather than in two? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I think the way to look at 
that is that it is in an even earlier stage of 
what we call concept formulation, the hot 
idea stage, than is the Hardsite defense that 
we are talking about. The only difference, 
really, when you look at the different ways of 
doing it, is the size of the defended area 
measured by how many silos per radar. You 
can go clear down and put one radar at 
each silo and one missile or more at each silo 
to defend each one of the silos. You can 
make it defend two or four or seven or more 
silos. There are tradeoffs which to us say that 
somewhere in the range of --- is the min­
imum-cost area. If you put one on one, it is 
more expensive. Then if you get bigger to 
the point where it is --- as we have in 
Safeguard, then it is also more expensive, 
again, against these very severe threats. 

So, I do not think it is inappropriate for 
the different services to have hot ideas. It 
would be inappropriate to pursue the active, 
fullscale development headed for deployment 
of more than one. 

Mr. SIKES. Again, I think you have stated 
the situation very well. I think the commit­
tee will applaud what you are doing. 

If I understand you, you are saying that 
this is at the moment primarily an idea. It is 
good for two groups of people to be trying 
to come up with the best idea. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I cannot disagree with that 
approach. 

Mr. SIKES. Then when you get further on, 
before you have invested too much money, 
presumably a decision will be made between 
the two ideas. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Certainly. 
Mr. MAHON. It is a sort of Thor versus Ju­

piter situation. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Except that then both pro­

ceeded, instead of one stopping. 
Mr. MAHON. How many billions are we 

talking about in this so-called Hardsite pro­
gram, probably? Is it more than Safeguard? 

Mr. JOHNSON. No. That would be the point. 
It would be less expensive than Safeguard 
to defend the Minuteman. If you are talk­
ing about the present amount for Safeguard 
it would be that or less. ' 

Mr. MAHON. What will be the total devel­
opment cost of the new point defense sys­
tem? What would be the individual cost of 
setting up a unit which we understand 
would be cheapter than Safeguard but, since 
you have to have so many more of them, 
would the numbers equate so that the total 
deployment cost would be somewhat equiv­
alent to Safeguard? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I understand what you are 
saying. You must understand that we are 
at the stage, hot idea stage, and there is a 
considerable band. It could be anywhere 
from a --- program to a --- program. 
We are trying to get the cheapest program 
that will provide defense, and we are still 
scrubbing the thing down. 

Hence, the wide array of dollar values. 
Mr. MAHON. What does the scientific com­

munity, Dr. Gilstein, say about all of this? 
Dr. GILSTEIN. We have presented these con­

cepts to the President's Scientific Advisory 
Council and the Defense Science Board. In 
both cases they expressed great approval of 
the work we are doing, and asked us to con­
tinue along the same lines. In general, they 
approve every approach and every analysis 
that we made. They agreed with the concept 
and asked us to continue to work. 

Mr. MAHON. How do you expect this to un­
fold? In fiscal 1972 and 1973, what would it 
be like, and in fiscal year 1974, and so forth? 

Mr. JOHNSON. In terms of dollars, you 
mean? 

Mr. MAHON. In terms of dollars and effort. 
You are going from $6 million to $58 mil­

lion in the time frame of 2 years. Where 
does it lead to? 

Mr. JOHNSON. That depends largely upon 
the choice of the system. At the moment, we 
have talked with Dr. Foster and Mr. Packard 
about something on the order of --- a 
year for several years. We just are not able 
to predict beyond that---. 

ExHIBIT 3 

Mr. WYMAN. Has any technology been de­
veloped through which an enemy could de­
stroy our Polaris and Poseidon fleets before 
most of the missiles could be fired? Do you 
foresee any such developments in this 
decade? 

Dr. FOSTER. According to our best current 
estimates, we believe that our Polaris and 
Poseidon submarines at sea can be considered 
virtually invulnerable today. We know of no 
existing technology or capability which could 
destroy our present undersea force--either 
now or In the relatively distant future --­
the ULMS systems represents an ultimate 
counter by requiring the search of an order 
of magnitude more sea area. However, we 
must fully understand these techniques in 
order to assess their potential. We have this 
year, fiscal year 1970, initiated an SSBN de­
fense program whose express purpose is to 
obtain a. definitive understanding of the 
potential of all of these techniques and 
others which may be conceivable, to accu­
rately assess the potential vulnerab11ity of 
the undersea force, and to develop those 
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countermeasure techniques which will as­
sure the continued invulnerability of the 
undersea force. 

We do see, however, that the potential 
exists for the effective developments of 
counters to our force by the Soviets if we do 
nothing to improve our own forces. The 
countermeasure techniques which we expect 
to derive from the SSBN defense program 
(conducted by the Navy) and -the deploy­
ment of ULMS, should allow us to success­
fully preserve the invulnerability of the 
undersea force, which we consider vital to 
the preservation of a stable strategic deter­
rent for our country. 

Mr. WYMAN. You stated on page 13 that 
"We are not sure that the problems of ade­
quate land-based missile survivability can 
be solved permanently." Do you anticipate 
that our next generation ICBM will be an 
ULMS system rather than a land-based 
system? 

Dr. FOSTER. Our primary efforts on land 
based systems are currently oriented toward 
hardening and/or rebasing of existing mis­
siles. We anticipate that any new generation 
of ICBM's would be a sea-based system, such 
asULMS. 

Mr. WYMAN. Is the ULMS program funded 
at an optimum level in the fiscal year 1971 
request? Is ULMS the most promising new 
strategic system now under study? 

Dr. FosTER. The funding level of the ULMS 
program in the fiscal year 1971 budget ls 
the minimum level which will support pre­
liminary studies and research necessary to 
support an IOC in the late seventies. We 
believe that this ls the optimum level with 
respect to the overall ULMS and strategic 
programs. The prelaunch survivabillty of the 
ULMS system currently appears highly fa­
vorable as compared to any other proposed 
system, while its postlaunch penetration and 
effectiveness are roughly equivalent to the 
capabilities of other systems. UL~IB also has 
the added advantage of being deployed out­
side CONUS where it does not attract coun­
terforce strikes on the United States. For 
these reasons ULMS is the most promising 
new strategic system now under study. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
orders previously granted by which the 
able Senator from Washington (Mr. 
JACKSON) would follow the able Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) and by 
which the able Senator from Maine CMr. 
MUSKIE) would follow Mr. JACKSON, be 
reversed, and that Mr. MusKIE be recog­
nized first following the remarks of the 
able Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL­
LOTT). 

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

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL­
LOTT) is recognized under the previous 
order for 90 minutes. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, before 
c_ommencing my address, I suggest the 
absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

PHASE II OF THE SAFEGUARD ANTIBALLISTIC 
MISSll.E SYSTEM 

· Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I rise to­
day to speak on beh~lf of the proposal to 
proceed with phase II of the Safeguard 

anti-ballistic-missile system, and to urge 
rejection of the pending amendment. 

Once again we have before us the un­
pleasant task of making statesmanlike 
provision for our Nation's safety in a 
very unpleasant world. This task is 
neither enjoyable nor escapable. It is 
both costly and nerve racking. lt re­
quires that we take the long view with 
regard to dangers, and that we defer 
gratifications that would accrue to us if 
the world were more tame. 

The central theme of my remarks is 
that the ABM proposal formulated by 
the Armed Services Committee, under 
the chairmanship of our distinguished 
colleague, the junior Senator from Mis­
sissippi, is a prudent, necessary, and mod­
erate plan to achieve a necessary level 
of security at a minimum cost in re­
sources and political destabilization. 

This proposal is challenged by the 
pending amendment. I think this amend­
ment is ill founded in reason and ill 
advised in terms of international reali­
ties. In my remarks today, I want to ex­
plain why I think this is the case. In do­
ing so I will examine a number of the 
issues which divide Senators. But it is 
wise at the outset to understand the 
broad area of agreement which under­
lies this debate. 
Mr~ President, no Senator disagrees 

with three homely truths. 
First, every Senator agrees that, given 

the deplorable condition of the world 
for the last several millennia, nations 
must take prudent measures to insure 
their own defense. 

Second, given the existence of the So­
viet Union-an avowed and powerful 
enemy of the United States-the question 
confronting American policymakers is 
not "Should we have elaborate and so­
phisticated defense systems?" but rather 
the question is: "How can we attain all 
the elaborate and sophisticated protec­
tion we need when we need it at the 
least cost in resources?" 

Third, every Senator agrees that no 
considerations of financial convenience 
will ever be allowed to stand between the 
United States and whatever she needs 
in the way of defense. 

Mr. President, I stress these three 
truths, to make an important point. Al­
though there are differences of opinion 
in the Senate as we regard and consider 
this important matter, we all are start­
ing from a position of broad and signif­
icant agreement. And this broad agree­
ment suggests the areas of contention 
which we must examine with most care. 
They are related to two basic questions. 

The first question is this. What does a 
sober, responsible analysis of our en­
emy's mixture of defensive and offensive 
weapons tell us about the nature of the 
threat we face? 

The second question is this. What mix­
ture of American weapons-oif ensive 
and defensive-constitutes the most ex­
pedient response to the enemy's threat? 
In measuring expediency we must for­
mulate a prudent equation between the 
assured eff eetiveness of alternatives and 
their costs. 

THE NA'J.'URE OF THE THREAT 
First, let us consider the nature of the 

Soviet threat. Based 'on what we can 
guess about Soviet intentions, and what 

we know about Soviet capabilities, we 
must conclude that there are lowering 
clouds of danger on the horizon. 

Obviously it would be too simple to say 
that rational defense planners must con­
sider only the capabilities of another 
power, and not that power's intentions. 
If that were the case, then Canada, judg­
ing us only by our proximity and capabil­
ities, would have to have a defense budg­
et considerably larger than its gross na­
tional product. Thus it is clear that ra­
tional defense planners the world over 
must make a crucial judgment about 
both enemy capabilities and intentions. 
This is a very easy judgment for our de­
fense planners to make when they con­
sider the threat posed by the Soviet 
Union. All that we can know about Soviet 
intentions and capabilities suggests dan­
ger. 

Soviet intentions are either obscure or 
clearly ominous. The importance of this 
is threefold. 

First, Soviet intentions are never 
clearly soothing. 

Second, when Soviet intentions are in­
decipherable, then it is the clear duty of 
our defense planners to strictly and 
swiftly adjust our weapons mixture ac­
cording to the changing-and that 
means increasing-Soviet capability. 

Third, when Soviet intentions are not 
obscure, they are uniformly alarming, 
not least of all because they suggest what 
Soviet capabilities strongly suggest-­
that the Soviet Union is pushing hard to 
achieve a first-strike capability. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize 
that those who advise us to base our de­
fense planning on estimates of the Soviet 
Union's intentions, rather than its ca­
pacities, are overlooking two facts. First, 
the Soviet Union's intentions are often 
inscrutable until dangerously late. Sec­
ond-and I must be frank about this­
those who urge us to place our trust not 
in an ABM system but in a reading of 
Soviet intentions-intentions that, they 
suggest, will be discernible and benign­
do not always have a good record about 
reading Soviet intentions. And, needless 
to say, it has been a long time since the 
Soviet Union has accurately been ac­
cused of having an intention that would 
not require all prudent men to keep their 
powder dry. 

We need only bear in mind three dates. 
One is August 24, 1939. That was the day 
on which the Soviet Union and the Third 
Reich signed their so-called "nonaggres­
sion pact" and agreed to carve up Poland, 
thereby launching the Second World 
War. The Soviet action was a surprise-­
their intentions had not been forecast. 

The second date to remember is Octo­
ber 22, 1962. It was on that beautiful, ter­
rifying autumn Monday that President 
John F. Kennedy went on national tele­
vision to tell us that the Soviet Union had 
placed offensive missiles in Cuba and that 
we were going to, risk nuclear war to 
force those missiles out. Again, careful 
deception and dissembling, and some 
bold lies, had kept Soviet intentions mys­
terious until the world was on the brink 
of nuclear holocaust. 

The third date to remember is August 
2J, 1968. On this date-almost three 
decades after the signing of the Hitler­
Stalin nonaggression pact--the Soviet 
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Union sent tanks rumbling into Prague 
to snuff out the :flickering light of liberty 
in Czechoslovakia. Once again, the Soviet 
action came as a colossal surprise. One 
need hardly emphasize that it was also 
surprising to those who recently have 
devoted so much time and energy to the 
task of explaining how the Soviet Union 
is mellowing, and how a detente is about 
to terminate the cold war. 

Thus from what little we can know for 
certain about Soviet intentions, we can 
only conclude that this is no time to re­
verse our field regarding such matters as 
ABM. Furthermore, prudence dictates 
that we must look beyond the matter of 
Soviet intentions and face the grim facts 
about Soviet capabilities. This is espe­
cially vital because these capabilities con­
stitute concrete grounds for making the 
safest inferences about Soviet intentions. 

I will focus special attention on one 
particular item in the Soviet arsenal. 

By now it is clear that the most omi­
nous and destabilizing item in the nu­
clear equation is a huge piece of complex 
and lethal hardware designated by the 
antiseptic appellation SS-9. We have 
nothing comparable. Moreover, it is, in 
a vital sense, a redundant and onerous 
burden for the Soviet military budget-­
except on one grim condition. That is, 
it only makes sense as the basis of a 
mighty first-strike capacity. 

In some regions of this Nation the 
people have a sagacious motto that 
should enjoy wider currency. It is this: 
"If you want to know what a politician 
is up to, do not watch his mouth-watch 
his feet." This is sound advice at any 
time, in any country. But it is lifesaving 
advice when the Nation is dealing with 
the Machiavellian politicians in the 
Kremlin. 

In dealing with the Soviet leaders we 
must pay less attention to what they say 
and more attention to what they do. 
What they say is fodder for speculation 
about Soviet intentions. But what they do 
constitutes concrete evidence of Soviet 
capabilities. And it constitutes the best 
possible case for proceeding with the 
moderate and prudent proposal for the 
second phase of the Safeguard ABM 
system. This is so because what the So­
viet Union is doing right now involves 
the most deadly gamble in the nuclear 
age. The Soviet Union is continuing to 
deploy the SS-9 missile, and that means 
the Soviet Union may well be determined 
to confront us with a first-strike ca­
pability. 

There is another military use for the 
SS-9. This use, which is very significant, 
but not directly relevant to this current 
debate, is as the launch vehicle for frac­
tional orbital bombardment system ve­
hicles-FOBS. The most recent Soviet 
test of such a vehicle took place on Tues­
day, July 28. 

The Soviet Union's substantially more 
than 800 SS-ll's and SS-13's constitute 
a more than adequate deterrent. They 
have a range, yield, and accuracy suffi­
cient to make them a formidable coun­
tercity weapon. Why, then, it is neces­
sary to ask, are the Soviet taxing their 
faltering and inferior economy to pro­
duce an additional arsenal of the gigantic 
SS-9's? 

The answer is evident when one de­
scribes the SS-9's conspicuous features. 
First, it is huge; it delivers a very large 
payload. Second, it is accurate; it delivers 
that large payload with considerable 
precision. Furthermore, the size of the 
payload it is designed to deliver is un­
necessary for a countercity weapon. And 
the accuracy that is built into this expen­
sive delivery system is wholly unneces­
sary to the task of posing a credible 
threat to our cities. 

Thus, the real function of the SS-9 is 
revealed by the relationship between the 
size, accuracy, and payload of the missile. 
The size of the missile reveals that it is 
designed to deliver a warhead of up to 
25 megatons or-and this is what is cru-

. cial-three 5-megaton warheads. These 
three 5-megaton warheads, the newest 
payload for the SS-9, can certainly be 
MRV's and may well soon be MIRV's if 
the SALT negotiations do not produce 
some kind of agreement to limit MIRV's. 

There is one other important detail 
which completes the portrait of the 
SS-9 and its function in Soviet strategic 
planning. 

A delivery capacity of three 5-megaton 
warheads, which makes no sense at all 
as a countercity weapon, makes perfect 
sense for only one thing: It is perfectly 
designed to attack our hardened Minute­
man silos. That is, it is a perfect weapon 
for attacking part of our deterrent--our 
hardened second-strike capability. This 
is confirmed by what we know of the re­
entry pattern achieved by the multiple 
warhead~f whatever kind--on the 
SS-9. This reentry pattern closely ap­
proximates the spacing of the silos at 
Minuteman installations. 

The lesson is clear. The SS-9, which is 
the heart of the Soviet strategic weap­
ons effort, is a costly weapon without an 
American counterpart. It has only one 
function that could possibly justify its 
increasing deployment in a strategic ar­
senal: Its function is t.o threaten the 
American second-strike capability-the 
heart of our strategic arsenal and the 
very backbone of our deterrent capabil­
ity. Thus, the development and contin­
uing deployment of the SS-9 constitutes 
very ominous evidence that the Soviet 
leadership may have decided to develop 
a first-strike capability. ~he Soviet Union 
is bending its hard-pressed economy to 
produce the material prerequisites for 
practicing nuclear blackmail. And no 
one can doubt that, when the hard and 
cunning men in the Kremlin are given 
these material prerequisites, they will 
have the moral nastiness to practice that 
blaickmail with e. vengeance. The three 
dates I have mentioned before ought to 
prove this to anyone. 

Thus far, Mr. President, I have ad­
dressed myself to the questions of Soviet 
intentions and Soviet capabilities. I have 
argued that the Soviet threat, far from 
decreasing, or even stabilizing, is increas­
ing. Now I want to address myself to the 
question of why the ABM system is a 
suitable response to that threat. 
THE CASE FOR SAFEGUARD AND THE COURSE OF 

RECENT EVENTS 

The proposed phase II of Safeguard 
is nothing more than the minimal next 
step envisioned-indeed it is less than 

might reasonably have been envisioned­
when the Senate decided to begin an 
ABM system last year. Thus I think we 
can proceed in this discussion on the as­
sumption that the Senate meant what it 
said about the general validity of a mod­
est program to protect our deterrent. 

The relevant question now is this: 
What has happened-on the world 
scene, in testing programs, or else­
where-that should cause the Senate 
to do a volte-ftace? The answer to this 
question, Mr. President, is that the rele­
vant events reinforce the logic of the 
ABM system. Indeed, much of the sig­
nificance of the debate this year stems 
from the fact that the last 13 months 
have seen some developments--some en­
couraging and some ominous--tha t lend 
added urgency to the argument in fa­
v or of the ABM system. 

These developments, which were ably 
explored last Thursday by the distin­
guished junior Senator from Washing­
ton, have a special significance when 
considered in the light of some argu­
ments advanced against the ABM sys­
tem last year. What is now clear is that 
the last 13 months have not dealt kindly 
with the case against the ABM system. 

I am particularly interested in two 
events. One I have already mentioned: 
it is the Soviet decision to continue de­
ploying the SS-9's. The second is the 
beginning of the SALT negotiations. 
When we consider these two events we 
realize that the ABM system is a prop­
er-and minimal-American response. 
Indeed, the chief virtue of the ABM sys­
tem is that it is the least destabilizing 
American response to the obvious So­
viet determination to push ahead with 
an ambitious program of strategic of­
fensive arms deployment. 

The crucial point is that phase II 
Safeguard is not destabilizing, and the 
alternative to ABM-an increase in our 
offensive ICBM capability-could be de­
stabil:i,zing, and I must say probably 
would be. Phase II Safeguard is not po­
litically destabilizing. That is, it does 
not give the Soviet Union cause to be­
lieve that we are trying to achieve a 
first strike capability, and it does not 
damage the SALT negotiations. More­
over, the ABM is not economically de­
stabilizing. That is, it puts minimal strain 
on the American economy. 

SAFEGUARD AND THE SALT NEGOTIATIONS 

Earlier this year there was some talk 
about a proposal to put the ABM and 
MIRV funds in escrow pending some 
decisive development--either an agree­
ment or a collapse--in the SALT nego­
tiations. The practice of putting such 
moneys in escrow would have been a 
most unusual legislative gimmick, and it 
would not have distinguished this move 
from a straightforward unilateral freeze. 
But this escrow proposal is worth pon­
dering if only because significant recent 
events have taken the wind from its 
sails. 

The escrow proposal was attractive 
to some persons who became convinced 
that the Soviet Union was backing oft 
from its program of steadily increasing 
SS-9 deployments. That is, there was a 
point in the last year when some per­
sons interpreted Soviet behavior as in-
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dicating an intention to cease SS-9 de­
ployment. If this was the Soviet inten­
tion-they reasoned-it would not be 
necessary to push ahead with the second 
phase of Safeguard. 

I do not think this conclusion would 
have been sound, but it is no longer nec­
essary to rebut it because the ground on 
which it rested has been washed away. 
It is true that for a period of several 
months there was no evidence of new 
SS-9 site starts. This encouraged the 
soothing, but illogical, conclusion that 
the Soviet Union was through with SS-9 
deployments. Unfortunately, recently­
since the beginning of the Vienna phase 
of the SALT negotiations on April 16-
there has been conclusive evidence of new 
SS-9 site starts. This has destroyed the 
case for the escrow plan, which was 
never anything more than a plan for 
our half of a system of mutual re­
straint. 

The relevance of the late and un­
lamented escrow plan to today's de­
bate on the pending amendment is that 
the escrow plan amounted to a uni­
lateral American moratorium on ABM, 
and passage of the pending amendment 
also would amount to at least a unilateral 
moratorium. If the aim of such a uni­
lateral moratorium is to expedite an 
agreement in the SALT negotiations, 
then it would surely be a self-defeating 
move. 

As the distinguished junior Senator 
from Massachusetts has warned-see the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 3, 1970, 
page 10300: 

There are many complex &tystems to be dis­
cussed and negotiated at the SALT talks. 
We have no reason to believe that the SALT 
talks will not take months, and conceivably 
years, before they are ultimately concluded. 

He has emphasized that his estimate 
was certainly not a high estimate. If 
the junior Senator from Massachuetts is 
correct in his judgment, then he has 
stated one of the powerful arguments 
against halting Safeguard pending a con­
clusion-a favorable conclusion-of the 
SALT talks. 

If, on the one hand, one's desire is to 
expedite a swift and meaningful agree­
ment at the SALT talks, then a unilateral 
and indefinitely long moratorium on 
ABM development and deployment is the 
last thing one wants. This is so for two 
reasons. 

First, it gives the Soviet Union a huge 
advantage at absolutely no cost. That is, 
it commits the United States to a sig­
nificant and substantial reduction of its 
defense effort without requiring any 
reciprocal Soviet move. This is one detri­
mental-and utterly predictable-con­
sequence of 1any American strategic arms 
moratorium that is unilateral and of 
indefinite duration. 

Yet, this is not the worst predictable 
outcome of such a self-imposed morato­
rium. Still more pernicious would be the 
effect of such a move on the SALT nego­
tiations themselves. The effect would be 
twofold. First, it would insure that the 
Soviet Union would not come to any sig­
nificant agreement. Second, it would en­
courage the Soviet Union to consume as 
much time as possible in not coming to 
an agreement. 

It is easy to see why this twofold effect 
would result from any unilateral Ameri­
can moratorium on strategic arms. Such 
unilateralism would put enormous con­
trolling power in the hands of the Soviet 
negotiators and the disagreeable men 
they serve. It would be in the Soviets' 
interest to dissemble and delay the SALT 
negotiations indefinitely, all the while 
playing adroitly on the benevolent but 
misguided American proclivity to inter­
pret an enemy's garrulity as a sign of 
good will. 

Because passage of the pending 
amendment would constitute a de facto 
unilateral moratorium, Mr. President, it 
is worthwhile to pay some attention to a 
recent debate in which many Senators 
spoke quite forcefully against the very 
idea of any such unilateralism. 

It is instructive to consider the Senate 
debate last April on Senate Resolution 
211, the resolution seeking agreement 
with the Soviet Union on limiting offen­
sive and defensive strategic weapons and 
the suspension of test flights of reentry 
vehicles. A significant discussion of that 
resolution took place on April 3 and can 
be found on pages 10295 through 10307 
of the RECORD for that day. 

At that time, the distinguished junior 
Senator from Arkansas explained the 
meaning of the resolution in this way, 
page 10296: 

The purpose of Senate Resolution 211 is to 
freeze the United States and the Soviet 
Union in a condition of parity for an in­
terim period so that meaningful and lasting 
arms limitation agreements can be worked 
out in the talks that are about to begin in 
Vienna. 

Two paragraphs later, on the same 
page in the RECORD, Senators will find 
the junior Senator from Arkansas assur­
ing the Senate: 

The freeze on further deployment is not a 
proposal for a unilateral halt by the United 
States. It would also freeze the further de­
ployment of Soviet SS-9's and SS-ll's and 
of Soviet ABM systems. 

The distinguished majority leader con­
curred. He said, page 10296: 

This is a simple resolution. It is not one­
sided. It will depend on mutual assistance, 
mutual agreement, and mutual complemen­
tation. 

The distinguished majority leader also 
said, page 10297: 

This is a matter which would have to be 
mutually agreeable, mutually acceptable, and 
mutually enforceable. It would not in any 
sense of the word mean, so far as this coun­
try was concerned, unilateralism in any 
shape, manner or form. I think that factor 
ought to be emphasized time and time again. 

Later, the majority leader added, page 
10297: 

It is going to be a two-sided affair if en­
tered into, or it will be no affair at all. 

At this point, the distinguished and 
able junior Senator from Massachusetts, 
who first introduced Senate Resolution 
211, rose to explain why he approved 
the expansion of his original resolution 
beyond a freeze on operational testing 
and deployment of MIRV's to an expan­
sion which included a freeze on all of­
fensive and defensive weapons systems. 
In response to this explanation, the dis-

tinguished senior Senator from New 
Jersey rose to commend the resolution 
in its current form, noting that the jun­
ior Senator from Massachusetts had in­
troduced his resolution to correct what 
he thought was a liability in a similar 
resolution proposed by the senior Sen­
ator from New Jersey. The senior Sen­
ator from New Jersey explained what 
had transpired in this way: 

My own suggestion was a slightly different 
one, calling for an immediate stoppage on 
our part and the keeping up of the coop­
eration on testing so long as the Russians 
did the same. 

The Senator from Massachusetts realized 
that my approach, regardless of the merits 
relative to his, was perhaps more susceptible 
to the charge-although I think equally un­
founded--of unilateral disarmament. 

Thus the substance of Senate Reso­
lution 211 was influenced in a crucial 
manner by the universally recognized 
necessity for avoiding both the reality 
and the appearance of unilateral conces­
sions on matters that should be the sub­
ject of bilateral negotiations and agree­
ments. As the senior Senator from New 
Jersey said, the aim of Senate Resolution 
211 was "a mutual action which is an 
expression in the most general terms." 

Everyone was agreed on the necessity 
for mutuality. As the junior Senator 
from Massachusetts put it, page 10300: 

We are not saying the United States should 
stop testing its MIRV, or should stop de­
ploying any of its weapons systems, if the 
Soviet Union does not at the same time stop 
testing whatever it is testing or stop de­
ploying any of its weapons systems. 

He reemphasized the need for mutu­
ality on page 10302. 

The distinguished and able junior 
Senator from Arizona expressed the 
hope that this resolution would not have 
the practical effect of moving us toward 
unilateralism in cessations or in other 
forms of disarmament. The distin­
guished junior Senator from Massachu­
setts responded by saying: 

I would agree with the Senator that we 
would not want a unilateral cessation. 

All Senators favoring the amendment 
continued to stress the provisions for 
mutuality, right through the final hours 
of debate on April 9. Interested Senators 
may refresh their memories of this debate 
by consulting the April 9 RECORD on 
pages 11031 through 11062. On page 
11062 it is recorded that I joined with 
71 other Senators in supporting Senate 
Resolution 211. I did so because I was 
impressed by the provisions stipulating 
the necessity for reciprocal Soviet action. 
I was especially gratified by the pro­
vision that stipulated that the mutual 
freeze would be for a 6-month period · 
with an automatic lapse unless renewed 
in the same or modified form by both 
sides. 

Mr. President (Mr. DOMINICK). at this 
point it is useful to pause and notice the 
interesting pattern that emerges from 
recent events. It would appear that the 
most soothing predictions made by ABM 
opponents last year-predictions about 
Soviet intentions-have turned out to be 
false. In addition, we should note that 
the most alarming prediction made by 
the ABM opponents-a prediction about 
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the deleterious effect Safeguard would 
have on the SALT negotiations-also has 
turned out to be false. 

The alarming-and, it would now 
appear, alarmist--speculation that found 
its way into the ABM debate 1 year ago 
revealed that some persons based their 
opposition to Safeguard on the fear that 
even a small, moderate start on such a 
system might make it impossible to get 
the SALT negotiations started. 

Fortunately this is one argument that 
we need not rehearse this year. It rested 
on a theory that has been killed by a 
fact. The theory was that an American 
start on an ABM system-even a meas­
ured start on a limited system--would 
discourage the Soviets from participating 
in the SALT negotiations. The fact is that 
both the ABM system and the SALT 
negotiations were started last year. 

Mr. President, although events have 
shown that Safeguard and the SALT 
negotiations are compatible, it is not 
sufficient to note this and rest content. 
As I have suggested in discussing the 
dangers of unilateralism, there is another 
side to the argument about the relation 
between Safeguard and the SALT nego­
tiations. I must reemphasize that it is 
still possible for us to make a decision 
about Safeguard that would be damaging 
to those negotiations on which we all 
have fixed such fervent hopes. 

By now it is clear that a sudden re­
versal of Senate direction on ABM-such 
as that proposed by the propanents of 
the pending amendment-could serious­
ly jeopardize the American position in 
Vienna today and in Helsinki this fall. 
By now it is clear that Safeguard de­
ployment is not just compatible with 
the SALT negotiations, but may well be 
essential for them. 

This is apparent to even casual readers 
of what is widely published in major 
newspapers. There have been newspaper 
reports that Gerard C. Smith, the U.S. 
chief negotiator at the SALT talks, has 
recently given the Soviet negotiators in 
Vienna a significant proposal for a stra­
tegic arms agreement. According to re­
ports, this proposal includes a mutual 
freeze on or a reduction in the size of 
offensive and defensive missile systems. 

The proposal is built around three 
principal limitations. 

One limitation would set a quota for 
all strategic launching systems, includ­
ing strategic manned bombers, and land 
and sea-based missiles. It is reported 
that each side would be permitted to 
improvise whatever mixture of launch­
ing systems it pref erred, so long as the 
aggregate did not exceed the quota. 

A second limitation would govern the 
permissible number of huge SS-9 mis­
siles, or any comparable devices deployed 
on either side. 

The third limitation in this package 
would concern antimissile defense sys­
tems. This might ban such systems, or 
limit them to sites ringing Moscow and 
Washington-the Soviet Union already 
has 64 launchers in its Galosh ABM sys­
tem in the Moscow region. 

Mr. President, only the bare outlines 
of the Vienna talks are publicly reported. 
Of course it would be possible for the 
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Senate to go into closed session and 
consider the contents of the cables from 
our negotiators. It is certain that those 
cables would contain much useful in­
formation about the relevance of the 
Safeguard program to the U.S. approach 
to a broad arms limitation agreement. 
But such a session is probably unneces­
sary. The crucial point is already clear. 
The three-part proposal we have made 
at Vienna is a package in which each 
element is related to the other two in 
crucial ways. 

If we were to pass the pending amend­
ment we would do more than just em­
barrass our negotiators. We would pull 
a vital element from the package which 
is the subject of the most delicate negoti­
ations. This is no time for us to reach 
over the shoulder of our chief negotiator 
and tamper with the fabric of the discus­
sion. We might well cause an uncon­
trollable unraveling of these talks. 

Mr. President, thus far I have argued 
that there are two crucial senses in 
which our modest Safeguard program 
avoids contributing to destabilization. It 
neither raises Soviet anxieties about 
American offensive intentions, nor does 
it impede the SALT negotiations. There 
is one more point to be made about Safe­
guard and the problem of stability in 
United States-Soviet relations and it is 
this: The most destabilizing thing we 
could do at this point would be to pass 
the pending amendment and thereby 
initiate a unilateral freeze. The reason 
why this would be destabilizing was ex­
plained with customary lucidity by the 
distinguished junior Senator from Wash­
ington in his speech in this chamber 
last Wednesday. This is what he said: 

In these annual debates on military pro­
curement, 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 explanation, but I 
think it is only a partia.l truth. For an arms 
race can develop as much through a cycle 
of inaction-reaction as actlon-reaction. 

We have seen the inaction-rea.ctlon cycle 
a.t work for the last several yewrs. While 
U.S. offensive deployments have remained 
constant since 1965, and while the U.S. 
strategic budget has been steadily 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 continued inaction 
that might well stimulate continuing action 
on the part of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, I have now discussed 
my reasons for believing that Safeguard, 
far from being a source of political in­
stability, may be a positiive contribution 
to stability. Now I want to direct some 
remarks to the matter of Safeguard's 
cost. 

THE COST OF SAFEGUARD 

It is well known that 30 percent of 
every Federal tax dollar is devoted to 
defense, including the means of deterring 
our enemies from starting yet another 
war. Every American wishes that this 
were not the case. But all that means is 
that all Americans wish that this weary 
world would become something very dif­
ferent from the strife-torn world it has 
always been. 

Obviously, every American wishes that 

all revenues the Government demands 
could be applied to creative domestic 
purposes. Most of all, every American 
must wish thait foreign events and do­
mestic desires, ideologies, and conditions 
would combine to cause the Government 
to demand fewer revenues. 

But there is something that Americans 
can do besides just wish for a dramatic 
change in the nature of the world, or 
the nature of nations, or the nature of 
men. We can take a prudent, farsighted 
approach to cutting expenditures relat­
ing to foreign matters. We can try to 
bring the arms race under control and, 
pending success in that venture, we can 
make every effort to get maximum 
security from our defense purchases. 

Clearly, much of what I have already 
said here today pertains to possible long­
range economic benefits from Safeguard. 
Anything that encourages stability, and 
gives the SALT negotiations a chance 
to succeed, is contributing to the mos·t 
substantial form of saving-a mutual 
reduction in the overall arms race. But 
there are two additional lines of argu­
ment which clearly establish the eco­
nomic advantages of the ABM system. 

The first argument deals with the 
economic advantages of the ABM system 
as it compares with other proposed re­
sponses to the particular threat the ABM 
is designed to counter. 

The second deals with the economic 
advantages of this system as it relates to 
the interaction between American and 
Soviet defense expenditures. This argu­
ment demonstrates that the ABM system 
makes the expenditure interaction work 
favorably to the United States. 

I will deal with these two arguments 
separately. 

I am convinced that the ABM system 
numbers among its merits the fact that 
it is the least costly to us of the various 
alternative responses we can make now 
to the obvious and ominous rapid rate of 
Soviet strategic arms deployment. 

There has been some unhappiness and 
uneasiness generated by the suggestion 
that it costs more to defend our missile 
silos than it does to construct the entire 
silo offensive system, including the 
missile. 

I fail to see how such an argument can 
have much force. After all, it would 
make about as much sense to be dis­
turbed about buying a wrist watch be­
cause the hands on the clock perform the 
essential function-they tell us the 
time-but they cost next to nothing com­
pared with the 21-jewel works, which we 
never see. 

The argument that it costs more to 
def end a silo than it does to deploy the 
silo is debatable and breathtakingly ir­
relevant. It does not focus on ·the crucial 
question which is not how much it costs 
to build a silo, but how much it costs to 
guarantee a surviving silo. When one 
computes the marginal costs of each unit 
in this way, one realizes that the ABM 
program is an efficient response that 
does not get into the great political cost 
of adding offensive missiles that raise 
dangerous Soviet anxieties and reduce 
the chances for arms limitation agree­
ments. 
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Besides, if we are going to start ob­
jectirig to every weapons system in which 
the raw offensive capacity costs less than 
the equipment that makes it effective, 
then we are going to have a lot of ob­
jections to the sea-launched ballistic 
missile system built around the Polaris 
submarine. After all, the submarine itself 
is only essential to service the missiles­
to keep them mobile and hidden. The 
Polaris missiles cost only a fraction of 
the cost of the submarine in which they 
are implaced, and which makes them an 
operational system. 

The second half of the economic bene­
fits of the ABM system concerns the 
benefits we receive from the interaction 
between United States and Soviet de­
fense expenditures when using defensive 
interceptors to counter additions to the 
Soviet offensive arsenal. Consider the 
burdens under which the Soviet economy 
is laboring. 

The crushing burden of Soviet ex­
penditures for strategic weapons is easy 
to estimate. If an SS-9 costs approxi­
mately $30 million, then the approxi­
mately 300 SS-9's they have operational 
or under construction represent an in­
vestment of approximately $9 billion. If 
we figure a unit cost of $8 million for 
each SS-11 and SS-13, that adds an addi­
tional $6.4 billion to the total of Soviet 
expenditures on currently operative land 
based ballistic missiles. Notice that this 
total does not include small missiles that 
are still operational, such as the SS-7's 
and SS-S's; nor does it include the in­
vestment in the Soviet bomber force; 
nor does it include the large and grow­
ing Soviet investment in missile launch­
ing submarines. 

It is perfectly clear that the United 
States has the resources-of material and 
morale-to _expand the protection for 
our deterrent fast enough to counter 
any Soviet drive-however intense-to 
achieve an offensive missile capacity suf­
ficient to overwhelm our ABM system and 
thereby achieve a first strike capability. 
All we need to do is to be certain tliat 
every time the Soviet Union adds an 
SS-9 or other offensive missile to its 
arsenal, we add an offsetting inter­
ceptor. 
If we make it perfectly clear that we 

intend to do this-if we make it clear 
that we will match any pace they set­
then the Soviet Union has three, and only 
three, alternative courses of action. 

First, it can decide against going. for 
a first strike capability. 

Second, if it already has decided to go 
for that capability, it can reverse that 
decision. 

Third, the Soviet Union can push ahead 
on an attempt to match American re­
$ources and determination-in which 
case the Soviet Union can run itself 
right into bankruptcy. 

I hardly need to emphasize that each 
of these three alternatives-whichever 
they cboose-is in our interest. This 
demonstrates the weakness of one famil­
iar argument advanced against the ABM 
system. This is the argument that an 
ABM system will fail because the Soviet 
Union has, or is working to achieve, an 

offensive missile arsenal sufficient to 
overwhelm our projected ABM system. 
This argument collapses of its own 
weight for the following reason. 

The ABM system is designed to pro­
tect our second strike or retaliatory ca­
pability. Therefore, the only possible 
reason why the Soviet Union would in­
sist on an offensive capacity sufficient to 
overwhelm our ABM system and destroy 
our retaliatory capacity is that the So­
viet leaders are determined to achieve a 
first strike capability. If this is the case-­
and I think it may be-then the case for 
building the ABM system becomes not 
only convincing but desperately urgent. 
In fact, then the whole debate reduces 
to one awesomely important question: 
How fast must we expand the ABM sys­
tem to insure that the protective shield 
for our retaliatory capacity is always 
sufficient to cope with the Soviet Un­
ion's ever-expanding offensive capacity? 

THE STRANGE ECONOMY OF THE PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. President, while considering ques­
tions of economy, I must say that there 
are some very puzzling aspects about the 
pending amendment. 

For example, the amendment would 
strike $322.2 million in funds requested 
for work at Whiteman and Warren Air 
Force Bases. This is described by the dis­
tinguished senior Senator from Kentucky 
as a "saving"-page 27269 in the Au­
gust 4 RECORD-but.it is an odd form of 
economy. It leaves intact the $992.2 mil­
lion authorization for continuation of 
work on phase I at Malstrom Air Force 
Base in Montana, and Grand Forks Air 
Force Base in North Dakota. But- if the 
purpose in halting phase II is to termi­
nate-or begin terminating-the Safe­
guard system, then what is the point in 
authorizing approximately three times 
as much money as the proposed amend­
ment would strike? 

It is fair and pertinent to raise the 
question of whether the real intention 
of the pending amendment is to halt 
Safeguard altogether. After all, if phase 
II is found objectionable to the Senate, 
then it is perfectly clear that· the future 
of the entire Safeguard system is very 
much in doubt. 

In this regard, Mr. President, I am 
frank to admit that l; cannot get a clear 
understanding of exactly what are the 
intentions of the proponents of this 
amendment. Do they want to halt phase 
Il Safeguard? Do they think their 
amendment would halt research and 
development needed to perfect phase I 
Safeguard? Do they want their amend­
ment to halt what they describe as the 
"momentum" of the Safeguard program? 

Last Tuesday-page 27269 in the 
RECORD of August 4-the distinguished 
senior Senator from Kentucky said this 
on tbe subject of the Cooper-Hart 
amendment and the matter of "momen­
tum": 

Well over $1 b1111on was authorized for 
Safeguard in 1969. There ls a carryover, as of 
May 31, of $224 m1111on. These amounts, plus 
this year's authorization, provide ample 
funds for work on the evolving prototype 
system at Malstrom and Grand Forks to keep 

existing production lines intact, and, by 
maintaining forward momentum, would pro­
vide ample bargaining strength for the SALT 
talks. the administration requires. -

Burt then the next day-page 27439 
in the RECORD of August 5-the distin­
guished senior Senator from Michigan 
declared: 

Senator Cooper and I do not consider this 
amendlnent so much a compromise as a ra­
tional, modest but important effort to help 
stem the ever escalating arms race and, spe­
cifically. to stop the momentum of this par­
ticular weapons system. 

Mr. President, I find this very puzzling, 
and I look forward to some clarifying re­
marks from the distinguished and able 
Senators. There appears to be a mini­
deba te going on between the cosponsors 
of this amendment over the real purpose 
of the amendment and, pending a resolu­
tion of that debate, I can only say what 
I think about their various positions. 

I agree with part of the position ad­
vanced by the distinguished senior Sen­
ator from Kentucky. Specifically, I agree 
with his contention that forward mo­
mentum on Safeguard is required if the 
SALT negotiations are to progress. But 
I disagree with his belief that passage 
of his amendment would not destroy this 
momentum which we both think is re­
quired. 

On the other hand, I agree with a 
portion of the opposing view advanced 
by the distinguished senior Senator from 
Michigan. Specifically, I agree with his 
contention that the amendment spon­
sored by the two Senators would work 
to "stop the momentum of this particu­
lar weapons system.'' 

Mr. President, there is one thing that 
has become clear since last year's de­
bate, it is that some persons who object 
to the Safeguard program are not ter­
ribly selective in their criticism of it. 
That is, if one rebuts all specific criti­
cisms of the Safeguard program-from 
doubts about feasibility, through fears 
about the political consequences of de­
ployment-one still runs up against the 
fact that those who oppose this ABM 
program would oppose any version of 
ABM system because they do not like 
the idea of protecting land-based 
missiles. 

Now this position-which I do not 
hold-is intellectually defensible, and is 
sincerely held by many honorable men 
of good will. But surely we can all agree 
that those who hold this position should 
not acquiesce in appropriating nearJy a 
billion dollars for the first phase of a 
weapons system while at the same time 
fighting to strike less than a third of a 
billion dollars, when the effect of striking 
it would be to reduce the first phase to 
a doomed and. impotent remnant of a 
system destined never to become opera­
tional. 

It is fair and pertinent to raise this 
point because the language of the 
Cooper-Hart amendment is unclear as 
to whether the research, development, 
test, and evaluation funds intended for 
and needed by .Safeguard are to be di­
verted to development of a new dedicated 
hardsite defense system. If this is the 
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case, then there is a fundamental con­
tradiction in the Cooper-Hart amend­
m~nt. It spends with one hand for the 
Safeguard system which it is killing with 
the other hand. 

A NOTE ON THE QUESTION OF FEASIBILITY 

Mr. President, I now want to meet one 
recent suggestion that there are new and 
damaging scientific conclusions about 
Safeguard's ability to perform the func­
tion for which it is designed. 

On July 31, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Kentucky and the distin­
guished senior Senator from Michigan 
held a press conference. At that time, ac­
cording to the report in the New York 
Times, they charged that the Defense 
Department had "conceded" that the 
Safeguard.system would not be effective 
in protecting the Minuteman force 
against a Soviet attack. 

The headline on the Times story said: 
"ABM Critics Say Pentagon Agrees." But 
a close reading of the story reveals some­
thing different. )Vhat the two distin­
guished Senators did was· to take note of 
two quite unremarkable development..s 
with regard to Safeguard deployment 
and to infer from these development~ 
that the Defense Department Js worried 
about the _effectiveness of Safeguard. 
This inference is qUite mistaken, as I 
shall demonstrate. 

This is the relevant passage from the 
Times article in the edition of Saturday, 
August 1: . . 
· The rebuttal of the opponents to the sys­

tem is that even if the planned Safeguard 
worked perfectly, which they question, it 
would be incapable of blunting a Soviet 
attack. 

This contention, Senators Cooper and Ha.rt 
suggested at a _news conference, has been 
confirmed. by recent Defense Department 
moves to change the Safeguard design 1n line 
with objections raised by critics last year. 
" Senator Cooper cited the following factors: 

The Defense Department has started work­
ing on smaller cheaper radars for the Safe­
guard system. -One of the principal technical 
objections ratsed last year was that a Safe­
guard site 1s now dependent upon one Mlssni 
Site Radar, which guides the Spartan and 
Sprint mtsslles to their targets. This radar, 
scientific critics argued was highly vulner­
able., and its elimination by one nuclear 
bI~t would neutrallze the entire Safeguard 
site. 

In this yea.r's request, the Defense Depart­
ment has "conceded" that more short-range 
Sprint m.1.sslles are needed at the first two 
Safeguard sites in Montana and North 
Dakota. approved last year by Congress. Last 
year the Safeguard critics maintained that 
the Soviet Union could penetrate the system 
by exhausting the supply of Sprint missiles. 

. It is quite erroneous to describe these 
moves as "moves to change the Safe­
guard design in line with objections 
raised by critics last year." In fact, both 
of the developments described are long­
standing aspects of Safeguard planning. 
Minuteman defense was designed as an 
option in the Sentinel system. Moreover. 
research and development on landsite 
defense has been going on for the last 
10 years. The smaller, cheaper radar is 
sitnply the object of a study that is part 
of prudent planning for future contin­
gencies. Such radar would be built and 
deployed only if there is some need for 

a subsequent program to go beyond Safe­
guard. This subsequent program would 
only be necessary if the threat grows be­
yond current projections. 

What is curious about the ABM critics' 
attack on this radar research is that 
they seem to be assuming that the radar 
will be built and deployed. This would 
seem to imply that they think the future 
threat to our Minuteman force will be 
very much greater than current pro- · 
jections indicate. This would seem to in­
volve them in what is known as "worst 
case analysis." And this is the sort of 
reasoning which, according to many 
ABM critics, is to blame for various of 
the world's woes. 

Now consider the second development 
from which the two distinguished Sen­
ators inf er that the Defense Department 
thinks Safeguard will be ineffective. This 
is the deployment of additional Sprint 
missiles at the two Safeguard sites au­
thorized last year. 

It is quite mistaken t.o suggest that 
the Defense Department has "conceded" 
a heed for these Sprints. The truth of 
the matter is that the increase in the 
number of Sprints has been projected 
all along. The radars at these two sites 
are designed to service a certain num­
ber-let us say "x" number-of inter­
ceptors. The Malstrom and Grand Forks 
missile sites currently have ''y'' number 
of int-erceptors, such that "y" is a num­
ber less than "x." The Sprint missiles 
now being added are number "z," this 
number being the difference between "x" 
and "y." 

Further. it should be understood that 
"y" is the number stipulated last year 
for Phase I, and "x" is the number stipu­
lared last year for the Phase II level at 
the Phase I sites. In other words, the 
addition of the Sprint missile is nothing 
more than another step in preparing the 
sites Congress approved last year. It 
represents no departure from last year's 
Safeguard plans. 

PHASE II AS A REASONABLE COMPROMISE 
Mr. President, one reason why this 

year's debate has been less lengthy, less 
heated and less divisive than last year's 
debate is that the Safeguard propasal 
before us is the product of three kinds 
of significant compromises. 

First, the number of new sites involved 
is substantially less than the number 
which the administration originally in­
dicated that it would like to see author­
ized as part of Phase II. Thus, the pro­
posal before us is judiciously designed to 
give our ABM system a safe and credible 
momentum which we will need, failing a 
useful SALT agreement. But this pro­
PoSal does not commit us to the exrent 
that it jeopardizes any plausible SALT 
agreement. 

Second, the proposal before us repre­
sents a decision to forgo constructing 
even a thin area defense of our papula­
tion. This decision is an act of the high­
est staresmanship. It represents a will­
ingess to be empathetic toward the Soviet 
Union. That is, it takes cognizance of 
the fact that .at ·the moment an area 
ABM defense of our population could 
easily be misinterpreted by the Soviet 

Union as part of an American drive to 
achieve a first strike capability. This 
year's proposal avoids any intimation of 
population defense planning, and thus 
allays Soviet fears about American first 
strike intentions. 

The third form of compromise em­
bodied in this proposal is less obvious, 
but may be even more significant. It also 
represents a decision to avoid any move 
that could be construed as provocative, 
and thus be dangerously destabilizing. 
This compromise involves a rejection of 
the idea of responding in kind to the 
Soviet Union's increases in offensive 
capacity. 

There are only two ways to preserve an 
assured deterrent in the face of mount­
ing Soviet offensive capacity. One is to 
protect our deterrent with Safeguard. 
The other is to augment our offensive 
capacity. 

No Safeguard missile can hit the So­
viet Union. All our offensive missiles can 
hit the Soviet Union. Any addition to the 
American offensive missile arsenal can 
be misinterpreted in the Soviet Union. 
Any such addition can be construed as 
another element in an emerging Ameri­
can first strike capability. Therefore, the 
decision to respond to Soviet offensive 
capacity by increasing our defense repre­
sents an American willingness to act 
with circumspection when dealing with 
the Soviet Union. It demonstrares a 
sensitivity toward Soviet fears which one 
wishes the Soviet omcials would recip­
rocate. 

In this regard, Mr. President, it is in­
structive to cast our attention back 13 
months to last year's debate on the ABM 
system. I want to call Senators' atten­
tion to the debate of July 9, and espe­
cially to a colloquy that can be found on 
page 16907 of the RECORD for that day. 
The colloquy was between my friend and 
colleague, the junior Senator from Colo­
rado, and the distinguished senior Sena­
tor from Kentucky. The distinguished 
junior Senator from Washington had the 
floor at the time, and the colloquy went 
like this: 

Mr. DOMINICK. One of the .things that has 
been of increa.Sing concern to me 1s the 
semantic somersaults made in some areas of 
the country where people who say we have 
an overkill say we should not deploy the ABM 
because that would be provocative; and they 
say build more offensive weapons. That does 
not make sense to me. It seems to me that 
if we have an overkill, we should maintain 
the ab111ty of that overkill to be used as 
needed. · 

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the Sena.tor from 
Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I heard the 
statement of the able Senator from Colorado 
rega.Tding the support by opponents of ABM 
of offensive woo.pons as an altenm.tive. The 
distingulslhed Senator from Washington has 
made the same statemen~. ln the testimony 
of Secret,ary Laird before the House commlt­
t.ee, he made a sdmllar statement. 

It ls said that those who oppose deploy­
ment o! the anti-ballistic missile system this 
year, a defensive system, favor additions of 
missiles to oµr offensive systems. I must say 
that ls incorrect. The framework ill. which 
such a statement has been made ls-that 1! a 
year from now the Soviets are proceeding 
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Wit h the deployment of the 88-9, perhaps 
armed with MRV or MIRV, at that time, if 
necessary to protect our deterrent, we could 
protect our assured deterrent by building ad­
ditional Minuteman missiles and additional 
Polaris or Poseidon-type submarines. That 
is the context in which such statements have 
been made. 

One thing must be noted about this 
sta:tement made last July 9 by the distin­
gwshed senior Senator from Kentucky. 
The hypothetical situation he outlined 
has come to pass. The Soviet Union is 
proceeding with the deployment of the 
S~9. ~o one takes any pleasure from 
this grim fact. We all cherished the hope 
that the Soviet Union would show re­
straint. But such hopes are a weak reed 
on whic~ to lean one's defense policy. 
And Soviet actions have turned this hope 
to ashes. 

A CAUTIONARY NOTE ABOUT IRRELEVANT 
CONSIDERATIONS 

Mr. President, there is some reason to 
fear that some persons might favor 
adopting the pending amendment just 
to demonstrate Senate free will. It has 
been apparent throughout the spring and 
summer that many Senators are anxious 
to have the Senate behave more asser­
tively regarding matters pertaining to 
foreign policy. 

This is not an ignoble desire. I ap­
plaud and share it in general, however, 
much I may disagree with some of its 
particular manifestations. But one thing 
is clear. The ABM should not become a 
pawn in some intragovernmental power 
struggle. 

It would be culpable shortsightedness 
for the Senate to sacrifice the ABM sys­
ten;i as a gesture of defiance or as a sym­
bolic a~t. asserting institutional rights. 
In this regard, I was disturbed when 
rereading last year's debate to come upon 
a statement by the distinguished junior 
Senator from Arkansas. Senators will 
find on page 16911 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of July 9, 1969, a colloquy in 
which the junior Senator from Arkansas 
says the following: 

The real point of the debate is not the 
ABM as such. The whole point of the debate 
is an effort on the pallt of some Members of 
the Senate to reassert some control over the 
military department. 

God forbid that we lapse into such 
thinking in this serious time. 

Mr. President, the issue of who con­
trols whom is not only not the "whole" 
issue o~ the ABM debate; it is not an 
issue with the slightest relevance. The 
Senate cannot enhance its dignity or 
demonstrate its responsibility by allow­
ing its decisions on matters of national 
security to be controlled by institutional 
anxieties. 
CONCLUSION: THE QUESTION OF SUFFICIENCY 

Mr. President, I think I have made 
clear why I think Phase II Safeguard is 
necessary. We cannot afford the luxury 
of being mistaken about this. 

Others may be able to afford that lux­
ury, Mr. President-others who do not 
carry in their offices the power and re­
sponsibility to vote and to determine the 
course of this country. But this is a 

luxury that we in the Senate cannot 
afford. 

With regard to some complex and im­
portant matters it may be inevitable and 
acceptable for understanding to come 
only in the distant future. But in mat­
te~s of basic strategic capability, this is 
neither necessary nor acceptable. 

In matters of such compelling urgency, 
we cannot afford any period when we see 
"as through a glass darkly." 

In dealing with these matters we must 
always stand face to face with the facts, 
however, unpleasant they may be. we 
must ask ourselves some unpleasant 
questions. 

Has the Soviet Union become a more 
amicable member of the community of 
nations? If it has, the news has not got­
ten through to the Czechoslovaks or the 
Israelis. 

Has the Soviet Union manifested 
peaceful intentions in its defense 
budget? If it has, the word has not got­
ten through to the Soviet people who 
are being forced to forgo the 'basic 
commodities of a healthy economy in 
order to purchase such nonconsumer 
goods as $9 billion worth of SS-9's. 

Has the Soviet Union recently done 
anything that would manifest a depar­
ture from its established policy of piling 
offensive capacity on offensive capacity? 
If it has, the manifestations are not be­
ing recorded on the face of the Soviet 
landscape, where earth is being turned 
on new offensive missile sites. 

I have recently compiled an interesting 
set of figures, comparing the relative 
strengths of the United States and the 
Soviet Union in strategic weapons. The 
figures compare our relative strength at 
two times-October 1962 and today. 

October 1962 is the central date in the 
history of modern strategic planning. It 
was then that the two superpowers 
played nuclear poker in earnest over the 
placement of Soviet offensive missiles in 
Cuba. It was then that we received a dra­
matic, dangerous, and invaluable lesson 
in the value of a prudent, long-term de­
fensive planning. It was then that the 
United States won a crucial victory that 
was made possible by the convincing na­
ture of our superiority in strategic 
weapons. 

What has become of that superiority? 
The figures I have compiled give a sober­
ing answer. The figures concern the five 
categories of strategic weapons. These 
categories are first-generation ICBM's 
Minuteman-type ICBM's, which includ~ 
the Soviet SS-ll's and SS-13's; very 
large ICBM's, this category includes only 
the Soviet SS-9's; nuclear submarine 
missile launchers; and the bomber force 
which includes bombers and tankers: 
These are the facts. 

I want to say, Mr. President, in case 
there be any question, that the figures I 
am using are accurate and unclassified. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fig­
ures be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the figures 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as .follows: ' 

COMPARISON OF SOVIET AND U.S. ICBM's, SLBM's AND 
BOMBERS IN OCTOBER 1962 AND NOW 

late 1962 

Bomber force: 

Today (deployed or 
under construction) 

So~iet__ _________ _. __ _ About 200 ____ About 200. 
United States _____ ___ _ About 1440 550 

Polaris-type subs: ' -- • 
ij~~:=~- stafes:::::: : :: ~~-"-e_-_-_:::::: :f.out 25. 

1st generation ICBM's: 
Soviet- SS-6, SS-7, About 40 _____ About 220. 

SS-8. 
United States- About 100 54 

AtlasandTitan. - --- · 
Minuteman type: Soviet__ ___ _____ ____ _ None ___ _____ Over 800 

United States __ _____ __ __ ___ do _______ 1,000. 
SS-9 type : 

So~iet__ _______________ ___ do __ __ ___ Approaching 300. 
United States _____________ _ do ____ ___ None. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. Suffice it to say that in 
the bomber forces, the Soviet bomber 
force was about the same in 1962 as it 
is today. In 1962, we had 1,440. Today 
we have 550, or about a third of tlhe 
1962 total. 

In Polaris-type submarines, the Rus­
sians had none in 1962. They have about 
25 now. The United States had seven 
then, and about 41 now. 

In first generation ICBM's, the Rus­
sians had about 40, and they now have 
more than four times that number. In 
the Atlas and Titan, we had about 100, 
and now we have approximately half 
that number. 

Of the Minuteman type, in 1962 the 
Russians had none and we had none. 
Today they have over 800 of the SS-ll's 
and SS-13's, and we have approximately 
1,000. 

In the SS-9-the huge, big-bang vehi­
cle about which I have spoken at length 
this afternoon-the Soviets had none in 
1962, and they are approaching 300 now. 
The United States had none then, and 
has none today. 

Mr. President, the lesson is clear. The 
strategic weapons superiority which was 
a matter of life and death in October 
1962, has now become tenuous suf­
ficiency. Honorable men of good will can 
and do vigorously disagree as to whether 
this is a good thing. I do not want to 
examine the merits of the argument 
which holds that the possibility of a 
meaningful arms limitation agreement 
rests on an American willingness to 
acquiesce in the transformation of its 
superiority into mere sufficiency. But, I 
do want to suggest, with all the force I 
can summon, that we have done all that 
we can conscientiously do in order to 
assuage Soviet feelings of insecurity. 

Unfortunately, mutual restraint is not 
a game at which only one can play. And 
the other party to this anticipated 
game-the Soviet UniJOn-has decided 
not to play at this time. This does not 
mean that we cannot be restrained. The 
proposal for phase II is a restrained re­
sponse to grave threats. It is also neces­
sary. I urge its passage, and the defeat 
of the pending amendment. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President will the 
Sena tor yield to me? ' 

Mr. ALLO'IT. I am very happy to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. 



August 11, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 28271 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I com­

mend the Senator very highly for one 
of the best and most thorough exposi­
tions I have ever heard. I say that as one 
who has been a member of the Appro-
priations Committee since before this 
kind of weapon was a reality, or even in 
the planning stage. I commend the Sen­
ator very highly for getting together 
these facts in the way he has marshaled 
them and focused them on the problem, 
leaving out the petty findings. 

As a member of the Appropriations 
Committee, where he is so valuable in 
many ways, he is most valuable on this 
subject, and I appreciate his efforts. I 
know he is one of the busiest Senators 
we have, and I especially appreciate his 
sacrifice in time on this issue. 

I want to point out one thing to the 
Senator, if I may. He clearly illustrates 
here, by these graphic figures, the con­
trast between 1962 and 1970 in this field 
of weaponry by comparisons of our posi­
tion with that of the Soviet Union. 

The bill, however, does not deal with 
1970. 

Mr. ALLOTT. That is right. 
Mr. STENNIS. The Senator's whole 

speech is underscored by the fact that 
this part of the bill deals with 1975 to 
1980. That is the period that we are 
having to prepare for, as the Senator so 
well knows. So it lends great strength to 
his speech, I think, to remember that he 
is having to project, and the Senator 
from Colorado is shooting for prepared­
ness, not for today, but for 5 to 10 years 
from now. 

Now, though, is the only time we can 
act. A few years later, when we see what 
we should have done, it is too late. We 
have to look forward now, and prepare 
for those years ahead. 

I think the Senator's speech will be 
a landmark, and I thank him again. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I thank the distin­
guished Senator very much. I value his 
remarks because of his great leadership, 
not only in the Appropriations Commit­
tee, but also in the defense planning of 
this country, as chairman of the Com­
mittee on Armed Services. No one else, 
I believe, is more knowledgeable than he 
is. I only hope that my own contribution 
today, in an attempt to dissect the argu­
ments and discuss them rationally and 
reasonably, will be of some assistance in 
the determination of this issue. 

Mr. S'l'ENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
DoMINICK). In accordance with the pre­
vious .order, the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. MUSKIE) is recognized for 30 min­
utes. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the ad­
ministration's request for another bil­
lion and a half dollars to expand the 
Safeguard ABM program is most dis­
turbing. It is disturbing because by the 
administration's own policy guidelines 
this request should not have been made. 
It is disturbing because it comes at a 
time when pressing domestic needs de­
mand that we in the Congress seek ways 
of safely reducing our military expendi­
tures. But most of all, the request is 

disturbing because it threatens to mini­
mize the potential of the SALT talks 
currently taking place in Vienna. 

We should recall that those talks were 
planned in the hope of ending the nu-
clear arms race, not merely controlling 
its rate of expansion. 

Both we and the Soviets have learned 
the costs and the dangers of attempting 
to win that race. We have both come to 
recognize that the runner in first place 
can never hope to open a comfortable 
lead over the runner in second place. 
And neither of us can fail to see that 
the finish line must be either a mutual 
halt or a mutual holocaust. 

The opening of the SALT talks, then, 
rested on three fundamental premises: 

First, that a situation existed in which 
both we and the Soviet Union had suf­
ficient nuclear armaments to deter each 
other from launching a successful nu­
clear attack; 

Second, that a situation existed in 
which both we and the Soviet Union 
were roughly equal in nuclear tech­

nology, and in the destructive power of 
deliverable nuclear warheads; and 

And third, that a situation existed in 
which both we and the Soviet Union rec­
ognized that continuation of the arms 
race would burden the economies of both 
sides with enormous military expendi­
tures, while providing neither side with 
increased security. 

That is why piling more ABM chips on 
the bargaining table in Vienna-by fur­
ther testing and developing of offensive 
and defensive weapons systems--will, in 
my judgment, diminish the potential of 
a SALT agreement and possibly the 
achievement of any agreement at all. 

I voted against the ABM last year, be­
cause I thought the chips on both sides 
were already piled high enough. 

I am still of that persuasion, especial­
ly since the chips have been piled even 
higher by both sides in recent months­
first, by our initial ABM construction and 
our MIRV deployments--and second, 
by Soviet resumption of SS-9 con­
struction and commencement of SS-
11 multiple warhead testing. 

The fact is, of course, that the "bar­
gaining chip" which the administration 
appears to deem so essential to its nego­
tiating strategy was made available to 
the administration last year-the au­
thorization of two ABM sites at Malm­
strom Air Force Base and Grand Forks 
Air Force Base. 

It is appropriate to inquire why we are 
being asked to add still another "bar­
gaining chip" this year. Let us look at the 
administration's own guidelines of a year 
ago. On March 14, 1969, the President 
stated that the program would "be re­
viewed annually from the point of view 
of first, technical developments; second, 
the threat; and third, the diplomatic con­
text including any talks on arms limita­
tion." 

All three criteria, I submit, now argue 
against providing the additional "bar­
gaining chip." 

Representatives of the administration 
have practically admitted that defend­
ing our ICBM's with Safeguard makes 
sense only against a very limited, and 
therefore unlikely, Soviet threat. The 

technical outlook has not only failed to 
improve, but it has in fact worsened. And 
the administration has demonstrated 
through actual expenditures and public 
statements that the cost of Safeguard 
has risen and will continue to increase. 

Turning to the second criterion, what 
is the "threat" today, as against a year 
ago? 

The pace and character of Soviet mis­
sile buildups over the past year have 
fallen below the administration's esti­
mates. We are given to understand that 
no new construction of SS-9 ICBM sites 
took place for a 9-month period starting 
last August. Similarly, the latest official 
estimated date for a Chinese ICBM de­
ployment is now further away than it was 
la.st year. Our overall deterrent posture, 
therefore, is not endangered. 

As to the third criterion laid down by 
the President, has the negotiating situa­
tion with respect to SALT deteriorated to 
the point that we now need to build up 
our nuclear arms? 

The facts are that last year no one 
knew whether SALT would actually be­
gin; that today both sides are in the 
midst of these vital negotiations and we 
hear reports that an agreement is in 
sight--an agreement which may ban 
ABM's or severely restrict them. Yet, 
rather than exercising restraint, as sug­
gested by its own criterion, the adminis­
tration seems to be using this situation to 
justify an expansion of our ABM pro­
gram-an expansion which would make 
the goal of negotiating limits on nuclear 

· armaments far more difficult to attain. 
The administration argues that we 

must move forward with Safeguard in 
order to "negotiate from strength." Why, 
then, was phase I of Safeguard limited to 
two sites? Why did we exercise restraint 
before the talks began, only to escalate 
Safeguard when the prospects of agree­
ment are said to be bright? 

This kind of perverse persuasion over­
looks what seems to me a key factor in 
the SALT talks--the necessity for at 
least rough parity-recognized by both 
powers--as an indispensable condition 
to successful negotiations. 

Any development which threatens to 
upset that condition can only jeopardize 
the talks. 

Our sincerity in wanting to limit stra­
tegic arms could be called into question 
if we expand our ABM immediately after 
deploying our first MIRV's. The Soviets 
could find it hard to avoid making 
countermoves. It is certainly plausible to 
view the resumption of SS-9 construc­
tion, new SS-11 testing and FOBS de­
velopment as the first signs of just such a 
reaction. 

Together the administration's Mmv 
and ABM decisions can undercut the 
present nuclear parity that made United 
States-Soviet negotiations possible. An 
apparent willingness to stabilize this 
strategic relationship brought the Soviets 
to SALT. A parallel willingness is in our 
own self interest. In such circumstances 
expansion of Safeguard at this time 
could make a meaningful agreement at 
SALT much more difficult to obtain and 
could increase the chance that the talks 
might fail. All the risks in such a move 
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run against the prospects of an agree-
ment. . 

In April the Senate went on record 
overwhelmingly endorsing a resolution 
for a comprehensive strategic freeze in­
cluding a ban on ABM's and Mm.V's. At 
that time, I presented a specific proposal 
for a mutual interim strategic standstill 
consistent with this resolution. With 
our deployment of Mm.V's we have al­
ready jeopardized the opportunity for a 
broad agreement. Moving ahead with 
Safeguard could well close the door com­
pletely. 

By ignoring the Senate resolution, the 
administration seems to be saying that 
it prefers only a limited agreement. How 
else can we explain the administration's 
reluctance to defer our MIRV deploy­
ments and its lack of candor in not dis­
closing months ago the Soviet's signifi­
cant suspension of new SS-9 sites? 

Despite the Senate's expressed interest 
and obvious responsibility in these mat­
ters, the administration has all but kept 
us in the dark about the Vienna talks. 

In the pending bill, we have a clear 
opportunity to examine and test the ad­
ministration's strategic and tactical wis­
dom. The Armed Services Committee's 
action in removing the "area" defense 
portion of the administration's ABM 
request does not go far enough, al though 
it is a step in the right direction. 

Our aim in evaluating Safeguard 
should be to maximize the potential ben­
efits of SALT. For a meaningful SALT 
agreement stands to be our best defense 
and the most effective way of enhancing 
our security. 

Let me examine these points in detail. 
I. SAFEGUARD; MORE QUESTIONABLE 

PERFORMANCE AT GREATER COST 

Last year, in the face of criticisms by 
an impressive array of scientists, the ad­
ministration maintained that Safeguard 
could do the job it was supposed to do. 
For example, many distinguished scien­
tists argued that the Soviets would have 
little trouble attacking ABM radars and 
thus blinding the entire system. But the 
administration brushed aside such criti­
cism. This year, however, Defense De­
partment officials admit that these radars 
might well be vulnerable. In fact, they 
have budgeted funds for research and de­
velopment of better site radars. 

The administration also now eff ec­
tively admits that Safeguard as envi­
sioned will be unable to handle likely 
future Soviet threats. In his fiscal year 
1971 posture statement, Secretary Laird 
stated: 

I! the Soviets deploy a MIRV on the SS-9, 
improve their ICBM accuracy, and do not 
stop building SS-9's at this time . . . we 
would then be faced in the mid-70's with a 
threat which is much too large to be han­
dled by the level of defense envisioned in 
the Safeguard system, without substantial 
improvement and modification. 

By the Secretary's own estimates, the 
Soviet capacity to mount such a threat-­
and to render Safeguard obsolete-is 
likely. 

The cost-inefficiency of Safeguard is 
also apparent. Nongovernmental experts 
have calculated that the minimum price 
of defending one Minuteman ICBM 
would run between $20 and $25 million, 

while the ICBM itself is valued at $3 
million. Moreover, the Soviets could off­
set any effect of Safeguard with offen­
sive weapons and penetration aids at a 
fraction of Safeguard's cost. 

Many scientists therefore argue that, 
even if SALT fails, alternative ways of 
maintaining a sufficient retaliatory ca­
pacity in the future should be considered 
before moving forward any further with 
Safeguard missile defenses. This is rea­
son enough for halting Safeguard de­
ployment at the present time. 

No wonder the administration is ac­
tively exploring other alternatives and 
is budgeting approximately $160 million 
for development of land-mobile ICBM's, 
"super-hardened" missile silos, and ad­
vanced sea-based missile systems. 

ll. THE SOVIET THREAT 

Let us examine the administration's 
alarm about a Soviet SS-9 threat. Ap­
parently, no new SS-9 construction was 
undertaken by the Soviets between Au­
gust 1969 and June of this year. 

The administration's apparent wor­
ries about a major SS-9 threat that the 
SS-9's will be refitted to carry MIR.V's. 
Last year, it was estimated that the 
Soviets could have simple MIRV's de­
ployed in 1970 and the more sophisti­
cated MIR.V's as early as mid-1972. But 
there have been no indications that the 
Soviets did in fact deploy MIRV's last 
year, and there have been no statements 
to suggest that they have even fiight­
tested a MIRV. Since MRV's are con­
sidered a technological prelude to 
MffiV's, it seems even less likely that 
the Soviets can begin deploying the lat­
ter by 1972. 

Finally, let us not forget that ICBM's 
represent only a fraction of our deter­
rent power. Our ft.eet of 656 Polaris mis­
siles on 41 submarines, for example, is 
viewed by the administration as being 
safe from any attacks the Soviets could 
conceivably launch in the foreseeable 
future. 

In the case of the supposed Chinese 
threat, the speculation is still more far­
fetched. Last year's estimate of a pos­
sible Chinese ICBM level of 10 to 25 
by 1975 assumed an initial ICBM test 
firing in 1970. No firing has yet occurred. 
Moreover, in his fiscal year 1971 posture 
statement, Secretary Laird admitted 
that a force of 10 to 25 Chinese ICBM's 
is now more likely sometime in 1977 or 
1978-a "slippage" of more than 2 years. 

Insofar as possible deployment of Chi­
nese ICBM's is concerned, a "thin" ABM 
for the United States is not needed to 
cope with this contingency. Our massive 
deterrent capabilities are clearly more 
than sufficient to dissuade Chinese lead­
ers from launching a riuclear attack. 

The fact that official cost estimates 
for Safeguard have increased makes the 
request to proceed with Safeguard now 
all the more questional'le. Even the ad­
ministration no longer denies the like­
lihood of future "cost growth" for a 
technically suspect system directed to 
mee"\; a no less suspect threat. 

This year, for example, estimates for 
the fu11 Safeguard deployment are up by 
$1.6 billion over last year. The official 
cost estimate of this Minuteman defense 
system now stands at $10.7 billion. But 

this :figure, the so-called "DOD acqui­
sition cost" does not include AEC costs 
related to nuclear warheads, operation 
and maintenance expenses, or the many 
indirect support costs. 

Even without "cost growth," the true 
cost of Safeguard could easily run above 
$20 billion. And the full price of the 
four-site Minuteman defense package 
alone---based on a DOD acquisition cost 
of $6.5 billion-would be at least $11 
billion. 

Ill. THE ABM; A THREAT TO SALT 

Last year, no one could be certain 
whether the Strategic Arms Limitation 
Talks would in fact begin and, if they 
did, whether progress could be made. 
These were the very real uncertainties 
which appeared to underlie the Presi­
dent's statement that future safeguard 
ABM decisions should and would be re­
viewed in light of SALT. Today, with the 
Helsinki talks behind us and the Vienna 
talks in progress, it appears that both 
sides are seriously seeking ways to con­
tain the strategic competition on a mu­
tually acceptable basis. 

At the same time, the administration's 
present request to expand Safeguard 
threatens to sharply restrict the range 
of attainable agreements. It threatens 
to sweep away the conditions of parity 
which apparently brought the Soviets to 
the negotiating table and which make 
any enduring agreement possible. 

The administration argues that the 
more we deploy the ABM, the more we 
can negotiate from strength in Vienna. 
That argument, in my judgment, is both 
a tactical and a strategic mistake. 

What will Moscow's response be if we 
forge ahead with Safeguard on the heels 
of our MIRV deployment? We cannot be 
certain, but we can make educated 
guesses in terms of negotiating strategy 
and weapons development. 

On the negotiating front, the Soviets 
could conceivably shift to a harder line. 
A $1.5 billion request for expanding a 
system which is clearly a candidate for 
limitation at SALT may be viewed by 
the Soviets as evidence that the United 
States intends to either legitimize ABM 
deployment under a SALT agreement, or 
to trade the ABM for reciprocal conces­
sions. 

Under either interpretation, the 
groups within the Kremlin power struc­
ture arguing against SALT, or giving it 
very low priority, may well be strength­
ened. Rather than induce Soviet nego­
tiators to accept meaningful limitations 
on their SS-9 deployments, the admin­
istration's use of Safeguard as a "bar­
gaining chip" may be more likely to 
stimulate Soviet missile expansions--to 
counter our new chip with another chip 
of their own. 

In April, the Pentagon announced that 
we would begin deploying the Mirv-a 
weapon which many of us in the Senate 
had hopefully thought our negotiators 
in ViEnna would try to ban. The Penta­
gon began deploying this destabilizing 
new weapon in June. It has since an­
n0tmced that Poseidon Mirv's will be 
deployed on our submarines in December, 
and that a contract has been let for con­
struction of a new strategic bomber-the 
B-1. For those of us who have ques-
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tioned these moves, the recent Soviet re­
sumption of the SS-9 missile program 
therefore comes as no surprise. 

Continued deployment of Safeguard 
will almost certainly mean further Soviet 
increase in offensive missile construc­
tion-both land- and sea-based-and 
in multiple warhead tests. After all, So­
viet planners faced with an expanding 
ABM may well feel the need to maintain 
their deterrent as a "hedge" against the 
possibility that SALT might fail. The 
administration justified our MffiV by 
contending that we had to fear an en­
larged Soviet ABM growing out of their 
small and vulnerable Moscow defense. 
Would it be surprising if the Soviet now 
reacted similarly? 

In addition to offensive buildups, the 
Soviets could also react to Safeguard 
by carrying forward their own ABM pro­
gram. While strategic analysts may 
cringe, thP. political logic here is sim­
ple. The Soviets might rationalize more 
ABMs for three reasons-to bargain 
away our ABM, to be able to match our 
ABM under some kind of SALT accom­
modation, and to avoid being "second­
best" in ABM if SALT fails. 

Uncertainties and ambiguities in our 
words and our deeds would have to be 
resolved by the Soviets in a manner con­
sistent with their own security. 

Even though the first phases of Safe­
guard constitute a relatively small de­
ployment, the Soviets would have a justi­
fiable concern that a Minuteman defense 
system is simply a first step to a larger 
one with nationwide coverage, which 
could pose a threat to their deterrent. 
Regardless of our own doubts about 
Safeguard's effectiveness, they could not 
ignore the technological fact that the 
radar network, production base, and 
long-range Spartan missiles associated 
with a Minuteman defense system make 
an expanded capacity feasible. And they 
could not easily distinguish between de­
ployments geared for ICBM defense and 
deployments supporting area defense. 

Furthermore, the Soviets could not be 
expected to trust our good intentions 
when it comes to curtailing Safeguard. 
For they undoubtedly would appreciate 
the difficulty of trying to halt a military 
system once deployment has begun. 
Moreover, an area ABM defense pur­
portedly difected against China would 

~ make no sense at all as a "bargaining 
chip" with the Soviets. 

The administration's posture on Safe­
guard is all the more inexplicable when 
viewed in the light of probable SALT out­

. comes. If the talks to date indicated that 
· an agreement would permit fairly hlgh 

ABM levels, -one might begin to under­
stand the administration's argument 
that the decision to continue with Safe­
guard is consistent with SALT. 

But quite the opposite indication has 
been reported in the press, and at least 
unofficially verified from many knowl­
edgeable quarters. At most, it looks as if 

· SALT might come out with very low 
~ ABM levels, perhaps limited to protec­

tion of Moscow .and Washington. There 
is also still reason to hope and work for 
a complete ABM ban. Such ABM agree­
ments might well be negotiated with the 
Soviets. Reports from SALT suggest that 

they favor a .total ABM ban or at most a MIRV ban. It is we who have begun 
very low permitted levels. deployment of MIRV, not the Soviets. 

The r-eversal of Soviet attitude on We should be prepared to halt our pro­
.A13M's is one of the great ironies of the gram and remove the few MIRV's al­
nuclear age. Throughout the 1960's, we ready deployed within the context of 
based our .policies on the premise that an appropriate agreement. 
ABM's were costly and destabilizing To be sure, a carefully-designed. 
while the Soviets seemed to believe the though limited, .agreement would be bet­
contrary. Adding up the administration's ter than none. But we need not settle 
statements on the importance of ABM's for second-best now. We can at least 
and its request for funds, we may now have a shot at the best. We can control 
have a topsy-turvy situation where the our own ABM program to preserve the 
Soviets appear to be more interested in option for a broad measure of agree­
limiting ABM's than we are. ment and maximize the chance of a dra-

The net result of these moves and matic and meaningful success at SALT. 
countermoves can only be harmful to Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
SALT. Rather than bringing both sides Senator from Maine yield at that point? 
toward agreement, the administration's Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
negotiating tactics are moving both sides Mr. TOWER. Is the Senator suggesting 
away from an acceptance of parity and that we should unilaterally disband our 
diminishing the likelihood of reaching efforts to develop a MIRV without exact-
meaningful limitations. ing anything in exchange? 

An atmosphere of sincerity so essential Mr. MUSKIE. No. I have suggested, in 
to progress c.an turh into one of hostility the remarks I have just made, that we 
and polemics. As ABM's increase and of- halt deployment of MIRV at this point. 
fensive force levels rise again. The range The weapons system has already been 
of possible agreements will narrow, thus developed. I take it that .it has been de­
leaving the negotiators with less and less veloped satisfactorily' since we have de­
to talk about. we would risk losing the ployed it. I recommended, almost a year 

ago-last fall-that the first step we 
opportunity for a comprehensive agree- ought to recommend at SALT, in Vienna, 
ment which could significantly curtail should be a mutual halt to further de­
the arms competition. And all that might velopment and deployment of any of­
be left would be an agreement with limits fensive or defensive weapons for 6 
placed on numbers of offensive launch- months, as a negotiator's pause, so that 
ers, perhaps no ban on MIRV's, and we would not be caught in the trap of 
ABM's set at agreed levels-in short, no _escalating nuclear arms of one kind or 
qualitative restrictions or meaningful another, offensive or defensive, on both 
reductions. sides, to the point that it would be dif-

That is why, when SALT resumed in ti.cult to reach agreement on a halt: let 
Vienna last April, I proposed a mutual alone a rollback to some reasonable and 
6-month freeze on the testing of multi- responsible level. 
ple warhead missiles and the deployment Mr. TOWER. Is the Senator suggest­
of strategic offensive and defensive weap- ing that we initiated the arms race, that 
ons gystems. I offered this as a negoti- we are primarily responsible for escala­
ator's pause-to halt the arms race in tion-in other words, that the Soviets 
all its dimensions so that both sides are not equally responsible for escalating 
could determine whether a continuing the arms race. that it is we who are 
freeze would be feasible and whether it doing s'o? i 
would facilitate more complex and en- Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I made no 
during agreements. At that time, the . such evaluation. The arms race probably 
Senate overwhelmmgly endorsed a reso- started with Adam and Eve. 
lution calling for a comprehensive nu- We are talking about stabilizing the 
clear weapons freeze. nuclear arms race, having once reached 

But these suggestions were ignored, rough parity with one another. 
and the administration has instead That, I take !.t, is the objective of the 
moved in exactly the opposite direction. administ:r:ation. That, I take it, is the 
The President chose not to defer our objective- · of the Senator from Texas. 
MIRV deployments. He is going forward That is my objective. 
with advanced research and develop- My difference with_ the administration 
programs for bombers and missiles. And is that I think, having reached rough 
he has requested funds for expansion of paritY. we should try to stay at that level 
our ABM. for a reasonable time unHl' we have ex-

An agreement permitting even lim- plored the possibility of SALT. 
ited ABM's and MIRV's would be far Mr. TOWER. In other words, the Sen­
less effective than a broader plan. It ator contends that we should do .that 
would codify the balance at higher ra- whether the Russians do it or not. 
ther than lower levels. It would be more Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, let me 
difficult to verify than an agreement point out that I understand the Russians 
which prohibited these systems com- halted the deployment of SS-9's and did 
pletely. not resume it until this June. In that 9 

It may be that the administration months, we moved on through deploy­
does· not want a ·comprehensive meas- ment of MIRV and through beginning 
ure, but is more than willing to settle construction of an ABM system. During 
for a limited one. Why else has it moved that 9-month period, there was activity 
forward with major programs which the on our part that was unmatched by the 
negotiators are seeking to limit? WhY Russians, to which they responded with 
else did the administration fail to in- the resumption of their SS-9 program. 
form us that the Soviets had halted new Mr. TOWER. Has the United States 
SS-9 construction last August? tested the Fractional Orbital Bomb Sys-

But even now there is a chance for - tern-FOBS? 
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Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I 
say that undoubtedly, on both sides, each 
side is exploring new developments that 
the other side has not touched. 

If we undertake to wait for a SALT 
agreement until each side has fully ex­
plored the number of initiatives it has 
undertaken, we will never get an agree­
ment on stabillzing the nuclear arms 
race. 

At some point we had to achieve rough 
parity-and I have used that word ad­
visedly-and that may have created some 
risks. It will take intelligent, alert, and 
informed evaluation to maintain that 
kind of rough parity. 

That is what moved both sides to en­
gage in the SALT talks. That made the 
SALT talks possible. 

We ought not to upset the balance or 
risk upsetting the balance in the course 
of the talks. 

Mr. TOWER. Does the Senator from 
Maine believe that our decision to initi­
ate Phase 1 of the Safeguard system was 
a positive inhibition on our e:fiort to ar­
rive at some sort of meaningful agree­
ment in the SALT talks? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I do not 
know that one would state my position as 
a belief. I do not have recourse to the in­
telligence estimates which would give me 
the basis for a belief. I have an idea, 
however, that the talks moved forward in 
spite of the decision made last year and 
not because of it. There were indica­
tions before the Senate acted. 

Mr. TOWER. But the Senator will 
concede that there were dire predictions 
that SALT would never come about if 
we adopted Phase I of the ABM. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I heard predictions to­
day. There will always be predictions. It 
is a serious debate involving a serious 
policy question about national security. 
To a great extent those of us not in the 
administraton are operating in the dark 
and perhaps those inside the administra­
tion are also operating in the dark. 

Dire predictions remain. They are not 
always borne out. I am afraid that we 
have to proceed on our best judgments, 
on the present evaluation of the situation 
as it exists. 

I did not make dire predictions last 
year. But I felt that the decision to move 
ahead with the first phase of Safeguard 
was not a wise step to take. That step has 
been taken now. We have to evaluate it. 
I am willing to do so on the basis of the 
administration's own guidelines which I 
evaluated in the beginning of my remarks 
before the Senator from Texas came to 
the floor. Using the administration's own 
guidelines of a year ago, deployment of 
phase II is not justified. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, the ad­
ministration does not seem to feel that 
the decision to proceed with phase II of 
the Safeguard would be somehow an 
inhibition or disadvantage insofar as it 
would prevent a successful conclusion of 
the SALT talks. 

Does the Senator from Maine have 
some intelligence that would lead him to 
believe otherwise, that is superior to that 
of the administration's? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if the 
administration believed that deploying 
phase II of Safeguard would end the 

SALT talks and it still proceeded to re­
sume deployment, I would be shocked. 
Of course, I believe that the administra­
tion believes in its position. I do not have 
any intelligence with regard to this 
matter at all. I have not been advised by 
the administration of the status of the 
Vienna talks. I am not in as informed a 
position as I would like to be to evaluate 
this with respect to the Soviet attitude 
on the talks. 

I can only proceed on the basis of 
consultations with people who have been 
close to the matter for years and who 
understand its implications better than 
I did, and perhaps better than I still do, 
and on their ideas and evaluation of the 
moves on both sides. 

Mr. TOWER. Has the Senator read 
the classified testimony given before the 
subcommittee of the Senate Armed Serv­
ices Committee by Mr. Smith and Mr. 
Nitze on the SALT talks? 

Mr. MUSKIE. No, I have not. 
Mr. TOWER. I would suggest that the 

Senator read it. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I would be happy to do 

so. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MUSKIE. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, do I un­

derstand that the position of the Sen­
ator from Maine is that the SS-9, which 
the Soviets apparently stopped deploying 
for a period of 8 or 9 months, was re­
sumed by the Soviets because the United 
States proceeded with phase I of the 
ABM? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I stated 
the facts. The SALT talks began last 
year, after the Senate had voted on the 
ABM. Yet, from August until June, the 
Soviets discontinued new deployments of 
SS-9s. In the next 9-month period, de­
spite the fact that several in the Senate 
and in the country urged that we halt 
MffiV deployment or at least delay 
MIRV deployment, we went ahead with 
that system. In July, the Soviets re­
sumed deployment of the SS-9's. 

Those are the facts. I think that the 
conclusion that the Soviet action on the 
SS-9's was in response to the steps we 
had taken in that 9-month period is 
more logical than any other conclusion 
I have read or heard as to their reason. 
Maybe the Senator from Iowa has a bet­
ter reason. _ 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Sen­
ator from Maine has been responsive to 
my question, and I appreciate that. But 
if the Senator wants to pursue that kind 
of logic, we can say that since the SS-9 
was stopped for a few months, we had 
the World Series baseball games and we 
had the Redskins playing a lot of foot­
ball games. Why, since those are the 
facts, would I necessarily conclude that 
those facts had any reference to the re­
sumption of the SS-9 deployment? 

I would say that the mere fact that 
we proceeded with the first stage of the 
ABM, which will take several years to 
complete, is certainly no basis for saying 
that the Soviets therefore began the re­
sumption of the SS-9. I cannot see the 
relevancy of it. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I am 
sure that the Senator cannot. I assure 

the Senator that I do not reach my con­
clusion on this matter because of the 
playing of some baseball games. The 
Senator's remarks regarding my logic is 
his personal privilege. I suggest it is not 
as anomalous a sequence of events as 
the Senator from Iowa logic might seem 
to suggest. 

Mr. MILLER. May I say to the Sen-
ator--

Mr. MUSKIE. In the absence of Soviet 
activity for 9 months, which was fol­
lowed by resumption of the deployment 
of the SS-9, following action we took in 
that period to change our posture offen­
sively and defensively, I say it is a proper 
conclusion to reach. I have heard similar 
logic used on the Senator's side of this 
argument. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Under the 
previous order, the Chair is to recognize 
the Senator from Washington at this 
time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Maine may have 5 additional min­
utes so we may conclude our colloquy. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, if I am 
going to have 5 minutes of time, I would 
like to finish my speech. We are proceed­
ing, in any case, on the time of the dis­
tinguished Senator from Washington. I 
would not ask for time for either pur­
pose without the agreement of the Sen­
ator from Washington, who has been 
most generous in yielding his place to 
me this afternoon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Iowa? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I hope I may have some 
of that time. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I know the 
Senator wishes to finish his speech. My 
point is that I do not believe the Senator 
made a valid argument by saying that 
during this 9-month period a fact took 
place. The fact that took place was that 
the ABM first stage was commenced, and 
it will be years before it is completed so 
that the Soviets would have a.ny basis 
for increasing their SS-9 capability. I 
do not believe the Senator's point is well 
taken. 

It would be unfortunate if he based 
his conclusion on this amendment by the 
mere fact that the first stage of a long­
time ABM program commenced during 
that 9-month program. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I have 
42 pages of reasons for my position. My 
reasons are not limited to the one with 
which the Senator disagrees. Also, the 
RECORD will show the Senator's opinion 
of my logic, and my opinion. I guess we 
should leave it at that. 

Mr. President, I shall quickly wrap up 
the remainder of my prepared remarks. 

IV. THE CHOICE WE FACE 

The administration's fiscal year 1971 
budget request of $1.45 billion is for the 
purpose of first, continuing deployment 
of Safeguard sites at the Minuteman 
complexes authorized last year; second, 
initiating deployment of another site 
at a third Minuteman complex; and 
!third, preparing five additional A!BM 
sites, one more at ia Minuteman complex 
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and four around the country as "area" 
defense. 
If this request is granted, the Safe­

guard ABM program will have received 
appropriations totaling over $3 billion. 

Of course, if the money were needed 
to buy us needed security, it would be 
worth it. But, as we have seen-by the 
administration's own statements and 
measured against its own guidelines­
further Safeguard deployment at this 
time is neither necessary nor appropriate 
to preserve our deterrent. And it poses 
the gravest danger to real success at 
fSALT. 
f Looking at the larger budget items 
lassociated with the fiscal year 1971 re­
lquest, we see a requested authorization 
lof $1.027 billion to pay for continued 
Pprocurement, construction, and direct 
fsupport of the two phase I sites, and 
1$298.4 million to begin construction of a 
lthird Minuteman defense site. Full de­
lployment of the administration "pack­
fage" for Minuteman defense-which 
ladds to a fourth site-would eventually 
feast a minimum of $6.5 billion by DOD 
faccounting but almost twice this amount 
lin total real costs. 

The smallest item in the ABM request 
for this year is $40 million to begin ad­
vance preparation of five additional 
ABM sites. Four of those sites would be 
designated as area defense against 
China. But such a defense means an ulti­
mate goal of eight area sites for the con­
tinental United States-at a total cost of 
at least $8.5 billion-plus sites for Alaska 
and Hawaii. 

The Armed Services Committee has 
recommended authorization for the Safe­
guard sites located at Minuteman com­
plexes, and has rejected the request for 
"area" defense sites. These recommen­
dations make better sense in terms of 
their impact on SALT than the adminis­
tration's request. By eliminating the ad­
ministration's request for a start on the 
area ABM sites, the Armed Services 
Committee has performed a great serv­
ice to the American public and to the 
possible success of SALT. 

But, as I have pointed out, the com­
mittee recommendation does not go far 
enough: 

Continued Safeguard construction of 
any kind runs the risk of ruining SALT, 
or at the very least, severely restricting 
the range of negotiation. 

The ability of Safeguard to perform 
as designed and to cope with a serious 
Soviet threat is highly questionable. 

The total cost for even a marginal 
amount of short-lived Minuteman pro­
tection will be enormous. 

And if SALT results in a ban on ABM 
or a low ABM level perhaps limited to 
Washington and Moscow, Minuteman 
defense efforts would have been incredi­
bly wasteful, or at best only highly 
inefficient. 

Finally, it is wishful thinking to be­
lieve that approving essentially the en­
tire budget request for Minuteman de­
fense this year will diminish future de­
mands for area defense. - The logic of 
weapons development does not work that 
way. 

For these reasons, we must explore 
other alternatives. 

CXVI--l 7S2-Part 21 

Even as we explore these alternatives, 
we must urge the administration to let 
the Congress and the public know the 
progress and the prospects in Vienna. 
The administration's reluctance to do 
so makes intelligent cooperation most 
difficult. 

The Senate's authority in this area 
cannot be denied. Its interest and judg­
ment are reflected in resolution 211. And 
its desire to relate military procurement 
request to foreign policy is a responsible 
one. 

Of course, we cannot dictate from the 
sidelines the particular negotiating tac­
tics to be best employed at the SALT 
talks in Vienna. Indeed, because the ad­
ministration has undertaken no sufficient 
consultation with the Congress, we have 
no complete picture of how these nego­
tiations stand. But we do know enough 
to be able to reach the sound and sensible 
judgment that neither our national secu­
rity nor the prospects for effective con­
trol over strategic arms competition can 
be well served by the expansion of Safe­
guard at this time. 

The question before us, then, is what 
further restrictions, if any, are appro­
priate at a time when we are engaged in 
an effort to put an end to this costly and 
dangerous expansion of strategic forces. 

The logical alternative at this critical 
stage of SALT would be to withhold any 
further funds for ABM deployment and 
limit expenditures to the continuation of 
a research and development program. If, 
indeed, it is the fear of an ABM that 
motivates the Soviet negotiarors, then 
this action could in no sense weaken our 
bargaining position. Obviously, the So­
viets would have to recognize that ABM 
deployment could be renewed or even en­
larged if the negotiations should fail. 

The denial of any funds for deploy­
ment would prevent further erosion of a 
truly meaningful SALT agreement and 
avoid wasting money in the event that 
SALT succeeds in banning or tightly lim­
iting ABM's. Research and development 
efforts would focus on carefully testing 
ABM components, exploring the eff ec­
tiveness of Safeguard, and looking for 
better technical solutions. 

This is the choice that logic and rea­
son would dictate. Nevertheless, the ad­
ministration has continued to argue that 
continuation of ABM deployment is es­
sential as a "bargaining chip" in the 
SALT negotiations. 

Even accepting this argument-which 
I find most unpersuasive-there is no 
justification for going beyond deploy­
ment at the two sites authorized last 
year. This is the alternative that has 
been introduced as an amendment by 
Senators COOPER and HART. Since it aims 
in the direction of arms control, I shall 
vote for this amendment. 

It preserves fully the "bargaining 
chip" which the administration claims it 
needs in Vienna. It should satisfy those 
Senators concerned about maximum 
success at SALT but unwilling to support 
a total rejection of the administration's 
request. But it adds no more chips to our 
side of the table-chips that could and 
probably would be matched on the other 
side-chips that neither side may, there­
after, be willing to give up, even to 

achieve an effective agreement. This 
chip escalation is now taking place, even 
as both sides talk in Vienna. The 
Cooper-Hart amendment, however, rec­
ognizes that the way to slow down the 
arms race is not first to speed it up. 

Given our powerful and secure deter­
rent forces, in the sea as well as on land 
and in the air, there is no threat which 
makes expanded deployment of Safe­
guard either wise or necessary. Indeed, 
since SALT has the potential of further 
improving our security, any move to 
make it pay off is clearly in our interest. 

Some years ago, Dr. J. Robert Oppen­
heimer drew the picture of two scor­
pions, locked in a bottle, aware that a 
sting by either of them would mean the 
death of both of them. The question we 
must, therefore, address ourselves to in 
the Senate is not how to accumulate 
more sting, but rather how to-open the 
bottle. 

Mr. President, as we review the per­
suasive scientific and diplomatic argu­
ments against the ABM, I would like to 
draw attention to the opposition to the 
proposed weapons systems of a group of 
concerned citizens in Maine. I ask unan­
imous consent that the names of the 
signers and their petition be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
To THE CONGRESS: STOP THE ANTI-BALLISTIC 

MISSILE SYSTEM 

It's Ineffective-It's Da.ngerous---It's 
Wasteful-a. threat to world peace. 

We strongly oppose deployment of the 
"Safeguard" ABM system because: 

1. It would provide little protection for th& 
United States. 

2. It would become obsolete before it could 
be operational. 

3. It would be likely to trigger a new 
escalation of the arms race. 

4. It would binder negotiations for dis­
armament. 

5. Its enormous cost would be highly 
inflationary. 

6. It would prevent the adequa.te fund1ng 
of essential domestic programs. 

We urge: that the proposed deployment 
of the Anti-Ballistic Missile System be op­
posed and prevented. 

Peter R. Aceres, Harrison, Me., Rlnda. 
Aceres, Harrison, Me., Helen A. Ada.ms, Buck­
field, Me., M. C. Ainsworth, Portland, Me., 
Laura Sewall Aitken, Bath, Me., Frances Al­
bert, Orono, Me., Stanley L. Aldrich, South 
Windham, Me., Pamela Alexander, Lewiston, 
Me., L. Allard, Gorham, Me., --Charles W. Allen, 
Portland, Me. 

Genevieve L. Allen, Portland, Me., John 
D. Amour, Mechanic Falls, Me., R.R. Ander­
son, Chicago, Ill. Weston Anderson, East 
Boothbay, Me., Florence Annear, Auburn, 
Me., Cushman D. Anthony, Portland, Me., 
Ruth Appel, Sebago Lake, Me., Patricia Ar­
bour, Topsham, Me., G. L. Archibald, Scar­
boro, Me., Carroll Arnett, Kennebunk, Me. 

Claudia Arnett, Kennebunk, Me., John 
Asatuan, Bruhswick, Me., Cecile Asselin, 
Lewiston, Me., Leo B. Atkins, Camden, Me., 
Louise Atwater, Lewiston, Me., Edna Ausp­
land, Portland, Me., Lena E. Austin, So. 
China, Me., Carroll C. Ayer, Lewiston, Me., 
Joyce Babokine, Camden, Me. 

John D. Bachman, Ellsworth, Me., Gary 
Bagley, Waterville, Me., Gertrude Bagley, 
Watervllle, Me., Lee Baler, Cumberland Cen­
ter, Me., Mary Ann Balley, Eliot, Me., Ricky 
C. Baker, Brunswick, Me., Barbara Ballon, 
Portland, Me., Albin Banis, East Millin­
ocket, Me., Herbert W. Barker, South Paris, 
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Me. Nancy Barker, Rumford Center, Me., 
Earl G. Barlow, East Boothbay, Me. 

Helen B. Barlow, East Boothbay, Me., Karl 
W. Barnard, Mechanic Falls, Me., Edward C. 
Barrows, Lewiston, Me., R. Barter, II, Oape 
Ellzaibeth, Me., Judy Barter, Gouldsboro, 
Me., Kendall D. Bass, Oamden, Me., Margaret 
J. Bass, Camden, Me., Eileen Bates. Lewis­
ton, Me., Patricia M. Bates, Bangor, Me., 
D. M. Bazar, Highland Park, N.J. 

Velma Bazar, Highland Park, N.J., Carolyn 
Beane, Gorham, Me., Joan Bea.rd, New 
Gloucester, Me., Gary Beckwith, Cape Eliza­
beth, Me., Jane Beckwith, Cape Eliza,beth, 
Me., Joel Beckwith, Bath, Me., Frank M. Be­
dell, Tenants Harbor, Me., Kathryn Bell, 
West Hartford, Conn., Richard C. Bell, Cam­
den, Me., Brenda Bellevue, Lewiston, Me. 

Robert A. Benjamin, Orr's Island, Me., Mar­
lyn Benken, Bucksfield, Me., Jacob Bennett, 
Orono, Me., John E. Bent, Springvale, Me., 
Roberta W. Berenson, Portland, Me., Robert 
J. Bergeron, Brunswick, Me., Bernice R. Berk, 
Portland, Me., R. D. Bernstein, Augusta, Me., 
Rosalye Bernstein, Portland, Me., Sumner T. 
Bernstein, Portland, Me. 

David L. Berry, Bowdolnha.m, Me., Randy 
Berry, Bangor, Me., Sharon E. Berry, Bow­
doinham, Me., Thomas G. Berry, Jr., Bruns­
wick, Me., Thomas Berry, Brunswick, Me., 
Wallace Billa.rd, Boothbay, Me., Dorothy M. 
Billings, Damariscotta, Me., Jane S. Birge, 
Waterville, Me., K. H. Birge, Waterville, Me., 
James J. Bishop, Orono, Me. 

Joan W. Bishop, Orono, Me .. Robert H. 
Bishop, Skowhegan, Me., Holly Bittner, 
Orono, Me., Bonnie Black, Orono, Me., 
Donna L. Blackwell, Orono, Me., Muriel 
Blanchard, Scarboro, Me., Margo Blaser, 
Quincy, Mass., Marc Blesotf, Brunswick, Me., 
Ellis K. Bliss, So. Portland, Me., Harry A. 
Bliss, So. Portland, Me. 

Margaret Blizard, Bar Harbor, Me., Annie 
M. Blomgren, Deer Isle, Me., Sren A. Blom­
gren, Deer Isle, Me., Karen Blomquist, Lewis­
ton, Me., Carolyn M. Blouin, So. Berwick, 
Me., Pauline Backus, Auburn, Me., D . Bodde, 
West Tremont, Me., Anthony I. Bok, Vinal­
haven, Me., Mary B. Bok, Vinalhaven, Me., 
Judy K. Ballweg, Portland, Me. 

William A. Bonsall, Orono, Me., Lucille 
Bonsaint, Biddeford, Me., Gene Bongun, 
Westport, Me., Wm. L. Bongun, Westport, 
Me., Anna Booth, Newcastle, Me., Anne C. 
Booth, Newcastle, Me., Stephen Booth, Fal­
mouth, Me., Bob Borden, Portland, Me., 
Emily S. Bosley, Kittery Point, Me., Eliza­
beth P. Boston, Nobleboro, Me. 

Lawrence G. Boston, Sanford, Me., Robert 
Boucher, Biddeford, Me., Dorothy L. Bouch­
les, Mechanic Falls, Me., Mary Margaret 
Boulos, So. Portland, Me., Karin A. Bourne, 
Cumberland Center, Me. 

George N. Bowden, Sebasco Estates, Me., 
Richard Bowman. Wlscassett, Me., Ruth B. 
Bowman, Wiscasset, Me., Jean W. Boyce; 
Lewiston. Me., Wentworth D. Boynton, Jr., 
Waterville, Me .. Susan E. Bradbury, Auburn, 
Me., Joan Brahmer, Portland, Me., Joseph 
c. Bra.nnlgan, Fairfield, Me., Leslie s. Breen, 
Lebanon, N.H., Richard F. Breen, Jr., Leb­
anon, N.H. 

carol Brewster, Manchester, Me., Elizabeth 
B. Brewster, Kittery Point, Me., Joan R. 
Brewster, Pleasant Point, Me., George W. w. 
Brewster, Pleasant Point, Me., Seward Brew­
ster, Manchester. Me., J. L. Briggs, Bass Har­
bor, Me .. Wilma Briggs, Mechanic Falls, Me., 
Carl A. Brinkman, Gorham, Me., Neal A. 
Brlnnlck, Westbrook, Me., Shelly J. Brlnnlck, 
Westbrook, Me. 

Alfred L. Brodeur, Auburn, Me., Rope 
Brogrenler, Bangor, Me., Mrs. Harvey Brooks; 
Freeport, Me., Lawson D. Brooks, Freeport, 
Me., Robin B. Brooks, Bailey Island, Me., 
Arthur M. Brown, Lewiston, Me., Barbara 
K. Brown, Cape Elizabeth, Me., Brian Brown, 
Bangor, Me., Elizabeth M. Brown, Lewiston, 
Mo., Fletcher H. Brown, Sr., Cape Elizabeth, 
Me. 

George R. Brown, Norway, Me., Judith 
Brown, Freeport, Me., Lois E. Brown, cam­
brldge, Mass., 0. Brown, Newport, Me., Onell 
A. Brown, Norway, Me .. Robert A. Brown, 
Cape Elizabeth, Me., Mrs. W.R. Brown, Fal­
mouth, Me., Giles Browne, Topsham, Me., 
Barry H. Browning, Brunswick, Me., James 
Brune, Portland, Me. 

Dorothy Buch, Buckfield, Me., Robert 
Buckland, Brunswick, Me., Thomas D. Buck­
ley, Waterville, Me.. William Buffington, 
Norway, Me., Paul H. Burditt, Westbrok, Me., 
Pauline Burditt, Westbrook, Me., Pam Burg­
hart, Lewiston, Me., Joseph A. Burkhart, Jr., 
Waterville, Me., James E. Burke, Brunswick, 
Me., T. J. Burke, Brunswick, Me. 

Mary Ann Bum, Kittery Point, Me., Paula 
Burultt, Topsham, Me., Giny Bum.ham, 
Brunswick, Me., Raymond Burnham, Port­
land, Me., Raymond L. Burnham, Bryant 
Point, Me. 

R. Peter Burnham, Portland, Me., James H. 
Burr, Brunswick, Me., Mike Bushey, Fram­
ingham, Mass., Vera W. Buggell, Springvale, 
Me., Erle A. Bye, Lewiston, Me., George B. 
Cable, Newcastle, Me., 0. H. Cable, Newcastle, 
Me., David O. Cadigan, East Sullivan, Me., 
Kenneth Cadigan, Portland, Me., Kathe 
Cahn, Waterville, Me. 

John Callahan, Portland, Me., Betty 
Campbell, Auburn, Me., Bruce Campbell, 
Brunswick, Me., Cheryl H. Campbell, Skow­
hegan, Me., E. Mac Campbell, Brunswick, 
Me., Greg Carbone, Waterville, Me., Joyce L. 
Cardan, Augusta, Me., Dan Carey, Houlton, 
Me., Maurice Carleton, Camden, Me., David 
R. Carnes, Brunswick, Me. 

Dorothy Carpenter, Waterville, Me., Flor­
ence M. Carpenter, Hingham, Mass., James 
Carpenter, Waterville, Me., Janet H. Carper, 
Cornish, Me., Thomas R. Carper. Cornish, 
Me., Ellen Carros, Lewiston, Me., Helen P. 
Carson, Brunswick, Me., R. S. Carson, 
Brunswick, Me., Marian P. Cartland, Port­
land, Me., F. W. Carver, So. Portland, Me. 

Diane Cary, Falmouth, Me., Paula F. Casey, 
Lewiston, Me., Lois A. Ca.sh, Portland, Me., 
Janet Cashin, Orono, Me., Carrie M. Chad­
bourne, Sanford, Me., Roy Chamberlin, Gor­
ham, Me., Elizabeth Champlin, Northeast 
Harbor, Me., Arline Chandler, Mechanic 
Falls, Me., Stuart Chapin, Woolwich, Me., 
Eileen P. Chapman, Milbridge, Me. 

Irene Chase, Westbrook, Me., Richard 
Chase, Lewiston, Me., Theo Chase, Westbrook, 
Me., Patrick Chasse, Orono, Me., Valerie Che­
lonls, Portland, Me., Brian Cherne.ck, York, 
Me., Kendrick H. Child, Portland, Me .. Robert 
M. Chute, Naples, Me., Virginia Chute, Na­
ples, Me., Susan Ciampa, Lewiston, Me., 
Charles H. Clapp, Brunswick, Me. 

Dan B. Clark, Peaks Island, Me., Jeffrey c. 
Clark, Lewiston, Me., P. A. Clark, Westbrook, 
Me., Dorothy Clasby, Quincy, Mass. 

Vickery Cleaves, Lewiston, Me., Patricia 
Clemente, Portland, Me., Matt Clenott, Port­
land, Me., Stanley Clifford, Deer Isle, Me .. 
Ethel Cliford, Deer Isle, Me., Albert P. 
Cloutier, Portland, Me., Anthony Cocco, 
Gorham, Me., Angelyn Coe, Orono, Me., Rob-
ert L. Coe, Orono, Me. _ 

Calvert Coggeshall, Newcastle, Me., S. W. 
Coggeshall, Newcastle, Me., Jim Colburn, 
Waterville, Me., Alan W. Colby, Waterville, 
Me., Arlene Colby, No. Windham, Me., Mrs. 
Alan Cole, Falmouth, Me., Edith Cole, Har­
rington, Me., Helen M. Cole, Winslow, Me., 
Janice A. Colley, Hingham, Mass., E. Collins, 
Hingham, Mass. 

Robert E. Collins, Freeport, Me., Stephen 
B. Cotnee, Lewiston, Me., Daniel Connell m, 
Athol, Mass., Phyllis Connell, Athol, Mass., 
Arthur B. Corner, Cape Elizabeth, Me., Brad­
ford Cook, Bangor, Me., H. M. Cook, Tenants 
Harbor, Me., Jane Cook, Camden: Me., Kristin 
Cook, Bangor, Me., Marjorie J. Cook, Tenants 
Harbor, Me. · 

Ralph Cook, Camden, Me., Ruth S. Cook, 
Portland, Me., Steven R. Cook~ Bangor,- Me., 
Connie Coombs, Portland, Me., I.Jeyhton 

Cooney, Sabattus, Me., Michael Corday, Fair­
field, Me., Vivian Cote, Orono, Me., Wilbur R. 
Cote, Dixfield, Me., Richard Coty, Portland, 
Me., Eugene C. Coughun, Cape Elizabeth, Me. 

Clyde H. Cox, Jr., Portland, Me., Evelyn 
Cox, Portland, Me., Albert E. Crawford, Kit­
tery Ft., Me., Dashiell W. Crlpler, Waterville, 
Me., Loraine P. Crosby, Georgetown, Me., 
Jeffrey P. Cross, Guilford, Me., Sue Crowl, 
Kittery Point, Me., Donna M. Crowley, Ken­
nebunk, Me., Edna Crowley, Auburn, Me., 
Alice E. Cummins, Bowdoinham, Me. 

Robert Cummins, Bowdoinham, Me., Carol 
Ann Cyr, Auburn, Me., Timothy Cyr, Port­
land, Me., Brenda Rae Daigle, Waterville, 
Me., John D. Da.lahanty, Brunswick, Me., 
Kenneth Dame, Eliot, Me. 

Greg Darling, Brunswick, Me., Paula Davis, 
Orono, Me., Ronald D. Davis, Oakland, Me., 
Shirley L. Davis, Oakland, Me., Wendy Davis, 
Portland, Me., John M. Day, Kezar Falls, Me., 
Willlam Day, Lewiston, Me., Lawrence De 
Blois, Camden, Me., Helen Decker, Oxford, 
Me., B. S. deFrees, No. Rumford, Me. 

Jane deFrees, No. Rumford, Me., Werner J. 
Delman, Lewiston, Me., Mary DeLorme, Vas­
salboro, Me., Douglas Dennett, Brunswick, 
Me., Glenda B. Derbyshire, Brunswick, Me., P. 
A. Devine, Waterville, Me., Roger w. Dewey, 
South Portland, Me., Marjorie DeWlck, Wis­
casset, Me., Michael DeWick, Wiscasset, Me., 
Nancy C. DeWick, Rumford Center, Me. 

Robert E. DeWlck, Woolwich, Me., Richard 
Dexter, Augusta, Me., Vincent A. DiCara, 
Brunswick, Me., Albert G. Dietrich, Orrington, 
Me., David Dietrich, Orrington, Me., Mary 
Louise Dietrich, Orrington, Me., Mary M. Die­
trich, Orrington, Me., Charles L. Dignam, 
Cape Elizabeth, Me., Rosemary A. Dignam, 
Cape Elizabeth, Me., Barbara E. Dlllon, Bar 
Harbor, Me. 

Dana Dimock, Lewiston, Me., Chuck Dins­
more, Brunswick, Me., Carmela DlNunno, 
Hingham, Mass., D. L. Dionne, Norway, Me., 
Elaine Dodge, So. Portland, Me., Mrs. J. D. 
Dole, Honolulu, Hawaii, Charlotte C. Donnell, 
Sheepscott, Me., Eva M. Downs, Kennebunk­
port, Me., J.M. Downs, Kennebunkport, Me., 
Dorothy Doyle, Bangor, Me. 

Louis L. Doyle, Bangor, Me., Paul c. Dragon, 
Bangor, Me., Albert Duclos, Portland, Me., 
Gloria S. Duclos, Portland, Me., Susan Dud­
ley, Old Orchard Beach, Me., Sylvia Dugeray, 
Mexico, Me., Donna Duggan, So. Orrington, 
Me., Paul W. Duggan, So. Orrington, Me., 
Grace S. Dunbar, Portland, Me., Robert J. 
Dunfey, Portland, Me. 

Sharon Dunlap, Auburn, Me., Antoinette L. 
Dunn, Poland Springs, Me., Erle A. Duplisea, 
Bangor, Me., Albert Durinski, Limestone, Me., 
Mark Durinksi, Limestone. Me. 

Pearl Durlnski, Limestone, Me., Ruth 
Durinski, Limestone, Me., o. H. Durrell, Ken­
nebunkport, Me., Zoe C. Durrell, Kenne­
bunkport, Me., J. Raymond Dyer, Wiscassett, 
Me. Jean R. Dyer, Wlscassett, M.e., John B. 
Eaten Jr., Gray Me., Linda Eberhard, Lewis­
ton, Me., Even E. Edfors, Sa.co, Me., Florance 
E. Edfors, Saco, :Me., 

Bob Edgerton, Stlllwater, Me., Elizabeth 
Edgerton, Stlllwater, Me., Simon P. Edklns, 
Brunswick, Me., Joyce E. Elliott, Lewiston, 
Me.. Harwood Ellis, Jr.. Wlscassett, Me., 
Margairet A. Ellis, Wiscassett, Me., Calvin C. 
Elwell, Northport, Me., Jetf D. Emerson, 
Brunswick, Me., John M. Emery, Ellsworth, 
Me., James E. Erskine, Springvale, Me. 

Lynda Estas, Auburn, Me., Thomas Eurley, 
B·angor, Me. Luelle Flalrbanks, Livermore, 
Me., Olive Fallin, Boothbay Harbor, Me., 
Anne Faragher, Bar Harbor, Me., Marlin D. 
Farnim, Buckfield, Me., Melva M. Farnum, 
Bucldleld, Me., Jocelyn Farr, Prout•s Neck, 
Me., N. C. Fay, Portland, Me., Jacqueline 
Feartier, Lewiston, Me., ' Mrs. Harold A. 
Ferguson, Westbrook, Me., Louise F. Fet­
tlnger, Falmouth, Me., Dolores E. Field, Port­
land, Me., Donald E. Field, Portland, Me., 
Hilda M. Fife, Kittery, Me., Elizabeth S. F.ine, 
Phippsbury, Me., Carolyn W. Fish, North 
Windham, Me., PhylUs J. Fish, Jefferson, Me., 
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Lucy Fisher, Lewiston, Me., Deborah Fitton, 
Waterville, Me., 

Bartley A. Flaherty, Portland, Me., Judy 
Fleurant, Springvale, Me., John F. Fleurant, 
Springvale, Me., Joan B. Flynt, Poland, Me., 
Je.n.e Fogg, Auburn, Me., Hugh Follensbee, 
Jr., Portland, Me., Wilder Foote, Camden, 
Me., Jack R. Ford, Orrington, Me., Cynthia 
Fortier, Fairfield, Me., Dennis Foss, Haverhill, 
Mass. 

Dianne E. Foster, Kennebunk, Me., Joan 
Foster, Lisbon Falls, Me., Joel E. Foster, Lis­
bon Falls, Me., Paul R. Foster, Kennebunk, 
Me., Anna Fredrickson, Bucksport, Me., 
Oharles Fredrickson, Bucksport, Me., Mary 
Elizabeth Alcorn, Portland, Me., Carl S. An­
drews, Skowhegan, Me., Constance D. An­
drews, Skowhegan, Me., Spencer Apollomo, 
Boothbay Harbor, Me., Marguerite Bernstein, 
Hulls Oove, Me., David Berrlll, Van Buren, 
Me., Martha Biscoe, Orono, Me., Homer 
Booker, Jonesport, Me., Mrs. Homer Booker, 
Jonesport, Me., Paul J. Bradeen, Milo, Me. 

Muriel K. Branz, Portland, Me., James 
Breuer, Yarmouth, Me., Patricia. Breuer, Yar­
mouth, Me., Dawn I. Campbell, Portland, Me., 
Allen casey, Orono, Me., Dorothy E. Chrls­
topher, Portland, Me., Irvin Cohen, Portland, 
Me., Mrs. Irvin Cohen, Portland, Me., Rebecca 
L. ·Cole, Raymond, Me., James F. Connors, 
Orono, Me. 

Mrs. James F. Connors, Orono, Me., Peter 
W. Cox, Topsham, Me., Philip G. Cushman, 
Portland, Me., Marian Dwyer, Newcastle, Me., 
Catherine E. Emond, Lewiston, Me., Robert 
J. Fenderson, Saco, Me., Martha. E. Ferguson, 
Stow, Mass., Steven Freedman, Orono, Me., 
Mrs. Steven Freedman, Orono, Me., A. M. 
Freeman, Balth, Me. 

M. D. :Flreeman, Bath, Me., Grace Frick, 
Northeast Harbor, Me., Thomas Friedlander, 
Augusta, Me., Robert Friend ill, Goshen, 
Mass., Theodore Frit..sch, Portland, Me., John 
L. Fuller, Hulls Cover, Me., Ruth P. Fuller, 
Hulls Cover, Me., Diane Gallagher, Hl,ngham, 
Mass., Sa.rah N. Gallagher, Hingham, Mass., 
David B. Gallup, Orono, Me. 

Rae N. Gallup, Orono, Me., Theresa Garnett, 
Ellsworth, Me. , Paul H. Garvin, Portland, Me., 
Mrs. Eugene Gendron, South Portland, Me., 
Karen Gerapowtcz, Lewiston, Me., Peter Ger­
ken, Waterville, Me., A. Stanley Getchell, 
Bangor, Me., Carl Ghelson, CranJberry Isles, 
Me., N. G. Gideon, Portland, Me. 

Dianna Ginn, Portland, Me., Roger O. Ginn, 
Portland, Me., Alice Glovanella, Kezar Falls, 
Me., R. Giovanella, Kezar Falls, Me. 

Gerald Girard, Orono, Me., Mike Girard, 
Biddeford, Me. , Alan Glanville, Orono, Me., 
Frances Glidden, Wiscasset, Me., E. R. Glines, 
Norway, Me., Timothy T. Harrington, Roches­
ter, N.Y., Jonathan Glynn, Waterville~ Me., 
Edward S. Godfrey, Portand, Me., Janet P. 
Godfrey, Bangor, Me., Martin F. Godfrey, 
Bangor, Me. 

Esther M. Gold, Springvale, Me., William 
Goldstein, Waterville, Me., Margaret K. Gon­
yea, Sebago Lake, Me., Terry Goodhue, Oak­
land, Me., Charles Goodman, Lewiston, Me., 
Eleanor Goodrich, Brunswick, Me., M. Good­
rich, Brunswick, Me., Harland Goodwin, Jr., 
Arono, Me., Virginia Goodwin Kennebunk­
port, Me., Pet.er J. Goranites, P~rtland, Me. 

D . P. Gould, Orono, Me., Judith A. Gould, 
Springvale, Me., John Grabold, Portland, Me., 
Gertrude M. Gover, Bangor, Me., Ada 
Graham, Milbridge, Me., David L. Graham, 
Freeport, Me., Nymie L . Graham, Freeport, 
Me., Marion Grandeman, Kennebunkport, 
Me., Mary Gra.ndeman, Kennebunkport, Me., 
Francis P. Greane, Bangor, Me. 

Al. L. Greason, Jr., Brunswick, Me., Sharon 
G. Greaves, Portland, Me., W. H. Greaves, 
Portland, Me., Brian Gree·n, Stillwater, Me., 
Bruce Greene, Norway, Me., S. Green, Lewis­
ton, Me., Sterling A. Green, Waterville, Me., 
Paul Gregoire, Augusta, Me., Charles W. 
Grimn. Waterville, Me,, Phyllls Grimn, Port­
land, Me. 

George Griggs, Brunswick, Me., M. J. 
Groetsch, New Brunswick, N.J., Carolyn 

Gross, Lisbon, Me., Fanny Guerlain, Camden, 
Me., Chris Gvinn, Camden, Me., Carleton 
Gunn, Bangor, Me., Jo Nancy Gunn, Bangor, 
Me., James M. Gunn., Northeast Harbor, 
Me., Linda Gurelonis, Lewiston, Me., Larry 
Haag, Gorham, Me. 

Sonia M. Hackey, Waterville, Me., Terry 
Hadlock, Kezar Falls, Me., Susan Haga, Or· 
rington, Me., F. J. Haigney, Peaks Island, Me., 
Maria Haigney, Peaks Islands, Me. 

Ann Hall, Lewiston, Me., Jeanne Hall, 
Lewiston, Me., Beverly Hallam, Ogunquit, 
Me., David J. Halperin, Falmouth, Me., Pa­
tricia. M. Hamel, Greenville, Me., William F. 
Hamel, Greenville, Me., Harold Hamilton, 
Stillwater, Me., Muriel Hamilton, Westbrook, 
Me., William R. Hamilton, Camden, Me., 
Cyrus Hamlin, Kennebunk, Me. 

Jean B. Hamlin, Kennebunk, Me., Sheryl 
E. Hamlin, S. Waterford, Me., Richard Han­
del, Waterville, Me., B. Hanley, Lewiston, Me., 
Pauline T. Hannaford, Brunswick, Me., 
Reginald L. Hannaford, Brunswick, Me., w. E. 
Hannum, Lewiston, Me., Nan Hansell, Cam­
den, Me., Gertrude G. Hansen, Portland, Me., 
Joan B. Hansen, Portland, Me. 

Pauline Hanson, Springvale, Me., Mary 
Hardwicke, Waterville, Me., D. Ha:rdy, Lewis­
ton, Me., Lona Hardy, Waterv1lle, Me., Wll­
liam P. Hardy, Watersville, Me., Wm. A. Har­
kins, Topsfield, Me., Bradford D. Harmon, 
Houlton, Me., Maude Harper, Auburn, Me., 
James D. Harrington, Orono, Me., Arlene Har­
ris, Lewiston, Me. 

Federica Hart, Ogunquit, Me., Patricia 
Harvey, Orono, Me., Sarah S. Hasbrouck, 
Orono, Me., Sherman Hasbrouck, Orono, Me., 
Ethel M. Haskell, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Stanley B. Haskell, N. E. Harbor, Me., Chris 
Hastedt, Scarboro, Me., Charles G. Hatch, Jr., 
Brunswick, Me., Dorothy Hatch, Scarboro, 
Me., Robert L. Hatch, Scarboro, Me. 

Georgiana. Hatstat, Lewiston, Me., Douglas 
Hayman, Lewiston, Me., Belle Heald, George­
town, Me., Prank Heald, Georgetown, Me., 
Kathryn Heald, Georgetown, Me., Stephen 
Heald, Georgetown, Me., Kathryn G. Heater, 
S. Freeport, Me., Wm. Thomas Heater, S. 
Freeport, Me., Micha.el Heath, Lewiston, Me., 
Ronald M. Helle, Brunswick, Me. 

E. C. Helmreich, Brunswick, Me., L. R. 
Helmreich, Brunswick, Me., Lloyd N. Hender­
son, Brunswick, Me., Hug L. Hennedy, Bid­
deford Pool, Me., Gertrude Hennigar, Spring­
vale, Me. 

Linda D . Henry, Portland, Me., Merton G. 
Henry, Portland, Me., Paul J. Herer, Bangor, 
Me., Dennis Hermans, Portland, Me., Con­
stance Hersey, Lewiston, Me., Dennis Hett, 
Hingham, Mass., Clement A. Hiebert, Port­
land, Me., Barbara Higgins, Waterville, Me., 
Sandra Higgins, Auburn, Me., Vivian s. Hlll, 
So. Portland, Me. 

Henry Hilton, Weld, Me., Francis Hitch­
cock, Manset, Me., Harold B. Hitchcock, 
Lewiston, Me., Paul Hitchcock, Manset, Me., 
Phyllis Hodgkins, Lewiston, Me., Charlotte 
Hodgman, Wiscasset, Me., Crosby Hodgman, 
Wiscasset, Me., A. Marion Holmes, Hingham, 
Mass., Cecil T. Holmes, Brunswick, Me., David 
N. Holmes, Brunswick, Me., 

Edward M. Holmes, Old Town, Me., Jane 
M. Holmes, Old Town, Me., Lyman Holmes, 
Machias, Me., Marion C. Holmes, Brunswick, 
Me., Rebecca Holmes, Brunswick, Me., Vir­
ginia Holmes, Chicago, Ill., Peter Hope, Lin­
colnville, Me., Jane E. Hopkins, Brunswick, 
Me., Thomas D. Hopkins, Brunswick Me., 
Helen Horigan, Mattapan, Mass. ' 

Daniel C. Horton, Eliot, Me., Peter Hough­
ton, Sebasco Estates, Me., C. Arthur Hover, 
Sanford, Me., Patricia C. Howard, Newcastle, 
Me., S. C. Howard, Newcastle, Me., Carlene 
Howe, Cumberland, Me., David Howe, South 
Paris, Me., S. R. Howe, Bethel, Me., John N. 
M. Howells, Kittery Point, Me., Katharine F. 
Howells, Kittery Point, Me. 

Christine T. Howes, Kennebunkport, Me., 
Robert M. Howes, Kennebunkport, Me., Laura 
Lee Huchkofi, Waterville, Me., Lou Ruckel, 
Lewiston, Me., Laoulse H. Hudson, Waterville, 

Me., Yaeger Hudson, Waterville, Me. Stephen 
T. Hughes, Auburn, Me., H. Draper Hunt, 
South Portland, Me., Nancy Hunter, Orono, 
Me., Ellen Huntington, Mt. Vernon, Me., 

Whitman Huntington, Mt. Vernon, Me., 
Harold Hurlbert, Patten, Me., Elizabeth G. 
Huston, Pea.ks Island, Me., Robert c. Huston, 
Peaks Island, Me., Marion 0. Hussey, Kenne­
bunkport, Me. 

Glenlce Hutchins, Falmouth, Me., Kenneth 
Y. Hutchins, S. W. Harbor, Me., Meredith 
Hutchins, S. W. Harbor, Me., Mildred W. 
Hutchins, Springvale, Me., Eva Hutchinson, 
Auburn, Me., George R. Hutchinson, S. Port­
land, Me., Cecily Hyams, Brunswick, Me., Ivan 
J. Hyams, Brunswick Me., Fay Hynd, Cushing, 
Me., Andy Ingalls, Brunswick, Me. 

M. E. Ireland, Boston, Mass., Carleen Ir­
win, Bangor, Me., Robert E. Ives, Brunswick, 
Me., Elsie V. Jackson, S. Portland, Me., Elwin 
Jackson, S. Portland, Me., Nancy Jackson, S. 
Portland, Me., Stephen Jackson, Cape Eliza­
beth, Me., Charles A. Jacobs, Dexter, Me., 
Arthur P. Jacobson, Waterford, Me., Ronald 
N. Jalbert, Portland, Me. 

George R. Jama.in, Topsham, Me., Faughn 
James, Camden, Me., Rick James, Lewiston, 
Me., Mary C. Jane, Newcastle, Me., Pamela 
Jaspersohn, Waterville, Me., Mrs. c. Jensen, 
Portland, Me., Madelene C. Jeppesen, Bruns­
wick, Me., Myron A. Jeppesen, Brunswick, 
Me., Erle A. Johnson, Hollls, Me., Marjorie 
S. Johnson Portland, Me. 

Philip E. Johnson, Brunswick, Me., Rebecca 
Johnson, Oakland, Me., R. E. Johnson, Houl­
ton, Me., Robert H. Johnson, Portland, Me., 
Sharon Johnson, Lewiston, Me., Alan J. Jones, 
North Windham, Me., Carol J. Jones, North 
Windham, Me., Esther C. Jones, South China, 
Me., Ethyl M. Jones, Hingham, Mass., Marion 
E. Jones, South China, Me. 

Miles Jones, Belfast, Me., Mrs. Miles Jones, 
Belfast, Me., M111am. P. Jones, Deer Isle, Me., 
P. Jones, Center Lebanon, Me., Peter H. Jones, 
Portland, Me., Bruce E. Jordan, Brunswick, 
Me., Henry A. Jordan, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Jim Jordan, Hallowell, Me., Mary L. Jordan, 
Northeast Harbor, Me., Wendy Gilpatrick Joy, 
Portland, Me. 

Susan T. Julavits, Yarmouth, Me., Don 
Kaiser, Lewiston, Me., Nathan Kallss, Bar 
Harbor, Me., Rebecca B. Kaliss, Bar Harbor, 
Me., Alva Kamulainen, Paris, Me. Roberta L. 
Kasper, Lewiston, Me., Theresa Kass, Lewis­
ton, Me. 

Edward A. Ka.ustlnen, Harrison, Me., Gloria 
Kaustinen, Harrison, Me., Alan P. Keefe, 
Springvale, Me., Carrie B. Kelley, East Ma­
chias, Me., M. T. Kelley, Portland, Me., Mark 
Kelley, Brunswick, Me., Aurora Kellman, 
Springvale, Me., Carol Kellman, Springvale, 
Me., Wendy Kellman, Springvale, Me., Daryl 
Keller, Rochester, N.H. 

James H. Keller, Portland, Me., Mrs. F. 
B. Kellogg, Boothbay, Me., Robert Kellogg, 
Bangor, Me., Mrs. Robert Kellogg, Bangor, 
Me., J. C. Kelly, Portland, Me., Steve Kelly, 
W. Hartford, Conn. Anne G. Kempers, Water­
ville, Me., John Kempers, Waterville, Me., 
Richard F. Kendall, Dennis, Mass., Eleanor 
Kenny, Bar Harbor, Me. 

John J. Kenny, Bar Harbor, Me., Janet 
Kenoyer, Winthrop, Me., W. Erik Kesting, 
W. Scituate, Mass., Donald J. King, Port~nd, 
Me., Nan N. Kingsbury, Kennebunk, Me., 
Theodore 0. Kingsbury, Kennebunk, Me., 
Elmer G. Kittredge, S. Portland, Me., Bonnie 
Kittredge, Watervllle, Me., Helen B. Knapp, 
Kittery Point, Me., Brian Knowlton, Belfast, 
Me. 

Dorothy S. Knowlton, Brunswick, Me., 
Robert E. Knowlton, Brunswick, Me., Cath­
erine Knox, Fairfield, Me., John Koons, Oak­
land, Me., Gordon E. Kulberg, Bangor, Me., 
Dorothy D. Kurzenknabe, Seal Harbor, Me., 
Ernest A. Labbe, Jr., Norway, Me., Madeline 
LaBrecque, Biddeford, Me., Roland A. La­
Brecque, Biddeford, Me., Jean La Croix, West­
brook, Me. 

Lenore La Croix, Westbrook, Me., Elizabeth 
R. Lamb, Springvale, Me., D. B. Lamont, 
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Vinalhaven, Me., Patti Lane, Portland, Me., 
Marie Langdon, Orono, Me., Marie Langlois, 
S. Portland, Me., Caroline Lanier, Eliot, Me., 
Marilyn Lantery, Lewiston, Me., John Lap­
pen, Lewiston, Me., David N. Larsen, South 
Portland, Me. 

Elaine M. Larsen, South Portland, Me., 
Carolyn G. Lathbury, Camden, Me., Vincent 
T. Lathbury, Rockland, Me., Margaret Lauck, 
Bar Mills, Me., Virginia Laurence, Portland, 
Me., Ada A. Laurie, Hingham, Mass., Marie 
R. Katz, Bangor, Me. 

Blanche T. Laurie, Hingham, Mass., Joan 
M. Laurila, East Lansing, Mich., Elsie Lau­
ten, Lewiston, Me., Carl J. Laws, Waterville, 
Me., Gratia Laws, Waterville, Me., John W. 
Laws, Waterville, Me., Donn R. Layton, 
Brownville, Me., Sylvia Leamon, Lewiston, 
Me., Paula Leathers, Winslow, Me., Ronald 
Lebel, Auburn, Me. 

Bruce E. Leddy, Portland, Me., John D. 
Leddy, Jr., Portland, Me., Mary F. Lee, Free­
port, Me., Roscoe Lee, Jr., Lewiston, Me., Ed­
ward P. Legg, Bath, Me., Anne E. Legg, Bath, 
Me., Ruth H. Leipold, Sanford, Me., Char­
lotte Leland, Cohasset, Mass., J. N. Lello, 
Norway, Me., Louise Lennon, Portland, Me. 

Eleanor Leo, Waterville, Me., Michael Ler­
man, Portland, Me., Janet Levinson, North­
field, Minn., Ben Lewando, Ogunquit, Me., 
Isabel Lewando, Ogunquit, Me., Alan Lewis, 
Bangor, Me., Joel O. Lewis, Boothbay, Me., 
Joan T. Libbey, Portland, Me., Norman P. 
Libbey, Portland, Me., Cheryl Libby, Scar­
boro, Me. 

Douglas O. Libby, Falmouth, Me., Judy 
Lindahl, Rockport, Me., Nancy S. Link, Ten­
ants Harbor, Me., Betty Lee Lins, Portland, 
Me., Stephen M. Lipman, Portland, Me., 
Traute Lippmann, Augusta, Me., W. Lipp­
mann, Augusta, Me., Florence Littlefield, 
Sanford, Me., Frank Littlefield, Kezar Falls, 
Me., Roger B. Littlefield, N. Berwick, Me. 

Wm. R. Littlefield, Jr., Sanford, Me., Rob­
ert A. Lael, Brunswick, Me., M. c. Loizeaux, 
Vinalhaven, Me., Rosamund Lombard, Lew­
iston, Me., Leonard Lookner, Freedom, Me., 
Deborah Lookner, Freedom, Me., Daniel J. 
Lord, Jr., S. Portland, Me., Leslie R. Lord, 
Old Town, Me., John Lorence, Cranberry 
Isles, Me., Laura Barr Lougee, Parsonsfield, 
Me. 

Louise Love, Brunswick, Me., Donald Love­
ly, Northeast Harbor, Me., Richard c. Law, 
Jr., Ogunquit, Me., Wilfred A. Lowe, Bryant 
Pond, Me., Bernard Lowell, Norway, Me. 

Donald Grey Lowry, Falmouth, Me., Lois 
Lowry, Falmouth, Me., Jon A. Lund, Augusta, 
Me., Cassandra M. Lutts, Kittery Point, Me., 
Guy Lyons, South Windham, Me., Elizabeth 
Ma.brand, Portland, Me., Mrs. Ian Macinnes, 
Bangor, Me., Jeff McDougal, Portland, Me., 
Norma MacDougal, Portland, Me., Donald 
Mackay, Portland, Me. 

Mary A. MacKay, Springvale, Me., Selma 
Mackie, Hingham, Mass., Wade Mackle, Hing­
ham, Mass., Frank MacKlnnon, Topsham, 
Me., Mary MacKinnon, Topsham, Me., Bonnie 
MacLean, Bangor, Me., Mark MacLean, Port­
land, Me., Nancy MacLean, Lewistown, Me., 
Neil MacLean, Bangor, Me., William c. Mad­
den, Waterville, Me. 

L. A. R. Maher, Biddeford Pool, Me., Hugh 
MacMahon, Falmouth, Me., Thomas M. Mal­
ley, Orono, Me., Jane H. Malme, Hingham, 
Mass., Jean Mangini, Falmouth, Me., Wini­
fred Mann, Southwest Harbor, Me., Judith A. 
Marden, Minot, Me., James Markos, Jr., Ells­
worth, Me., Joan Marks, Waterville, Me., 
Stephen R. Marks, Waterville, Me. 

Katharine F. Marshall, Bangor, Me., Ken 
Marshall, Portland, Me., Rita Martin, Lewis­
ton, Me., Robert L. Martin, Farmington, Me., 
Linda Martocchio, Lewiston, Me., Harriet 
Matthews, Waterville, Me., M. K. Matzen, 
Lewiston, Me., Wayne A. Mayo, Brunswick, 
Me. 

Florence McAlister, Lewiston, Me., M. P. 
McArdle IV, Mt. Vernon, Me., F. J. Mccarthy, 
Jr., Portland, Me., Suzanne McCarthy, Cam­
den, Me., Barbara Mccleave, Orono, Me., 

James Mccleave, Orono, Me., Joe F. McClur .. 
ken, Croton, N.Y., A. P. McCoy, South Port­
land, Me., Margaret K. McDonald, Boothbay, 
Me. 

Paul MacDonald, Boothday, Me., Martha 
R. McDowell, Orono, Me., Philip E. McDowell, 
Orono, Me., C. Douglas, McGee, South Free­
port, Me., Douglas R. McGee, South Free­
port, Me., Lawrence McGee, Northeast Har­
bor, Me., Marcia. McGee, Northeast Harbor, 
Me., Mary B. McGee, South Freeport, Me. 

Rose A. McGee, South Freeport, Me., Pa­
tricia McGilllcuddy, Hoult.on, Me., J. H. Mc­
Grath Sr., Brunswick, Me., Daniel E. McGuil­
len, South Windham, Me., Gregory H. Mc­
Intyre, Cape Eliza.beth, Me., Robert Mcintyre, 
Gorham, Me., A. McKeen, Harrison, Me., A. 0. 
McKeen, Winterport, Me., E. F. McKeen, 
Winterport, Me., Nicholas J. McKenney, S. 
Windham, Me. 

Gael McKibben, Portland, Me., R. McKib­
ben, Portland, Me., G. McKruger, S. Harps­
well, Me., Lynn McMillan, Woodcliff Lake, 
N. J., Winnie McMorrow, Poland Spring, Me., 
Katharine McNear, Leeds, Me., Nancy Mc­
Ninch, .Portland, Me., Jerry McNinch, Port­
land, Me., Bruce W. McQuaid, Dover, N.H., 
Mrs. Bruce McQuald, Dover, N. H. 

Margaret McQuaid, N. Edgecomb, Me., 
Frank McQuaid, N. Edgecomb, Me., Robert K. 
McWilllam, Lewiston, Me., Abbott Meader, 
Oakland, Me., Nancy Meader, Oakland, Me., 
John Medelra, Brunswick, Me., Robert Mer­
chant, Lincoln Center, Me., Kurtis Meredith, 
Portland, Me., Gary Merrill, Falmouth Fore­
side, Me., Jerry M. Merrill, Cape Elizabeth, 
Me. 

Francis S. Merritt, Deer Isle, Me., Priscilla 
H. Merritt, Deer Isle, Me., George D. Mesirtz, 
Waterville, Me. Janet Michaud, South Port­
land, Me., Herman Michelson, Westport, Me., 
Naomi Michelson, Westport, Me., Antoinette 
J. Mike, Portland, Me., Henry N. Milburn, 
Falmouth Foreside, Me., Christine R. Millar, 
Portland, Me., Eli.nor Miller, Waterville, Me., 

Eva M. Miller, Portland, Me., Florence Mil­
ler, Orrington, Me., Lewis Miller, Roslindale, 
Mass., Waldo B. Miller, Orrington, Me., Grace 
Mills, Auburn, Me., Edward Minister, Bruns­
wick, Me., Kristina Minister, Brunswick, 
Me., Paul R. Minton, Cumberland Ctr. Me., 
Sally W. Minton, Cumberland Otr. Me., 
Joanie Mitchell, Lewiston, Me. 

Michael Moffat, Freedom, Me., Rhia Moffat, 
Freedom, Me., Richard W. Moll, Brunswick, 
Me., Anne S. Molloy, Bucks Harbor, Me., Paul 
S. Molloy, Bucks Harbor, Me. 

Bob Moran, Westbrook. Me., Frederick 
Morgan, East Blue Hill, Me., Paula Dietz 
Morgan, East Blue Hill, Me., Barbara W. 
Moriarty, Auburn, Me., Steve Moriarty, Au­
burn, Me., Suzanne Morin, Sanford, Me., Cas­
sandra Moros, Old Town, Me., J. Moros, Old 
Town, Me., Nancy Morrell, Brunswick, Me., 
Robert Morrell, Brunswick, Me. 

James T. Morris, South Eliot, Me., Sara E. 
Morris, South Eliot, Me., K. M. Morrison, Mil­
linocket, Me., Robert J. Morrison, Old Or­
chard B. Me., Helen I. Morse, Waterford, Me., 
Marian L. Morse, Falmouth, Me., Susan 
Morse, New Gloucester, Me., Wilson Morse, 
Waterford, Me., Thomas F. Moser, New 
Gloucester, Me., Larry Moskowitz, Scarboro, 
Me. 

Denzil Mosteller, Eliot, Me., Willard R. 
Moulton, Sebago Lake, Me., Hallie Muldoon, 
Portland, Me., S. Muldoon, Portland, Me., 
Mara L. Mulligan, Sheepscott, Me., Tom Mun­
son, Waterville, Me., Ralph Murdock, Norway, 
Me., Constance Murray, Cape Elizabeth, Me., 
Jerry R. Murray, Orono, Me., Peter Murray, 
Lewiston, Me. 

Susan Murray, Orono, Me., Stephen Muskie, 
Orono, Me., Robert J. Muzzy, Portland, Me., 
Jerome Nadelhaft, Bangor, Me., Ruth Nadel­
haft, Bangor, Me., Carol A. Nason, Portland, 
Me., Helen ·Nearing, Harborslde, Me., Scott 
Nearing, Harborside, Me., John W. Neff, 
Orono, Me., Bruce Nelson, East Boothbay, Me. 

David Nelson, Lewiston, Me., Jack Nelson, 
Spruce Head, Me., Jean Nelson, East Booth-

bay, Me., Margaret Nelson, Spruce Head, Me., 
Mildred Nelson, Portland, Me., Pauline Nel­
son, Brunswick, Me., Selma Nelson, Lewiston, 
Me., Stephen C. Nelson, Lewiston, Me., 
Thomas F. Nemec, Chicago, Ill., Philip Nesbit, 
Orono, Me. 

Mrs. Philip Nesbit, Orono, Me., David Neu­
feld, Spring Valley, N.Y., Grace Nevens, 
Damariscotta, Me., Irene Nevers, Norway, Me., 
Janice Nichols, Auburn, Me. 

Susan D. Nichols, Bar Harbor, Me., Mary 
L. Niles, Hingham, Mass., Linda H. Nixon, 
Orono, Me., John 0. Noble, Jr., Stlllwater, 
Me., Diane K. Nolan, Portland, Me., Jeri 
Norris, Lewiston, Me., Caroline B. Norwood, 
Tenants Har., Me., Ronald N. Nowell, York 
Beach, Me., Jacqueline Nowell, York Beach, 
Me., Anne Noyes, Portland, Me. 

Ted. Noyes, Portland, Me., M. Nuernberger, 
York, Me., Tyrone Nugent, Camden, Me., 
Elizabeth J. Nute, Rockl,and, Me., Margaret 
K. O'Brien, Waterville, Me., Ryszard Obucho­
wicz, Brighton, Mass., Tom O'Donnell, West­
brook, Me., T. E. O'Flaherty, Jr., Fortunes 
Rocks, Phyllis Ogrodnik, Lewiston, Me., O. 
Jerry Oleson, North Bridgton, Me. 

Patricia Oliver, Brunswick, Me., Randy 
O'Neal, Lewiston, Me., Tomas M. O'Neil, 
Portland, Me., Ivan C. Orcutt, Sheepscott, 
Me., Laura L. Orcutt, Sheepscott, Me., Martha 
O'Shea, Lewiston, Me., David 0. Ostrom, Port­
land, Me., Candace Otterson, Harrison, Me., 
Mark Otterson, Harrison, Me., Lynne Page, 
Lewiston, Me. 

Shella Paine, Seal Cove, Me., Joanne E. 
Painter, Portland, Me., John W. Painter, 
Portland, Me., Stephen Palmer, Portland, Me., 
Fred J. Parent, Lewiston, Me., Maxene L. 
Parent, Lewiston, Me., Pamela L. Parent, 
Lewiston, Me., Dorothy Parker, Lewiston, 
Me., Lucinda R. Parker, Cape Elizabeth, Me., 
Jennie M. Parkinson, Camden, Me. 

Linda Parlin, Framingham, Mass., Maurice 
G. Parlin, Jefferson, Me., Scott Parlin, North 
Berwick, Me., Grace Passano, Staten Island, 
N.Y., Frederick W. Patch, Kennebunk, Me., 
Ann S. Paul, S. Windham, Me., Joseph Pav­
line, Portland, Me., Bradford C. Payne, South­
west Harbor, Me., Amy Payson, South Thom­
aston, Me., Harold C. Payson, Falmouth, Me. 

Harold H. Payson, South Thomaston, Me., 
Jim Payson, Portland, Me., William A. Pea­
body, Brunswick, Me., Pamela Pearson, Po­
land Spring, Me., Howard F. Peckworth, 
Richmond, Me. 

Mrs. Howard F. Peckworth, Richmond, Me., 
Ellen Peirce, Searsport, Me., Karen Peirce, 
Searsport, Me., Constance Peirce, Kittery 
Point, Me., Victor J. Palos!, Jr., Portland, Me., 
Oliver H. P. Pepper, Somesville, Me., Pamela 
Pepper, Somesville, Me., Sue Percival, Orono, 
Me., Paul Perez, Vassalboro, Me., Mrs. Paul 
Perez, Vassalboro, Me. 

Beatrice Perkins, Portland, Me., June F. 
Perkins, Springvale, Me., Arthur R. Perrin, 
Jr., So. Windham, Me., Chris Perrin, So. 
Windham, Me., Janet Perrin, So. Windham, 
Me., Maidli Perrin, So. Windham, Me., Mazie 
Perry, Livermore Falls, Me., Rita Perry, Kit­
tery Point, Me., Stephen M. Perry, Augusta, 
Me., Ted. Perry, Livermore Falls, Me. 

Tom Perry, Portland, Me., Charles A. D. 
Peters, Portland, Me., Carl Petersen, Gorham, 
Me., Mrs. Carl Peterson, Gorham, Me., Don­
ald W. Peterson, Portland, Me., Jane L. Peter­
son, Portland, Me., Charlene B. Petrucelli, 
Cape Eliz., Me., Gerald F. Petrucelli, Cape 
Eliz., Me., Paul H. Pfeiffer, Waterville, Me., 
Valerie 0. Pfeiffer, Waterville, Me. 

Gregory Phelan, Brunswick, Me., Leona 
Phelan, Brunswick, Me., Harriet Philbrick, 
York, Me., Margaret D. Philbrick, Falmouth, 
Me., Richard Philbrick, York, Me., Bob Phil­
brook, Portland, Me., Vandra Philbrook, Port­
land, Me., Augustus D. Phillips, No. East 
Harb., Me., Mary Phillips, N. E. Harbor, Me., 
John Philson, Waterville, Me. 

John W. Pickering, Orono, Me., Marysue 
Pickering, Orono, Me., Ferrar R. Pierce, 
Springvale, Me., D. C. Pierson, Manchester, 
Conn., Kaine Piirainen, South Paris, Me., 
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Richard W. Pinansky, Portland, Me., Duane 
Pinkham, Boothbay Harbor, Me., Walter N. 
Plaut, Jr., Brunswick, Me., David Plimpton, 
Cape Elizabeth, Me., Paul Poikonen, East Wa­
terford, Me. 

A. Ploks, Westport, Me., Janice P. Plunkett, 
So. Portland, Me., Adrian E. Pols, Brunswick, 
Me., Edward Pols, Brunswick, Me., Eileen 
Pols, Brunswick, Me. 

Terrill Pollman, Wickenburgia, Ariz., 
Pauline N. Polstein, Augusta, Me., Anne Pom­
roy, Hancock, Me., Edris Porter, Buckfield, 
Me., Frances E. Porter, Buckfield, Me., Arnold 
Potter, Portland, Me., Dale Potter, Portland, 
Me., Esther E. Prosser, Falmouth, Me., Gerta 
Prosser, Camden, Me., William H. Prosser, 
Camden, Me. 

William R. Prosser, Falmouth, Me., Clar­
ence M. PUrlngton, Brunswick, Me., Ruth 
Putnam, Kittery Point, Me., Marjorie Marsh 
Quigg, Bangor, Me., Paul H. Quigg, Bangor, 
Me., Marlis Quimby, Portland, Me., Lin 
Rafuse, Crono, Me., Lucy E. Ragan, Liver­
more Falls, Me., Lawrence Rakovan, Bruns­
wick, Me., G. Rand, Portland, Me. 

John A. Rand, Lewiston, Me., Thelma Rand, 
Portland, Me., Oarrie H. Rane, Bangor, Me., 
Helen M. Ranlett, Bangor, Me., L. Felix 
Ranlett, Bangor, Me., Frances Ray, Auburn 
Me., Helen W. Ray, Cape Elizabeth, Me., 
Roger R. Ray, Ca.pe Elizabeth, Me., Helen E. 
Rayer, Cushing, Me., Ronald J. Rayer, Cush­
ing, Me., 

David Rayfield, Defiance, Ohio, Marilyn 
Rayfield, Defiance, Ohio, Cheryl Read, All­
ston, Mass., Pat Reardon, Yarmouth, Me., 
Freeland Record, Norway, Me., James Red­
Wine, Brunswick, Me., Andrew Reicher, 
Brunswick, Me., Walter Reitz, Brunswick, Me., 
Fred Relis, Bronx, N.Y., Ginny Remeika, 
Lewiston, Me. 

A. Charles Remmel, Portland, Me., Kathleen 
Remmel, Portland, Me., Emily Renaud, Lewts­
ton, Me.,- Abby Rich, Hampden, Me., Gary 
Rich, Hampden, Me., Daniel J. Richard, Cam­
den, Me., Margaret Richard, Orono, Me., F. 
Richards, Lewtston, Me., Mary T. Richards, 
East Sullivan, Me., Virginia Richardson, 
Scarboro, Me. 

Selah Richmond, So. Portland, Me., Linda 
Ridley, Topsham, M'6., Anne Rieder, Portland, 
Me., Ann s. Riley, Brunswick, Me., Ellen Riley, 
Carlisle, Pa. 

Joanna Riley, Brunswick, Me., Matthew 
Riley, Brunswick, Me., Loretta A. Rittle, 
Brunswick, Me., Robert H. Rittle, Brunswick, 
Me., Frances K. Ritter, Lewtston, Me., Paul 
Roach, Bangor, Me., Jeanne Robbins, Mach­
ias, Me., Bruce Roberts, So. Portland, Me., 
Bruce W. Roberts, Winterport, Me., Mrs. 
Bruce W. Roberts, Winterport, Me. 

James Roberts, Portland; Me., Ruth Rob­
erts, So. Por.tland, Me., Carol .Robinson, 
Hingham, Mass., Marian Robinson, Warren, 
Me., Regina Rodrigue, Waterville, Me., Roger 
Rodrigue, Waterville, Me., David P. Rogers, 
Lewiston, Me., Olivia Rogers, Portland, Me., 
Karen Rohnbachen, Princeton Jct., N.J., 
John Romanyshyn, Portland, Me. 

Annie Romanyshyn, Portland, Me., James 
J. Ronan, Biddeford Pool, Me., Pauline Root, 
Brunswick, Me., Robert D. Rosenbaum, Lew­
iston, Me., Marvin Rosenblum, East Booth­
bay, Me., Jack C. Ross, Tampa, Fla., David 
B. Roth, Vinalhaven, Me., Lucy Roth, Vinal­
haven, Me., Helen S. Rowe, Springvale, Me., 
Margaret Rowe, Sebago Lake, Me. 

Deborah Roy, Lewiston, Me., Rick Rudolph, 
Springvale, Me., Dexter Rumsey, Ea.st Booth­
bay, Me., Kathryn Rumsey, East Boothbay, 
Me., Roger Rush, So. Portland, Me., Eliza.beth 
s. Russell, Bar Harbor, Me., Bette Sa.leebey, 
Bangor, Me., Michael Saleebey, Bangor, Me., 
Donna Salisbury, Steuben, Me., Christopher 
B. Sample, Boothbay Harb., Me. 

Shirley Sampson, Portland, Me., Armand 
J. Samson, Lewiston, Me., Steve Sanders, 
Gardner, Me., Elwin M. Sapiel, Bangor, Me., 
J. Sardone, Columbia, Conn., L. Sargent, Ke­
zar Falls, Me., Richard Sargent, Bangor, Me., 
Hugh c. Saunders, South Freeport, Me., 
Katharine L. Savage, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Richard M. Savage, Northeast Harbor, Me. 

J. E. Sawyer, Augusta, Me., Timothy J. 
Sayh, Portland, Me., Carole Scannel, Lewis­
ton, Me., William Scarlett, Castine, Me., 
Eberhard W. Schmidt, North Edgecomb, Me. 

Loraine B. Schmidt, N. Edgecomb, Me., 
"Mrs. Elliott Schwartz, Brunswick, Me., Alice 
Sea.ward, Kittery Point, Me., Cheryl Seaward, 
Lewiston, Me., J. L. Seeley, North Berwick, 
Me., Suzanne Selig, Orono, Me., Gladys Set­
ford, Minot, Me., Betsey Shaffer, Bangor, Me., 
Jona.than Sharlin, Springvale, Me., Louise 
Sharp, Camden, Me. 

Kip Shaw, Athol, Mass., Charlene R. Shep­
ard, Ellsworth, Me., L. A. Sheridan, Newport, 
Me., Paul Sheridan, Mattapa.n, Mass., Pierre 
Shevenell, Portland, Me., Stell Shevis, Cam­
den, Me., W. A. Shevis, Camden, Me., Richard 
Shippee, Waterville, Me., Bruce E. Shotla.nd, 
Houlton, Me., Clarice Shur, Portland, Me. 

Freda. P. Signer, Camden, Me., Leah Siebert, 
Springvale, Me., Allan J. Silberger, Bruns­
wick, Me., John W. Sims, Camden, Me., Hazel 
Sinclair, Kittery Point, Me., Arthur Skop, 
Kennebunkport, Me., Dorothy Small, Port­
land, Me., Ruth Small, Lewiston, Me., Mary­
Leigh Smart, Ogunquit, Me., Anila. Smith, 
Waterville, Me., 

Anna Smith, Leeds, Me., Barbara H. Smith, 
Augusta, Me., Bruce Smith, Leeds, Me., Eliz­
abeth F. Smith, Houlton, Me., Gary Smith, 
Augusta, Me., Gary V. Smith, Houlton, Me., 
Louise S. Smith, Waterville, Me., Roy R. 
Smith, Norway, Me., Susan Smith, Swans 
Island, Me., Teresa. Smith, Gray, Me., 

Rhoda C. Snell, Bar Harbor, Me., Gall D. 
Snow, Freeport, Me., Nancy Lee Snow, Fal­
mouth, Me., Robert P. Snow, Freeport, Me., 
Mary E. Snyder, Orono, Me., Monica. H. Sny­
der, Kittery, Me., Virginia A. Snyder, Sabat­
tus, Me., William H. Snyder, Kittery, Me., 
John Sobel, Rockville Centre, N.Y., Barbara 
Sommer, Cunberland Fores., Me. 

Caroline Southall, Yarmouth, Me., Brad­
ford Spear, Lewiston, Me., Hilda Spencer, 
Belfast, Me., Anne Sperry, Newcastle, Me., 
Herbert S. Sperry, Newcastle, Me. 

Barbara J. Spiegelburg, E. Vassalboro, Me., 
Bruce Spiegelburg, E. Vassalboro, Me., La Rue 
Spiker, Southeast Harbor, Me., Marjorie 
Spock, Ea.st Sullivan, Me., Russell Sprague, 
West Baldwin, Me., F. N. Springsteel, Bruns­
wick, Me., Karen Springsteel, Brunswick, Me., 
A. Staires, Lewiston, Me., A. H. Stanley, 
Southwest Harbor, Me., Eliza.beth Stanley, 
South China, Me. 

Lula M. Stanley, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Woodbury A. Stanley, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Charles C. Sta.pies, Springvale, Me., Bessie 
A. Staples, Springvale, Me., Claire Staples, 
Orono, Me., T. S. Staples, Orono, Me., An­
drej Starkis, Waterville, Me., Cody Stearns, 
Freeport, Me., L. C. Stearns, Freeport, Me., 
Mrs. L. C. Stearns, Freeport, Me. 

Robert A Stebbens, King of Prussia, Pa., 
Caroline Steinman, Portland, Me., R. Stein­
man, Portland, Me., Richard Stern, New 
York, N.Y., David G. Stevens, Bangor, Me., 
William Stevenson, Waterville, Me., Arlene 
R. Steward, Norway, Me., Elliott Steward, 
Norway, Me., D. L. Stofle, Sebasco Estates, 
Me., James W. Stone, Orono, Me. 

J. Stone, Norway, Me., Marcia Stone, Orono, 
Me., T. H. Stone, Norway, Me., Jean Streeter, 
Lewtston, Me., Ashley Streetman, Brunswick, 
Me., Barbara Streetman, Brunswick, Me., 
L. N. Stuart, Newport, Me., Michelle Stuckey, 
Portland, Me., Susan Stump, Thomaston, 
Me., Carol W. Suitor, Raymond, Me. 

John H. Suitor, Jr., Raymond, Me., Mary 
Sullivan, Camden, Me., J. L. Sweet, Bruns­
wick, Me., Nancy Syme, Camden, Me., Grace 
Tagliabue, Lewiston, Me., John Tagliabue, 
Lewiston, Me., J. Talbot, Northeast Harbor, 
Me., Lucinda Talbot, Northeast Harbor, Me., 
Tim Talbot, Portland, Me., D. Talley, Nor­
way, Me. 

Phyllis R. Talley, Orono, Me., Samuel Tal­
ley, Orono, Me., Edward Tansey, Fairfield, 
Me., Richard E. Tauck, Bar Mills, Me., Nancy 
Tavelli, Lewtston, Me. 

Linda Bufano, San Francisco, Cal., Clyde 

Greenfield Cooper, San Francisco, Cal., Carol 
Cravens, San Francisco, Oal., Jane Edgenton, 
Oakland, Cal., Julia Ellis, San Francisco, Cal., 
Christie Hakim, San Francisco, Cal., Judith 
Halstead, San Francisco, Cal., Anne Irving, 
San Francisco, Cal., Christopher Jackson, San 
Francisco, Cal., Edith Jones. San Francisco, 
Oal. 

Barbara. Kane, San Francisco, Cal., Angela 
Littlefield, San Francisco, Cal., Anna Love, 
San Francisco, Cal., Luana Meacham, San 
Francisco, Cal., Susan E. Miller, Oakland, 
Cal., David H. Miltstone, San Francisco, Cal., 
Anne Lise Mitchell, San Francisco, Cal., Har­
riet T. Parsons, San Francisco, Cal., Susan 
Porterfield, San Francisco, Cal., Thelma 
Prichard, Greenbrae, Cal. 

James Ramsey, San Francisco, Cal., Vir­
ginia Riggs, San Bruno, Cal., Elizabett.1 W. 
Rogers, San Francisco, Cal., Luella K. Sawyer, 
Mill Valley, Cal., J. D. Schaa, San Francisco, 
Cal., Ada. E. Schwartz, San Francisco, Cal., 
Janet M. Stake, San Francisco, Cal., Elizabeth 
Taylor, San Francisco, Cal., Eugene E. Taylor, 
San Francisco, Cal., Thomas R. Vandenburgh, 
San Francisco, Cal. 

Colburn S. Wilbur, Palo Alto, Cal., Earl R. 
Taylor, Brunswick, Me., R. Taylor, Northeast 
Harbor, Me., Stephen Taylor, Ogunquit, Me., 
J. Temple, Williamantic, Conn., Janet R. Ten­
Broeck, Bar Harbor, Me., Marton Tenney, 
Livermore Falls, Me., Harold D. Thaler, East 
Lansing, Mich., Dorothy Thaxter, Kittery 
Point, Me., Rosamond Thaxter, Kittery Point, 
Me. 

Ann Theberge, Lewiston, Me., Corlee W. 
Therrien, Biddeford, Me., Ernest R. Therrien, 
Biddeford, Me., Paul R. Therrien, Portland, 
Me., Roy Thibeault, Norway, Me., Stephen 
Thibeault, Lewiston, Me., Phllip Thibodeau, 
Orono, Me., Doris Thomas, Lincolnville, Me., 
Ethel Thomas, Northeast Harbor, Me., Joseph 
B. Thomas IV, Northeast Harbor, Me. 

Ralph Thomas, Norway, Me., Dorothy E. 
Thombs, Standish, Me., Doreen Thompson, 
Portland, Me., Helen Thompson, North Jones­
port, Me., Jeffrey Thompson, Sea Cliff, N.Y. 

A. Thurston, Norway, Me., Lois M. Thurs­
ton., Wiscasset, Me., Dana F. Thurlow, Bruns­
wick, Me., Harold Thurlow, Bangor, Me., 
Theresa Thurlow, Bangor, ·Me., William 
Thurlow, Brunswick, Me., Sherry Thyng, 
Waterboro, Me., Shell-a Tibbetts, Readville, 
Me., Jim Tierney, Portland, Me., Joel Tilley, 
Orono, Me. 

Lura Titcomb, Augusta, Me., C. Toal, Port­
land, Me., Elizabeth C. Todrank, Waterville, 
Me., Mildred Tonge, Gardiner, Me., John G. 
Toner, South Portland, Me., Hazel D. Town, 
Pea.ks Island, Me., Peter Towne, Norway, Me., 
David E. Traister, Waterville, Me., Donald E. 
Trammel, East Lansing, Mich. Claudia Tread­
well, West Buxton, Me. 

David Trider, Leeds, Me., Nancy L. Trider, 
Leeds, Me., E. L. Tripp, Newport, Me., Karen 
True, Bangor, Me., James D. Tuck, Boston, 
Mass., Gerard M. J. Tucker, Lewiston, Me., 
Joanne Tulonen, Lewiston, Me., B. Twitchell, 
Auburn, Me., Terry Lee Vance, Portland, Me., 
Karen L. Van Pelt, Ellsworth, Me. 

Maureen Vaughan, Waterville, Me., Merle 
B. Veigle, Yarmouth, Me., Sheila Verrill, 
Manchester, Me., Virginia Verrill, Springvale, 
Me., Barbara s. Vickers, Portland, Me., Dennis 
Vickers, Portland, Me., Fred D. Voelker, Jr., 
Ellsworth, Me., Aimee Von Huene, Brunswic1t, 
Me., Charles E. Wadsworth, Cranberry Isles, 
Me., Jean G. Wadsworth, Cranberry Isles, Me. 

Diane E. We.las, Bangor, Me., John A. Wales, 
Bangor, Me., W. Bennett Walbridge, Bruns­
wick, Me., Charlotte M. Walker, Falmouth 
Foreside, Me., Donna Walker, Auburn, Me., 
K. B. Walker, Falmouth Foreside, Me., Sa.Uy 
Walker, Cape Elizabeth, Me., Thomas S. 
Walker, Melrose, Mass., Pearle A. Wa.11, Ten­
ants Harbor, Me., Michael H. Walsh, Bruns­
wick, Me. 

Sharon J. Walton, Gray, Me., Ann Ward, 
Lewiston, Me., Karen Ward, .Lewiston, Me., 
Edith N. Ware, Portland, Me., Kathleen 
Washburn, Orrington, Me. 

Robert Washburn, .Orrington, Me., Rosa-
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lind Wasserman, Waterville, Me., Ann Wat­
son, Marion, Mass., Richard Watson, Free­
port, Me., Herbert Watson, Norway, Me., Lea 
Watson, Freeport, Me., Sharon Watson, Free­
port, Me., Bobbye N. Weaver, Orono, Me., 
Donna Webber, Waterville, Me., Faye Web­
ber, Portland, Me. 

Charles Webster, Brunswick, Me., Cliff 
Webster, Brunswick, Me., Claire Weeks, Port­
land, Me., Paul L. Weeks, Preque Isle, Me., 
Beatrice Wehmeyer, Cape Elizabeth, Me., 
Robert Wehmeyer, Cape Elizabeth, Me., Erle 
M. Wels, Brunswick, Me., Ted Welssman, Wa­
terville, Me., W. Harper Welch, Portland, Me., 
M. Wentworth, Kennebunkport, Me. 

Stacy H. Wentworth, Kennebunkport, Me., 
Elsa West, Cape Elizabeth, Me., Martha West, 
Cape Elizabeth, Me., Robert G. West, Lewis­
ton, Me., Ginla Davis Wexler, East Sullivan, 
Me., Arthur Wenster, Orono, Me., Helen L. 
Wheeler, Portland, Me., Maryjane White, 
Portland, Me., Jon Whitman, Falmouth, Me., 
Elsbeth Whitten, Bar Harbor, Me. 

Jane Whitten, Bar Harbor, Me., Penny 
Whitten, Bar Harbor, Me., Don Wiener, Lew­
iston, Me., Evelyn W. Wiesner, Oxford, Me., 
Ella H. Wight, Pittsfield, Me., Nelson G. 
Wight, Pittsfield, Me., Florence Wider, Ash­
-vme, Me., Paul Wiley, Brunswick, Me., Bar­
.bara L. Wilkinson, Portland, Me., Raymond 
.B. Anderson, Bangor, Me. 

Andrew Banning, Bangor, Me., Cle.rice M. 
.Bowman, Bangor, Me., Kenneth C. Brookes, 
Bangor, Me., Gary Chamberlain, Searsport, 
.Me., Walter L. Cook, Bangor, Me., Clifton G. 
Davis, Bangor, Me., L. J. Van Durun, Bangor, 
.Me., Harold Farkas, Bangor, Me., Susan C. 
Farkas, Bangor, Me. 

Laurel Greenwood, Bangor, Me., Windsor 
.Haskell, Temple, Me., Marshall B. Hughes, 
Bangor, Me., Michael E. Jones, Bangor, Me. 

Ralph H. Wilkinson, Portland, Me., Addris 
I. Willard, Sanford, Me., George S. Willard, 
Sanford, Me., Helen G. Williams, Damaris­
cotta, Me., Albert E. Willis, Oxford, Me., Ruth 
A. Willis, Oxford, Me., Bruce Wilson, Lewis­
ton, Me., Dorothy c. Wilson, Orono, Me., El­
win L. Wilson, Orono, Me., J. R. Wilson, East 
Holden, Me. . 

Peter Wilson, Brunswick, Me., John D. 
Wing, Lewiston, Me., Mark Winne, Lewiston, 
Me., Delmar Wise, Houlton, Me., Hope Wise, 
Houlton, Me., Jerry J. Wisecarner, Bangor, 
Me., Ronald B. Wisecarner, Bangor, Me., Ken­
dall Witham, East Sullivan, Me., Elaine 
Witham, East Sullivan, Me., Frederick B. 
Wol:t, Portland, Me. 

Helen J. Wolfhagen, Orono, Me., James L. 
Wolfhagen, Orono, Me., Esther E. Wood, Gor­
ham, Me., F. R. Wood, Scarboro, Me., Mat­
thew A. Wood, South Portland, Me., Barbara 
C. Woodbury, Portland, Me., Wendy Wood­
cock, Lewiston, Me., Linda Woodside, Water­
ville, Me., Richard J. Wright, Lewiston, Me., 
Robin Wright, Lewiston, Me. 

Lydia s. Yauck, De Kalb, Ill., Paul Yeargans, 
New York, N.Y., Burnham. Young, Camden, 
Me., William C. Young, Jr., Sebasco Estates, 
Me., Marguerite Yourcenar, Northeast Harbor, 
Me., R. Warwick Zea.mer, Brunswick, Me., 
Mark D. Zeichner, Teaneck, N.J., Bernadine A. 
Ziemke, Springvale, Me.. Stephen Jay Zim­
mer, Orono, Me., Lary E. Kalp, Bangor, Me., 

Saul E. Katz, Bangor, Me., Harold Lloyd, 
Bangor, Me., Evan Neil Reilly, Bangor, Me., 
Dave McLeod, Bangor, Me., Keith G. Peterson, 
Bangor, Me., Evans Neil Rellly, Bangor, Me., 
Bradley Ryant, Bangor, Me., Sam Sampson, 
Bangor, Me., David C. Stillman, Bangor, Me 

Ansley C. Throckmorton, Bangor, Me., 
George R. Tyson, Bangor, Me., Francis C. 
IDtsch, Bangor, Me., Dwight L. Wilson, Ban­
gor, Me. 

Robert E. Maygerf, Bucyrus, Ohio, Nancy 
M. P. Bell, Orono, Me., Paula P. Aiubn, 
Philadelphia, Pa., Deborah c. Rathbun, 
Bangor, Me., Jay P. Mccloskey, Bangor, Me., 
David Morgan, Andover, Mass., Willlam A. 
Joy, Ellsworth, Me., Mary Totman, Topsham, 
Me., Westoy Gerry, Lincoln, Me., Kathleen 
Moura, Rangeby, Me. _ 

John Nickless, Hampden, Me., Rosemarie 

Campbell, Brewer, Me., Wm. G. Yerga II, 
Bridgewater, Me., Katherine Laman, Orono, 
Sandra L. Speaven, Bangor, Me., Betsy 
Spruce, Milford, Me., Laurie Melsheimer, 
Plattaburgh, N.Y., James A. Simpson, Fair­
field, Me., Jo Anne Dauph!ne, Bangor, Me., 
Bernice M. Singer, Cape Elizabeth, Me., 
Daniel Singer, Cape Elizabeth, Me. 

Debbie Wincherysaw, Friendship, Me., 
G. M. Palmer, Jr., Bangor, Me., Laurence v. 
Hllls, Waldoboro, Me., Barbara Abbey, Orono, 
Me., Karen Manchester, Orono, Me., John A. 
Steenstra, W. Concord, Mass., Sharon Parker, 
Fort Fairfield, Me., Franz Martin, Locke 
Mills, Me., E. Lyle Flynn, Jr., South Portland, 
Me. 

Edward H. Reid, Rockland, Me., Catherine 
Palmer, Andover, Mass., Roberta Rohinson, 
Northeast Harbor, Mass., Ann Nerrefteld, 
Seaford, Me., Dan Sergent, Bangor, Me., 
Tom Cassey, No. Anson, Me., Rae S. Coasins, 
North Harbor, Me., Bill Eames, Bethel, Me., 
Robert Krummona, Sidney, Me., Remigins 
Jimenas, Port Clyde, Me., John Smith, Platts­
burgh, N.Y., Ormar Hines, Brunswick, Me., J. 
Entwisth, Owls Head, Me., J. Brown, Hamden, 
Conn., D. Morgan, Andover, Mass., Walter 
Bugaz, Teaneck, N.J. 

Joel Tilley, North Haven, Conn.; steve R. 
Wheaton, Bar Harbor, Me.; Cecil N. Coll1ns, 
St. Agatha, Me.; Louise Chamberland, 
St. Agatha, Me.; Dwight Hines, Bangor, 
Me.; Ontly L. Redzt, Bangor, Me.; Rosemary 
Warren, Reading, Mass.; Karen J. Edwards, 
Salem, Mass.; Allan Rodway, Portland, Me.; 
Thomas James, Newcastle, Me.; Jane Rush, 
Houlton, Me.; Debbie Lane, Queens, N.Y.; 
R. Bennett, Bangor, Me.; Janice Bailey, Ban­
gor, Me.; Catherine Henderson, McLean, 
Va.; Carolyn Thomson, Byfield, Mass . 

Mr. President, I wish to thank the dis­
tinguished Senator from Washington for 
yielding his place to me. 

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the able Sena­
tor from Maine for the expeditious way 
in which he moved in connection with 
his remarks. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre­

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on - the dis­
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 17711) to amend the District of 
Columbia Cooperative Association Act. 

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 
research, development, test, and evalua­
tion for the Armed Forces, and to pre­
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ator from Washington is recognized for 
40 minutes. 

THE ABM AUTHORIZATION DEBATE 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in re­
cent weeks there has emerged out of the 
seemingly endless technical dispute over 
Safeguard, an argument that the New 

York Times has referred to as "the prin­
cipal technical argument of the ABM 
opposition." The argument I have in 
mind is one that many Senators will rec­
ognize immediately, so great is the promi­
nence it has been given by the opponents 
to Safeguard in the case they have been 
trying to make both on and off the floor 
of the Senate. Reduced to its simplest 
expression, this is the argument that 
Safeguard, even if it functions perfectly, 
offers ''negligible protection" to the Min­
uteman force, or could be "easily over­
whelmed," or at most offers protection to 
Minuteman over a "very narrow band 
of threats." 

This argument has been most per­
sistently advanced by Dr. Wolfgang 
Panofsky. A recent statement issued by 
the Federation of American Scientists, 
along with a supporting chart, embraced 
the "negligible protection" view and was 
joined in or agreed to not only by Dr. 
Panofsky but also by Jerome Wiesner, 
Marvin Goldberger, Herbert York, and 
Herbert Scoville, Jr. Dr. George Kistia­
kowsky has associated himself with the 
Panofsky argument. 

The remarkable fact is that so many 
of the Senators opposing Safeguard have 
accepted at face value one form or an­
other of the argument made by this 
group of scientists. 

Now, this argument, in its most im­
portant aspect, is a strategic argument, 
not a narrowly technical one, and should 
be evaluated in those terms. I received 
yesterday from a very distinguished 
group of men with long professional ex­
perience in the national security area a 
statement which definitively refutes the 
Panofsky analysis and which I am con­
fident will be of great interest to all 
Members of the Senate. 

The signers of this statement are well 
known to many Senators; they are: 

Dr. Albert Wohlstetter, university pro­
fessor, University of Chicago. 

Dr. Charles M. Herzfeld, physicist, for­
mer director, Advanced Research Proj­
ects Agency. 

Dr. Willard Libby, Nobel Prize winner 
in chemistry, professor of chemistry and 
director of the Institute of Geophysics 
and Planetary Physics at the University 
of California, Los Angeles. 

Dr. William G. McMillan, professor of 
chemistry, UCLA. 

I bring this statement to the attention 
of the Senate because I believe that it 
clearly demonstrates the strategic fallacy 
on which ·the "negligible protection" ar­
gument rests. 

The statement reads as follows: 
STATEMENT ON THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE 

SAFEGUARD ABM SYSTEM 
(By Dr. Albert Wohlstetter, Dr. Charles M. 

Herzfeld, Dr. Willard Libby, and Dr. Wil­
liam G . McMillan) 
The statement widely publicized by the 

Federation of American Scientists and signed 
by Drs. Wiesner, Panofsky, Goldberger, Sco­
ville and York asserts that a Safeguard ABM 
that worked perfeotly would nonetheless 
offer negligible protection. They suggested 
th.at a Soviet ICBM threat large enough to 
destroy the Minuteman force not protected 
by Safeguard need only grow by a small 
percentage to destroy the Minuteman force 
protected by Safeguard and that Safeguard 
is therefore effective "only over a very narrow 
band of threats." This repeats an argument 
made somewhat more specifically by Profes-
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sor Panofsky last year and in the following 
statement this year: 

"Let us assume that the survival of 300 
Minutemen under attack would constlitute 
an adequate retaliatory force . . . Without 
Safeguard protection the Soviets could 
achieve this result with 700 incoming war­
heads ... With the expanded Safeguard 
now before this Committee, about 800 would 
do the job." 

Professor Sidney Drell, using a chart pre­
pared by Professor Panofsky, repeated these 
same numerical arguments on June 29, 1970 
(pp. 430, 544, Hearings, Subcommittee on 
Arms Control, International Law and Or­
ganization of the Committee on Foreign Re­
lations). According to The New York Times 
this is the "principal technical argument of 
the ABM opposition." This "principal argu­
ment" is based on several fundamental 
errors. 

The first-and very gross-error is manifest 
in the statement quoted above of Professor 
Panofsky. He assumes that "the survival of 
300 Minutemen under attack would consti­
tute an adequate retaliatory force." Yet he 
also assumes that the objective of the Rus­
sian attack is to destroy only 700 out of 1,000 
Minuteman missiles. That is to say, he takes 
as the Russian goal an attack that would 
leave us with an adequate retaliatory force. 
It is hard to imagine a more absurd Soviet 
strategic aim. This absurdity, moreover, is 
central to the result. For, as common sense 
would suggest, the more an attack aims to 
accomplish, the larger the effort the attacker 
must put forward. 

A moderately sensible Russian adversary, 
if he attacks at all, would aim at destroying 
as much of the Minuteman force as he could; 
he would want to leave surviving no more 
than, say, about 50 Minuteman. In any case, 
he would want the remainder to be clearly 
"inadequate." Without the extra protection 
for Minuteman provided by Safeguard, 500 
SS-9s, in the mid or late 1970's, with the ac­
curacy, yield and number of MIRVs per 
booster projected by pre-Nixon as well as 
post-Nixon intelligence, could destroy all but 
about 50 Minuteman. Safeguard would pre­
vent the Russians from achieving that objec­
tive with such an attack. For the attacker to 
assure, in the face of Safeguard, that no more 
than 50 Minuteman missiles survive-his ob­
jective-he would have to buy some 800 
more re-entry vehicles than he would re­
quire to leave 300 of the protected Minute­
man missiles surviving-our objective. This 
800 is eight times as many as the number so 
widely circulated by the opposition to the 
ABM. 

The opposition's estimate of 100 re-entry 
vehicles is wrong even at the Minuteman 300 
survival level; but the mistake is to take 300 
Minuteman survivors as a rational Russian 
objective. For a more reasonable attack ob­
jective, the Russians would need 800 extra 
re-entry vehicles on launchers. Based on all 
official estimates of Russian missile costs, 
such an increment would require a very large 
extra investment-one that is far from 
negligible. 

second, supposing that the Russians were 
to contemplate this very large resource ex­
penditure, they would have to consider the 
fact that the defense could counter it at a 
fraction of the Sovlet offensive cost-a fifth 
or less. Detailed supporting calculations for 
a related set of cases were presented in the 
Hearings before the Senate Armed Services 
Committee this past May (pages 2402-2410). 
As one of the signers of this statement said 
in those hearings: 

"The point of Safeguard Phase II is that 
it puts the United States in a position to 
offset any increment in the Soviet first-strike 
capabllity against Minuteman and to do this 
more cheaply than the Sovlets can get that 
increment in their offense. If we clearly in­
dicate our intention to protect Minuteman, 
we may discourage them from continuing to 
expand their offense force. We indicate that 
we value our second-strike capab111ty at least 

as much as they value their first-strike capa­
bility. Nothl.ng compels them to get a first 
strike capability. The SS-9 and the SS-11 are 
expensive; increasing their number involves 
a serious resource expenditure for the Rus­
sians: Perhaps worth it 1! we indicate we 
have no intention of protecting Minuteman; 
not worth it if we make clear we intend to 
protect it and can do so more cheaply than 
they can overcome the protection." (p. 2278) 

As alternatives to protecting our second­
strike force with Safeguard, various ABM 
critics have suggested: 

(a) proliferating Minuteman missiles­
though this would increase our first-strike 
capability, and therefore, unlike the Safe­
guard defense of Minuteman, provoke a 
quantitative arms race; 

(b) putting our SAC bombers on armed 
airborne alert though this would increase 
the likelihood. of nuclear accidents; 

( c) adopting a policy of launching all our 
Minuteman missiles at Russian civilians on 
the basis of electromagnetic indications­
thus recklessly increasing the probability not 
merely of a nuclear accident, but of an ac­
cidental nuclear holocaust; and 

(d) waiting for some future, hopefully 
better, ABM for which there is as yet not 
even a system definition. 

Their estimates of the costs, effects, and 
time schedules of their various alternatives 
have been extremely careless. For example, 
they have understated the unit systems cost 
of Minuteman by a factor of nearly 300 % , 
and air-alert costs by 400 % . Their statements 
about the availability of alternatives neglect 
all realistic oonslderations of the time neces­
sary to complete the system definition, ob­
tain Congressional authorization, select the 
contractor and sub-contractors, acquire land, 
complete det&led engineerdlng design, pro­
duction release, equipment procurement, 
construction, installation, tests and shake­
down. 

Their recently repeated statement about 
the number of Russian re-entry vehicles re­
quired to cancel the effectiveness of Safe­
guard is perhaps the most far-fetched and 
careless of all. Lt assumes tha.t the Russians, 
in attacking our Minuteman force, would 
take as their objective the preservation of 
our ability to retaliate adequately. 

Mr. President, "absurd,, is not too 
strong an adjective to apply to the as­
sumption that the Soviets would launch 
a first strike against Minuteman with the 
int.eilltion of allowing 300 Minuteman 
missiles-adequate for our retallation­
to survive. It is wholly unwarranted to 
assume "that the Russians, in attacking 
our Minuteman force, would take as their 
objective the preservation of our ability 
to retaliate adequately." 

It is no wonder that Safeguard appears 
to buy only a small degree of protection 
for the Minuteman force if one makes 
this wholly unreasonable assumption. 
The fact is that if the Soviets were pre­
pared to leave our retaliatory capability 
intact, then we would not need Safe­
guard-nor any other means of protec­
tion, including the alternatives recom­
mended by Dr. Panofsky and others. 

As the statement I have just read dem­
onstrates, without this unreasonable as­
sumption, the "negligible protection" 
argument collapses. When this faulty as­
sumption is replaced by a reasonable as­
sumption about the minimum Soviet goal 
were they to under.take a first strike, the 
importance of the Safeguard ABM sys­
tem becomes clear. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Members 
of the Senate who have doubts about the 
effectiveness of the Safeguard ABM sys­
tem will take the time before tomorrow's 

votes to study the statement I have just 
read submitted by Professor Wohlstetter, 
Dr. Herzfeld, Dr. Libby, and Dr. McMil­
lan. I am sure that my colleagues would 
not wish to allow a decision of great na­
tional importance to be determined by a 
case built on a gross strategic fallacy. 

I would be surprised if even one of my 
colleagues were to now agree that our 
security should be based on the strange 
assumption that the soviets in initiating 
a nuclear war would be so foolish as to 
design their own destruction. Mr. Presi­
dent, I am confident that those of us 
charged with responsibility for protect­
ing our deterrent force would not know­
ingly make such an assumption, or per­
sist in arguments based upon it. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a comment? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am pleased to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. I thank my distinguished 
colleague from Washington for offering 
a very closely reasoned rebuttal to the 
technical arguments offered in opposi­
tion to the ABM. I wish to add that I 
know of no man in public life who has 
more completely subordinated personal 
and political considerations to what he 
conceives to be in the best interests of 
his country. I have very often disagreed 
with the Senator from Washington, but 
I think his conduct through the course 
of the ABM debate has been an example 
of superlative statesmanship. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished friend and colleague 
from Texas for his very kind and gen­
erous remarks. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. 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. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it may be 
that, with the exception of the Senator 
from Tennessee, this will conclude the 
debate today. I think that tomorrow we 
will have some amendments that relate 
one to the other very closely, and I hope 
we can have a good attendance for the 
debate; because the bill has one thing in 
it and the Cooper-Hart amendment 
another; then there is another proposal 
by the Senator from Iowa and still an­
other by the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
A great many figures are involved, and 
it will not be easy to keep up with them. 
I mention that because I think it might 
be well to put Senators on guard. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize a 
few points that I think have a practical 
bearing on this matter. We have already 
authorized and appropriated money for 
two sites-that is phase I. This bill, the 
committee recommendation, provides for 
two additional sites. 

Someone asked me: 
If the 2 sites are coming along and moving 

forward and there is research and develop­
ment money, why do you insist on 4 sites? 

I think that is a very practical ques­
tion, and there is a very practical answer. 

We have to assume that we would not 
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need anything if there was not a threat. 
I think there is a proven threat. So, start­
ing with that, if we just stop at two sites, 
frankly, I do not think that is sufficient 
quantitatively to give us the protection 
we are trying to provide. The purpose-­
the sole purpose--of the ABM in this 
form is to try to protect our ICBM sites. 
That is our land-based deterrent 
strength, and that is what we put our 
hope and our strength in for a land-based 
weapon. 

If we have something that probably 
will be effective-and I do not think there 
is any doubt about it; the great weight 
of the evidence is in favor of it being ef­
fective-and we are going to just start 
two sites and then stop for an indefinite 
period of tftne and set it up 1 year, 2 
years, 3 years, 4 years, or 5 years later, 
the time that is precious and necessary 
will have run out. If we are really going 
to try this thing, we certainly have to 
start with more than two major sites. I 
think that is as clear as a bell, and I do 
not think it can be challenged. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I think the Senator from 

Mississippi has made an excellent point; 
and I think he has made it, as he has 
said, "as clear as a bell." 

It has been suggested that if we pursue 
the line advocated by the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE). simply to 
add additional MSR's to the two existing 
sites, this will provide us as much de­
fense. But what is not mentioned is the 
fact that it would cost us several million 
dollars more. Beyond that, it is argued 
that this would be less provocative and 
less of an incentive or a stimulant to 
the arms race than the additional de­
ployment of the two sites. But if, as is 
argu~ it provides as much defense, 
then it seems to me that it would be fully 
as provocative-if, indeed, additional de­
ployment and improvement of the ABM 
is provocative-and would be more ex­
pensive and probably, in the :final an­
alysis, less effective. 

Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator is 
correct. It would have the added feature 
of showing hesitation or doubt and back­
ing up of the very worst kind to show to 
our adversaries. 

This leads into the matter of the SALT 
talks. Again, I like to use my common 
sense on things-whatever amount I 
have-rather than a lot of theories and 
speculation. 

If adversaries are sitting down at a 
table and are trying to reach something 
that they can agree on, if they think they 
are in a position where they ought to 
agree on something, if possible, because 
each feels he is in danger to a degree, 
and suddenly one just withdraws the 
weapon or the posture he has which 
creates apprehension in the mind on the 
other side of the table, and if the one 
who withdraws does not know he is out 
of business, everybody else knows he is 
out of business, because he has just with­
drawn from the game. He is no longer 
a contender, regardless of what the 
arguments may be. He has voluntarily 
withdrawn. 

I am not accusing anybody now of any 
unilateral disarmamnet. We do not have 

to get into that realm at all. The person 
who takes that step back has just with­
drawn for an indefinite time. He says he 
is doing it just for a year because the 
Senate voted one way. But he is out of 
business from then on, until he takes 
another am.rmative start. That is an­
other reason why we just cannot just 
stand idle without some excuse. 

Mr. TOWER. Is not the Senator from 
Mississippi convinced that the President 
of the United States is sincere in his de­
sire to arrive at some meaningful re­
sult in the strategic arms limitation 
talks? Does not the Senator agree that 
it would be the crowning achievement 
of this President's administration if he 
could arrive at some kind of strategic 
arms limitation? Does not the Senator 
believe that the President is convinced 
that he should work toward that end? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I think the Sen­
ator is correct. But I do not believe that 
the President is working just for a 
crowning achievement. I think he is 
working because of the responsibility he 
feels is on him. 

Mr. TOWER. I concur with the Sen­
ator. 

Mr. STENNIS. In the position he has 
been put into. 

Mr. TOWER. I agree. 
Does not the Senator further agree 

that the President is the one best capable 
of determining what posture he and hiS 
country must be in to arrive at some 
sort of meaningful agreement and that 
his judgment is probably better than 
almost anybody else's? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think that is so. He 
has the responsibility, and he has all the 
facts, and he is the man who has to make 
the negotiation maneuvers. That is the 
heart throb, that is the nerve center of 
the whole problem and of any prospec­
tive solution we may hope for. 

Mr. TOWER. Would not the Senator 
agree that it would be unlikely that the 
President would knowingly advance for 
consideration by the Senate of the 
United States any kind of proposal that 
he thought would inhibit him in his pur­
suit of the achievement of that goal? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor­
rect. The President, naturally, for many 
reasons, wants to move ahead with suc­
cess. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to me? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator recall 
the amount of the funds appropriated 
last year for phase I on Safeguard? 

Mr. STENNIS. It is somewhere around 
a total of $1 billion. $793 million-three­
quarters of a billion dollars-plus. 

Mr. COOPER. There were additional 
funds appropriated for the warheads. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have the figures here 
somewhere. 

Mr. COOPER. As I recall, $1.2 billion 
was appropriated last year for phase 1. 

Mr. STENNIS. We will get the exact 
figures for the Senator. It is close to $1 
billion. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator from 
Michigan <Mr. HART) and I would like to 
know, if our amendment is adopted, how 
much money would be left in the bill for 
use on phase I? 

Mr. STENNIS. It would be a sizable 
amount of money, but it would be limited. 

Mr. COOPER. $1,037,000,000. 
Mr. STENNIS. It is over $900 million, 

but--
Mr. COOPER. A billion-­
Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER. $1,027,200,000. 
Mr. STENNIS. All right. 
Mr. COOPER. The point I am making 

is that if our amendment should be ap­
proved and appropriations were made in 
the sum of $1,027,200,000, the Congress 
will have authorized and approp1iated 
over $2 billion for phase I--

Mr. STENNIS. That is substantially 
correct, yes. 

Mr. COOPER. If our amendment is 
agreed to, it would strike $322 million 
for phase 2. Considering the vast sum 
of $2.2 billion or more that would be 
appropriated for Safeguard on phase I, 
it is difficult to say that the Congress is 
retreating, as the senator has character­
ized such action. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from Ken­
tucky is talking in terms of dollars. The 
Senator from Mississippi is talking in 
terms of coverage. My point is that two 
sites, however successful they may be, 
are just not enough to do the job. It is 
is not enough in quantity. It is not 
enough of an umbrella over our ICBM's. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator recall, 
if it is not classified-and I do not be­
lieve it is-how many Minuteman would 
be in place on the two phase I sites? 

Mr. STENNIS. It would be quite a few. 
Mr. COOPER. It is arbout the number 

that the administration stated--
Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. COOPER (continuing). Is neces­

sary to be protected for a second strike 
capability. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is a classified sub­
ject, Senator, but it would be more than 
the number of the sites. · 

Mr. COOPER. It would be as many, if 
Safeguard is an effective system-it 
would be enough for a second strike. 

Mr. STENNIS. Some. But a second 
strike capability would be in doubt. My 
point is, though, not enough. 

Mr. COOPER. It would be enough for 
an effective second strike. I will stand on 
the statement, after hearing and reading 
the testimony, and having been briefed. 
I am making the point that if phase I is 
retained, as it would be retained under 
our amendment, the Department of De­
fense would go forward having been pro­
vided in the pending bill a great sum of 
money for the two phase I sites. 

Does the Senator consider that to be 
a setback in the program? 

Mr. STENNIS. We did not consider it 
as one. 

Mr. COOPER. Does the Senator con­
sider that it would limit the bargaining 
power of our country? 

Mr. STENNIS. I think not, Senator. 
That is my idea about it. The amount of 
time available had a lot to do with these 
decisions, with all of us. Time-wise on 
these other matters we had more of a 
margin on time, in my opinion. 

Mr. COOPER. I understand the Sen­
ator. I respect his judgment. All of us, 
however, have to look at these matters. 
I want to be sure that I am correct in 
quoting the Senator, that the Senator 
has characterized adoption of our 
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amendment as an act giving the impres- anything about it. He has not said any­
sion that our Government was falling thing about it to me. I would rather let 
behind in support of SALT talks. him interpret his language and the Sen-

By the committee struck funds for the ator interpret his. 
initiation and preparation of four sites Mr. COOPER. I am just reading the 
which the ad.ministration claims is nee- letter. 
essary for its bargaining power at SALT. Mr. STENNIS. I understand. I know 
What is the distinction? How can our that the Senator intends exactly what 
amendment be characterized as one - he says. I am sure of that. If the lan­
which would affect the SALT talks and guage does not bear him out, he would 
the action of the committee in striking want to modify that language, I am sure. 
funds for four sites does not affect the The Senator gave the legislative his-
SALT talks? tory. It does leave this money available 

Mr. STENNIS. My quick answer to for these two sites. It is just a matter 
that is that the sites in the bill pertain that grown men ought not to be arguing 
to the ICBM's protecting our deterrent about, it seems to me, when language is 
force-=-our strike force. The ones we took uncertain that can be made certain. That 
out of the bill go to the area defense con- is how I feel about it. 
cept rather than our missile bases. The Mr. COOPER. I agree with the Senator. 
distinction and the difference there speak Mr. STENNIS. I take it the Senator 
loudly, just to mention those terms. stated exactly what he means. 

Mr. COOPER. I understand. The four Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, if there 
sites were for area defense, but also to is any question, we would like it to be 
give some protection to missiles, too. absolutely clear. The misapprehension 

Mr. STENNIS. They added a little pro- could have occurred from language I 
tection. I understand that this is not used when I introduced the measure. I 
classified, that this major added base made the statement that it would per­
that we have in the bill would give about mit or allow its use. The exact words are 
40 percent more coverage--prospectively "would be available." 
40 percent more coverage to our Minute- Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I think 
man bases than would be true with a the uncertainty comes from the lan­
force with just the two-just the two guage, if I may refer to the amendment, 
bases to protect. So that, within itself, is on page 2, line 19: 
a major factor. Any advanced antiballistic missile pro-

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator. I gram at sites heretofore established for such 
should like now to address another ques- purpose. 
tion to the Senator, if he will not mind, There is some mentiori in the R. & D. 
to see if there is any difference in the part of the bill as being exclusively for 
viewpoint of the sponsors of the Hart- another item that is related to some­
Cooper amendment and the Senator thing that is farther over the horizon 
from Mississippi, chairman of the com- as a possible future system of some kind. 
mittee. I am sorry that the Senator from It seems to me that the senator's 
Washington <Mr. JACKSON) is not on the language ties this down to the sites here­
fioor at this time for several days ago the tofore established for such purpose. That 
Senator from Mississippi, the Senator looks to me as if it is talking about 
from Washington, and I had some col- sites that are in being. 
loquy about the purpose of the use of Mr. COOPER. we named the sites-­
$365 milliOn provided in the bill for R.D. Malmstrom Air Force Base and Grand 
T. & E. on phase I. Forks Air Force Base. Those are the two 

It was indicated from the Senator's sites that were approved last year in 
questions and answers that day-and I phase I. -
want the Senator to tell me if I am not Subsection (b) reads: 
correct-that the Senator from Wash- The provisions of subsection (a) shall not 
ingtcn, not to the Senator from Missis- apply to the obligation or expenditure of 
sippi thought our amendment would re- funds for research, development, testing, 
strict the use of the $365 million, and and evaluation activities carried out in sup­
that it could not be used on phase I. port of any advanced antiballistic missile 
The Senator from Michigan (Mr. HART) program at sites heretofore established for 
and I have issued statements saying that such purpose. 
is not correct. Nevetheless, I read in the It is clear. It simply says that it 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD this morning, on authorizes the Department of Defense 
page 27947, a letter from the Secretary to undertake such research and de­
of Defense, Hon. Mel Laird to the Sen- velopment and testing and evaluation 
ator from Washington (Mr. JACKSON), it activities on an advanced system if, on 
does not directly state that our amend- its own determination, it wanted to do 
ment would restrict the use but, as an so. But it was not intended, and the 
assumption, conveys the impression that language does not require, that the 
the money in the amendment would not Department of Defense do so. · 
allow the use of the $365 million on I wanted to have this colloquy with 
phase I. the Senator because I can state without 

I would like to know from the Senator any reservation-and I know that the 
from Mississippi-because this may be- Senator from Michigan will join me­
come an issue--if the view is actually that there is no intention of any kind 
held by the chairman of the committee to restrict in any way, by law or by 
and the members of the committee that interpretation, the use of the $365 mil­
our amendment would restrict the use lion or any other sum of money that 
of the $365 million and would not permit is made available for phase I. 
R.D.T. & E. on phase I? Mr. STENNIS. I accept the Senator's 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, there is interpretation of his own amendment. 
a dispute here now about how we inter- If the Secretary of Defense had had the 
pret some of the Senator's language. The statement before him that the Senator 
Secretary of Defense did not write me has made now, undoubtedly he would 

have understood it exactly the way the 
Senator intended. 

Mr. President, I did not mean to speak 
at great length here. The Senator from 
Tennessee is in the Chamber. He wants 
to make some remarks. I just want to 
add one other point. -

Mr. President, like it or not, the au­
thors of this amendment, it seems clear 
to me, approve all that we did here 
last year in starting to get off on phase 
I at these first two sites. They propose to 
leave the full amount in the bill for 
those two sites to move forward and con­
tinue. 

That is the very thing that the debate 
was over last year. The contention was 
that it was just for research and develop­
ment. 

That is an affirmation that we made 
a good start last year and did the right 
thing. I think the amendment is an af­
firmation of what the committee did 
and, in addition, it puts a second layer 
on top of the foundation we laid last 
year. 

Another thing ithiat people ask me 
about in letters and in person and in 
telegrams is that they want to know 
what we are worried about, since we 
have so many. 

We are not worried about 1970. Let us 
remember that the crucial vote on to­
morrow means that we are standing on 
the very threshold and the brink of a 
very crucial vote. This vote tomorrow 
is not shooting for 1970. It is talking 
about our security in 1975, from that 
period into the 1980's. 

We have to lift our sights. If we wait 
until those years roll around, ·time will 
be gone and it will then have been de­
layed. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I thank 

the Senator from Mississippi for the 
very cogent point he has made in the 
course of this debate. 

Mr. President, I further note that the 
provision as it now appears in the bill 
as reported from the committee was 
voted on favorably by a majority of the 
members of that committee and, I might 
say, a concurrent majority of both Dem­
ocrats and Republicans. It is a biparti­
san position. But more than that, it is 
a compromise. It is less than was asked 
for by the administration. 

We have already compromised on this 
measure. I know that the administra­
tion feels that it cannot compromise fur­
ther. 

It should be understood that the ad­
ministration opposes the adoption of any 
amendment to this provision of the bill 
and that the .adminstration wants the 
committee position sustained. 

Mr. President, a vote for any amend­
ment is a vote against the position of 
the administration. The administration 
feels that this is the minimum that it 
must have to defend the country against 
a first strike capability and to proceed 
from a reasonable posture to negotiate 
for the limitation of strategic arms. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have 
certain fact sheets here containing a 
statement from the testimony of Mr. 
O'Neill, together with a copy of a letter 
from him to me under date of August 7. 
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1970. This refers to Mr. Lawrence H. 
O'Neill, one of those assigned to this 
matter by the Secretary of Defense, 
along with Dr. Foster, on a panel. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
material be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

Hon. JOHN STENNIS, 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
August 7, 1970. 

Chairman, Senate Armed Services Commit­
tee, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Several times I have 
heard of references to the so-called "O'Ne111" 
report in hearings before committees and in 
other discussions in the Senate. I have been 
particularly disturbed by suggestions that 
seem to have been mooe at various times 
that Dr. John S. Foster misrepresented the 
views of the members of the panel that pre­
pared the report when he stated that the 
panel felt that Safeguard components would 
"do the job" the Department of Defense 
wants to do in ABM. 

Dr. Foster was aware, as all panel members 
were, tha.t our membership included men of 
considerable distinction who believed Safe­
guard deployment was a poor idea from a 
political and strategic point of view and that 
some members felt that approaches to ABM 
other than Safegu·ard might be preferable 
from a technical point of view. 

Nevertheless, it should be realized that 
Dr. Foster's inference ls a reasonable one in 
view of the way the panel presented its ad­
vice. In add.itlon to the submission of its 
written report, the panel twice participated 
in spoken presentations of its work to senior 
officers of the Defense Department and the 
Department of the Army. Dr. Foster was pres­
ent on both occasions. Both discussions were 
of an "open forum" type at which a.ny panel 
member had full opportunity and encourage­
ment to speak out. Although it was clear that 
some panel members would have preferred 
to pursue technical approaches different from 
Safeguard, no panel member offered the opin­
ion tha.t ptu."suit of Safeguard was so unprom­
ising as to be clearly lnadvlsa.ble. In the 
circumstances of these conversations, a.s in 
the Written report, Dr. Foster would, in my 
judgment, have been fully justified in con­
cluding that we thought Safeguard was a 
reasonable approach although not, in the 
opinion of some, the best possible approach. 
In a complicated technical situation it ls 
usual, indeed inevitable, for such a range of 
opinions to exist. 

Dr. Foster's comment suffered from nor­
mal difficulties resulting from the brevity 
that is usual in the answer to a question 
during testimony. It cannot, in my opinion, 
be fairly viewed a.s a misrepresentation or 
as substantially different from the reply that 
most (in my opinion) members of the panel 
would have offered in Dr. Foster's place. 

In short, in my opinion, given the con­
straints of funding and schedule that had 
been specified to the panel, most members 
believed that Safeguard was a reasonable ap­
proach to ABM and conveyed that imp~es­
sion to Dr. Foster and others. 

I hope this wlll be of some assistance in 
clarifying a matter which might have some 
bearing on the difficult judgmeruts that Sen­
ators will soon be called upon to make. 

With best personal regards, I am. 
Sincerely yours, 

LAWRENCE H. O'NEn.L. 

EXCERPTS FROM TESTIMONY OF DR. FOSTER 
Dr. FosTER. Mr. Chairman, you have indi­

cated the number of scientists who oppose 
this Safeguard deployment. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. There are several 
grounds. They oppose it on the SALT talks 

,alone. Then in addition .they oppose it on 

the ground that it isn't technically feasible 
at the present time at least. 

AD HOC COMMITTEE OF SCIENTISTS ON 
SAFEGUARD 

Dr. FOSTER. Well, Mr. Chairman, let me 
just simply point out that I asked a group 
of scientists to come together as an ad hoc 
committee and, before the Secretary of De­
fense made his recommendation to the Presi­
dent, review the program, I deliberately chose 
scientists who opposed the deployment of 
Safeguard as well as those who favored it. 

In fact, as I recall, when they met there 
were more against it than for it. I had, how­
ever, one very simple instruction for them­
to put politics aside and just ask the ques­
tion: Will this deployment, with these com­
ponents, do the job that the Department of 
Defense is trying to do? And I gave them a 
range of possible deployments, since the 
Secretary had not yet made up his mind. 

There was considerable concern about this 
move, but the report sent to the Secretary 
Of Defense said that this equipment wm do 
the job that the Department of Defense 
want.a to do. They had some recommenda­
tions; for example, they would like to add 
development of the smaller radars, a decision 
we had already made-at least, they con­
curred 1n that decision. 

I think it is extremely important that, 
when you ask a scientist for his opinion, 
you make sure that you have found a way 
to rule out political factors, because, as you 
and Secretary Laird noted at our last hear­
ing, the scientist doesn't have special com­
petence in that area. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. Who were the scien­
tists that you had on this committee? 

Dr. FOSTER. It was a group of scientists 
under the chairmanship of Prof. Larry O'Neill 
of Columbia University. I would be delighted 
to furnish the complete list. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. How many were there? 
Dr. FosTER. About a half dozen, sir. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. Can't you furnish them 

now? Don't you know who they were? Were 
they in the employ, directly or indirectly, 
of the Pentagon? 

Dr. FOSTER. No, sir; generally they were not. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. Who were they? 
Dr. FosTER. Prof. Sidney Drell, a close col­

league of PrOfessor Panofsky, who was men­
tioned earlier, at Stanford University was a 
member. It ls so long ago I am embarrassed 
to say I have forgotten some of their names. 

Senator GORE. You would have a record in 
the Department that you could supply. 

Dr. FosTER. Certainly, I have the list. There 
was Professor Goldberger of Princeton Uni­
versity; Prof. Allen Peterson, also of Stan­
ford; Richard Latter of the Rand Corp. wa.s 
a consultant. He is now over in Vienna on 
the talks. I don't have the others at the 
moment. 

AD HOC PANEL ON FISCAL 1971 SAFEGUARD 
PLAN 

Professor Lawrence H. O'Nelll, Chairman, 
Professor of Electronic Engineering a.nd Di­
rector of Electronics Research Laboratory, 
Riverside Research Institute, 632 West 125th 
Street, New York, New York. 

Dr. Lewis M. Branscomb, Director, National 
Bureau of Standards, Washington, D.C. 

Dr. Sidney D. Drell, Stanford Linear Ac­
celerator Center, Stanford University, P. O. 
Box 4349, Stanford, California. 

Dr. Marvin L. Goldberger, Princeton Uni­
versity, Princeton, New Jersey. 

Dr. W1lliam G McMillan, The Rand Cor­
poration, 1700 Main Street, Santa Monica, 
California. 

Mr. W. S. Melahn, President, Systems De­
velopment Corporation, 2500 Colorado Ave­
nue, Santa Monica, California. 

Dr. Allen M. Peterson, Stanford Research 
Institute, 333 Ravenswood Avenue, Menlo 
Park, 0alifornla. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. These men are not in 
the employ of the Pentagon. They didn't 
have research contracts. . 

Dr. FosTER. I don't know, Senator Ful­
bright, the degree to which Professor O'Ne111 
has contracts from the Government, or Pro­
fessor Drell or Professor Goldberger. But I 
understand that, as a result of section 203, 
Professor Goldberger lost his support from 
the Pentagon. 

Senator F'uLBRIGHT. I want to talk about 
section 203 in a moment. 

Senator CASE. wm the Senator yield just 
for a moment, please? 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. Yes. 
Senator CASE. May I suggest we ask Dr. 

Foster to provide it later. 
Senator Fm.BRIGHT. I would like it now. 

By the time it comes we will have long since 
passed on to something else. 

MEETING OF AD HOC COMMITI'EE ON 
SAFEGUARD 

How long ago was this meeting? 
Dr. FOSTER. This was before the Secretary's 

decision. 
Senator Fut.BRIGHT. Was it 6 months ago or 

a month or how long? 
Dr. FosTER. I believe it was in December. 
Senator Fur.BRIGHT. How long did they 

meet? 
Dr. FOSTER. For about a week. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. Here in Washington? 
Dr. FOSTER. Yes, sir. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. In December. 
You can supply them, but that wm be 

long after the fact. 
Senator CASE. No, I say would the Senator 

consent to an insertion of the report itself 
in the record. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. That wlll be long after 
the impact of the hearing. It has happened 
before. 

Senator CASE. Not before we vote on the 
ABM. 

Senator FULBRIGHT. I think we will get it 
next fall. 

Senator CASE. This ls a matter we could 
follow up. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. This matter came to 
the floor and I asked the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee if in their de­
liberations they had ever invited any out­
side scientists to testify. He said no, he 
couldn't think of one. In other words this 
ls just an in-house operation prlma.rJ.ly and 
usually anyone out.side the group ls not con­
sulted. 

Dr. FOSTER. Senator Fulbright, I beg to 
differ with you on this. I went out of my 
way to select people who I believed were 
knowledgeable and, in fact, some of whom 
had formed opinions counter to that of the 
Department of Defense. And I asked them 
to serve. The only thing I asked them was 
to disregard their political feelings about 
the matter and to stick closely to the tech­
nical matters involved in which I personally 
believed they had great professional com­
petence. 

POLITICAL ASPECTS OF SALT 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. Are you suggesting 

that, in considering what kind of agree­
ments they might come to at the SALT talks 
in Vienna, that political matters and re­
lations between countries have no signifi­
cance? Is this strictly and solely a techni­
cal conference? 

Dr. FOSTER. Absolutely not, Senator Ful­
bright. 

Senator Fur.BRIGHT. Of course not. 
Dr. FOSTER. Political aspects, in fact, are 

dominant. 
Senator FULBRIGHT. I think they are too. 
How you can say that Safeguard and MIRV 

have no effect on SALT is beyond my com­
prehension. The political agency, the Sen­
ate, expressed very overwhelmingly 'its sup­
port of the Cooper-Brooke resolution which 
advised the Department and the Govern­
ment not to proceed with the deployment 
of . these. Of course, this has been ignored 
.comp:etely. Apparently no one has paid a.ny 
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attention to them at all. These a.re political 
judgments. 

Dr. FOSTER. Excuse me, Senator Fulbright, 
with regard to this ad hoc group that I 
brought together, I was referring to the in­
clusion of technical people on both sides of 
the argument in an effort to review 1n ad­
vance the range of possible decisions that 
the Department of Defense might make with 
regard to Safeguard. It had nothing to do 
with SALT. 

CHANGES IN WEAPONS SYSTEMS AND THEIR 
JUSTIFICATION 

Senator Fur.BRIGHT. Mr. Foster, even on the 
technical side, the way that the Department 
of Defense has va.clllated between the Senti­
nel and the Safeguard and the justification 
being the Chinese and then someone else, 
together with this well-known record on 
many • • • 

Senator Fm.BRIGHT. I haven't really looked 
at the list. Did you have any projects con­
cerning the mosquitoes in Cambodia before 
you intervened there? 

Dr. FOSTER. I don't recall any. 
Senator Fur.BRIGHT. You don't recall 1t, 

but this would have been, it seems to me, 
much more appropriate than Malaya. 

CONDUCT OF SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Sena.tor COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I am going 

to raise a question. 
Senator FuLBRIGHT. I am through. 
Senator CooPER. He has been trying to an­

swer these questions as well as he can. I 
think we should have order in this room. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. It is the chairman's 
responsibility to keep order in the room. 

Sena.tor GoRE. Let there be order in the 
room. 

Senator FuLBRIGHT. I am through, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator GoRE. Senator Case. 
Senator CASE. Mr. Chairman, I call atten­

tion to the fact it is now 12 o'clock. Dr. Fos­
ter took perhaps 15 minutes. Senator Aiken 
t-0ok, I think, five, and without questioning 
the propriety of it, I just note the fact that 
the balance of the time has been taken by 
the chairman and Senator Fulbright. This 
is something that is a continuing process, 
and I just note it for the record. I do that 
partly because the chairman of the full 
committee, Senator Fulbright, somewhat 
irascibly called me to account when he 
thought I had taken a little too long the 
other day in questioning a witness, and I 
would just like to make the suggestion that 
we do a little better job o! evenhanded han­
dling of these sessions. 
REPORT OF AD HOC COMMITTEE OF SCIENTISTS 

ON SAFEGUARD 
Now, Dr. Foster, you spoke about a repn::~ 

by an ad hoc committee of scientists that 
you had asked to make an examination of 
the antiballlstlc missile situation, and you 
mentioned Dr. Drell, Dr. Goldberger, and 
others as being members of that. 

I would ask you if you will supply this 
committee with their report. 

Dr. FOSTER. Senator Case, this was a re­
port to the Secretary of Defense, and I be­
lieve before agreeing to that I should con­
sult with the Secretary and see if we can 
make this report available to you. 

Senator CASE. Will you do that? 
Dr. FOSTER. Yes, sir, I certainly shall. 
(The information is classified and in the 

committee files.) 
Senator CASE. Mr. Chairman, I repeat what 

Senator Cooper said earlier. I think that this 
should be regarded as it should be, a serious 
inquiry. 

What would your recommendation to the 
Secretary be on my reo.uest? 

Dr. FOSTER. Senator Case, you are asking 
me to reveal to you the personal advice that 
I would give to the Secretary of Defense in 
my ca.pa.city as his science adviser on your 
question. I find that one a bit difficult to 
answer. 

Senator CASE. Well, perhaps it is executive 
privilege in advance that you are suggesting. 
If that is the ground that you put it on, I 
don't question it. Let me get at it another 
way. What did they say? 

Dr. FOSTER. The committee concluded that 
leaving aside political--

Senator CASE. Yes; you made that point 
before. 

Dr. FOSTER (continuing). Political consid­
erations, they believed that--and I have to 
paraphrase here. 

Senator CASE. Sure. 
Dr. FOSTER. They believed that the Safe­

guard approach was a reasonable way to 
try and accomplish the several objectives 
required by the Department of Defense-­
that is to say, defense of our strategic forces, 
the Minuteman and the bombers, protec­
tion against the light attacks such as might 
be launched from Communist China, and 
protection against accidental launches from 
any source. 

SPECIFICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
OF CONTRACTORS 

Senator CASE. Now, you mentioned earlier, 
and I will come back to the requirements 
point, because I think we want to be some­
what more precise, and we haven't been at all 
in any of these discussions to what the re­
quirements are. I want the specifications 
that were given to the contractors who have 
been asked to build these things. I would 
like to know now what you were referring 
to when you said they had certain recom­
mendations to make. 

Dr. FOSTER. They had recommendations, 
Senator Case, with respect to which addi­
tional site, or sites, should be chosen, and 
additional research and development that 
should take place to provide for additional 
capability should the threat require it. Those 
were the key points as I recall them. 

Senator CASE. That is stated in very gen­
eral points. 

Dr. FOSTER. Yes. 
Senator CASE. What recommendations did 

they make in regard to additional capability? 
Dr. FOSTER. Senator Case, I am not yet sure 

that I can get Secretary Laird's agreement 
on supplying the document, and here we are 
in the process of your asking me for the de­
tails of the document. I find that a little 
awkward. 

Senator CASE. Well, of course, I under­
stand. I don't want any security informa­
tion. 

Dr. FOSTER. No, sir. 
Senator CASE. But I do want the facts, 

and this we have been talking, I think, too 
much in generalities. 

Dr. FOSTER. Yes. 
SUBCOMMITTEE EFFORT TO ASCERTAIN IF 

SAFEGUARD WILL DO THE JOB 
Senator CASE. This effort on the part of 

the chairman is a most worthwhile job to 
try to express in general terms what we 
regard as the problem. That is to say is the 
Safeguard designed to take care of a kind of 
threat, is it designed in the best way to 
accomplish that moneywise, and are there 
other choices that ought to be considered 
and dealt with? The chairman is trying, 
and this committee has been trying, it 
seems to us from unwilling witnesses, to 
drag it out, to get the basic facts, not just 
your conclusions, not just the recommen­
dation that this be done, because we have 
very great doubt, not that you are not per­
fectly honest in what you say but that as to 
whether we really have something worth 
spending this enormous amount of money 
and time on, whether it will do a. signlficant 
job, whether something else would be better. 
That is what we are trying to find out. 

We have a strong suspicion, and you must 
know this; it is more than a suspicion in 
some cases, that what we are doing is just 
deploying something because it has been 
worked on for a long time, and that it is 

not calculated to do the job that we all 
want done. We are not, and we refuse to be 
put in this position. Speaking for myself, 
we want the best system we can get for the 
defense of our missile force, and for the de­
fense of our strategic weapons systems over­
all. 

We don't want to spend one nickel on 
something just for the sake of completing a 
program that is being kicked around for a 
long time under various names and because 
there a.re vested interests in getting this 
thing built. That is the question that we 
want this information to answer, and I don't 
see why we can't have this information 
since we have to authorize the money to 
pay for it. 

Dr. FOSTER. Sena.tor Case, if I may-­
Senator CASE. You may. 
Dr. FOSTER. I should like to respond to your 

statements. First of all, in closed sessions, 
I have spent perhaps 20 hours or more try­
ing to gain the understanding of people 
such as you who care very much about your 
country. You want the answers you have 
been asking for and I believe we have given 
them to you. 

Let me be very clear about it: Safeguard 
is not a solution that is looking for a prob­
lem. 

The United States has a very serious de­
fense problem, and Safeguard is the best 
solution that I know of that is within the 
available technology and is compatible with 
plans to meet the several objectives we had 
to face in the fiscal year 71 transitional 
budget. 

Senator CASE. Now, Dr. Foster, I know you 
believe this, you have said it many times. 
But that is a conclusion. 

Dr. FOSTER. I understand. 
Senator CASE. What we want to find out 

in terms that we can understand and in 
terms that the public can understand is pre­
cisely just what we are talking about in fac­
tual terms as a. basis for that conclusion, 
and we haven't got it. We haven't got it. And 
the reason that our doubts continue and 
continue to mount is that we have judgments 
from you, and we respect your judgment, but 
also recognize you are wearing several hats 
at the same time. 

When we have people from the outside, 
who have had in the past the kind of ex­
perience that you have had, continually tell­
ing us that this is a poor solution, that 
it is a waste of enormous amounts of mon­
ey, and that we ought not to authorize it, 
just on the ground of effectiveness and cost, 
to say nothing of other considerations, and 
other considerations do enter into this of a 
political nature, but I am not talking about 
political things. I am talking about effective­
ness and costs of the Safeguard system for 
the various kinds of things that it is sup­
posed to do. 

REQUEST FOR SPECIFICATIONS FOR SAFEGUARD 
First of all, I have tried to get a copy of 

the specifications that you have given to your 
contractors, so that we will know what it is 
that this is intended to do. It is all very well 
for the contractors to tell us, and they will, 
that they can do what they have agreed to do, 
but what have they a.greed to do? 

This I can't get. I asked the staff of this 
committee months ago to get from you a 
copy of the specifications for this thing. 
I don't know whether the request was ever 
made. 

I ask you now, can you provide this to us, 
in confidence of course? I would like to know 
what the facts are, because we would do 
much better at getting sound answers if we 
can get the facts on this thing out on the 
table and know what we are talking about 
and not have to talk generallties from now 
until kingdom come. 

Dr. FOSTER. Senator Case, I understand 
your point, and let me make my answer very 
clear. We can and will provide you with the 
specifications for the Safeguard system. By 
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specifications, I understand you to mean not 
just the detailed characteristics of radar, but 
what the threat is that this system is sup­
posed to cope with. 

Senator CASE. You have to do it in terms 
that a layman can understand. 

Dr. FOSTER. Yes, sir; I will do that. 
Senator CASE. Because a layman has to 

make the judgment as to whether the money 
is to be spent for this. 

Dr. FOSTER. Absolutely. 
Senator CASE. And that is very definitely 

what I want, but not just judgments, but 
factual statements. 

Dr. FOSTER. No, sir; I personally formulated 
the range of threats that I believed Safeguard 
would have to counter and sent that infor­
mation to the Army on several different 
occasions, to make sure that they laid plans 
that could cope with that range of threats; 
so I am quite familiar with this question and 
am fully prepared to give you the answer. 

Now, as you pointed out, a statement of 
exactly what the system will be able to cope 
with at various times is a sensitive matter, 
but it can be made available to you, sir. 

Senator CASE. I ask now that you assemble 
it and then notify us when it is ready so that 
we can deal with it in depth because this I 
think is the heart of the question as far as 
most of the people of the country are con­
cerned. Are we wasting our money? Are we 
getting something that is worth having? Is 
our effort in this direction impairing develop­
ment of an effective ABM, or will we get 
something really worthwhile in the way of 
defense against strategic threats? That is the 
kind of question I am interested in and I 
think the public is too. 

Dr. FOSTER. I quite understand, sir. 
Senator CASE. So we will wait to hear from 

you when that is ready. 
(The information referred to is classified 

and in the committee files.) 
Now, Mr. Chairman, I shall not despite my 

remarks at the beginning of my questioning, 
take more than a couple of minutes because 
Senator Cooper has been waiting even longer 
than I. 

Senator GoRE. Would you yield just a 
moment? 

Senator CASE. I want to make a point. Yes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, last 
Thursday the unclassified text of a re­
port submitted to the Secretary of De­
fense by an ad hoc group of seven scien­
tists concerning Safeguard was printed 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. The ad hoc 
group was chaired by Dr. Lawrence H. 
O'Neill, president, Riverside Research In­
stitute--prof essor of electrical engineer-
ing, Columbia University. · 

Dr. O'Neill testified before the Armed 
Services Committee on May 19th of this 
year on Safeguard. His statement ap­
pears on pages 2293 and 2294 of the 
printed hearings of the military procure­
ment authorization bill. At that time he 
made a very thoughtful and concise 
statement. Since there is considerable 
controversy concerning the report, I be­
lieve it would be beneficial to the Mem­
bers of this body to consider his state­
ment to the Armed Services Committee 
which is as follows: 
STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE H. O'NEILL, PRESI­

DENT., RIVERSIDE RESEARCH INSTITUTE, Pao­
FESSOR OF ELECTRICAL ENGINEERING, COLUM­
BIA UNIVERSITY 

Dr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman and members of 
the committee, I greatly appreciate the op­
portunity to testify to you today. I have pre­
pared a very brief statement on my views on 
the subject you are considering and, with 
your permission, I would like to present it 
~o you. 

In determining what the U.S. policy ought 
to be in the matter of deploying defenses 
against ballistic missiles, I believe four con­
siderations are important: 

1. The observed increases in the size and 
lethality of the Soviet strategic offensive 
force and plausible projections of those in­
creases into the future represent, in my judg­
ment, a worrisome hazard to the survivability 
of the land-based missiles and bombers of the 
U.S. strategic offensive force. 

2. The Safeguard system is, from a tech­
nical point of view, and with respect to the 
deployment schedule thus far recommended 
by the administration, a moderate response 
to the increase in the capability of the Soviet 
force. It is not, in my opinion, a panicked or 
excessive response, and so long as the discon­
tinuation or limitation of that deployment 
remains open to negotiation, I cannot see 
how it can be regarded as a provocation to 
the Soviet Union. 

3. The Safeguard system in its full Phase 
II deployment will have the capabllities orig­
inally ascribed. to it by the President: name­
ly-and those capabilities are well known to 
you: 

(a) The protection of the American stra­
tegic forces against a direct attack by the 
forces of the Soviet Union. 

(b) Protection of the people of our coun­
try against a limited but deliberate attack 
such as Communist China could conceivably 
launch within the next 10 years, and 

(c) Protection of the people of the United 
States against small attacks resulting from 
accidental or unauthorized launcihes. 

There is no question that Safeguard is 
a comproinise system because it attempt.a in 
its design to accommodate all three pur­
poses and not only one of them. It is also a 
compromise because it attempts to respond 
to a hypothesized Soviet strategic force 
which is not as large or as potent as some 
have suggested it could be or as limited and 
as inaccurate as some have said it will be. 
There is no doubt that if one could pru­
dently narrow the range of objectiive of 
Safeguard and to specify the size and 
nature of the future Soviet force very pre­
cisely, a better ballistic missile defense sys­
tem could be designed. 

However, in my opinJon, to prescribe very 
narrowly at this point the purposes !or 
which we Inight want missile defense and 
especially to state very precisely the Soviet 
force that defense might face would repre­
sent very irresponsible system design. 

In my opinion, it is very doubtful that a 
better system could be deployed as early as 
one deploying Safeguard components or 
with as limited expenditures as are forecast 
for Safeguard. Overall, and speaking en­
tirely from an engineering point of view, 
Safeguard represents a reasonable ap­
proach to ballistic missile defense if the 
Congress and President decide that such a 
defense is needed. 

In addition to its own capab111ties, it is 
suitable for augmentation and improvement 
by new components should such new com­
ponents be found to be necessary. 

4. Speaking now not as an engineer but as 
an ordinary citizen, I think it is important 
to bear in mind that, while the scientific and 
technical aspects of ballistic missile defense 
are important, they are by no means the sub­
jects that ought to dominate the debate that 
will precede Congressional action in the mat­
ter. The issue is predominantly one to be de­
cided on the basis of estimates of the effects 
of the congressional decision on the security 
of the country, on its domestic tranquiUty, 
and on its ab11ity to deal with the very large 
range of problems, domestic and foreign, now 
before the Government. Although I am 
as deeply concerned as possible about the 
domestic tU1"1lloil now prevailing in the 
country, although I recogntze.-indeed, I live 
in the midst of-pressing difficulties that 

now affiict our society, my own judgment is 
that the Administration's proposal for Safe­
guard in fiscal 1971 should be approved b~ 
the Congress. I think it would be easy, but 
potentially disastrous, to permit our deep 
concern for the turmoil now present in the 
country and for tbe deep_ division of the 
country resulting from the war in Southeast 
Asia to divert our attention from a hazard 
posed by the Soviet forces that could in the 
future cause extreme difficulty for the United 
States. 

Mr. President, _! _yield the floor. 
SAFEGUARD ABM 

Mr-. GOODELL. Mr. President, 4 
months ago on April 9, the Senate de­
bated in this Chamber a resolution on 
mutual strategic weapons suspension. 
This resolution, introduced by the dis­
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
<Mr. BROOKS) and which I supported as a 
cosponsor, expressed the opinion of the 
Senate that the President seek immedi­
ate mutual suspension by the United 
States and the Soviet Union of further 
deployment of all offensive and defen­
sive nuclear strategic weapons systems. 

The Senate passed this resolution by 
a vote of 72 to 6. 

Our sentiment then was clear. We 
called for a freeze on strategic arma­
ments. We called for a halt--a mutual 
hal t---on the spiralling arms race be­
tween this country and the Soviet Union. 
This sentiment for strategic arms con­
trol is shared by millions of Americans. 
It is this sentiment of reasoned arms 
restraint which should be with us now 
as we continue debate on the Military 
Procurement bill-the bill which au­
thorizes funds for the procurement, re­
search and development of aircraft, mis­
siles and for the construction of facilities 
for the Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile 
system. 

STRATEGIC WEAPONS FUNDING 
The bill as reported by the Senate 

Armed Services Commitee includes the 
following funding levels for strategic 
weapons programs: 

First Safeguard ABM. There is $1.349 
billion in funds for continuing Safeguard 
ABM at the two sites under phase I, that 
is, at Malmstrom, Mont., and Grand 
Forks, N. Dak.; and for expanding Safe­
guard to phase II-A, that is, deployment 
at Whiteman Air Force Base in Missouri; 
advance preparation at Warren Air 
Force Base in Wyoming; and equipment 
for the Ballistic Missile Defense Center 
at Washington, D.C. 

Second. Navy missiles Polaris/Posei­
don-There is $559 million in funds for 
the Navy ballistic missile program, in­
cluding $540.5 million for Poseidon and 
$18.5 million for Polarls. 

Third. Air Force missiles Minuteman 
II/ID. There is $475.7 million in funds 
for the Minuteman II and ID programs. 
The committee points out in its report: 

All Minuteman I Missiles w111 be replaced. 
A portion have been replaced with Minute­
man II which provides improvements in 
range, payload, accuracy and flexible target­
ing. 

Minuteman m Will replace the remaining 
Minuteman I Missiles. Minuteman III pos­
sesses improved survivability, penetration 
capab111ty, payload, and accuracy over the 
older systems. Minuteman ill has the poten­
tial of attacking different targets, and lt 
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wm be able to carry the necessary penetra­
tion_ aids to reduce vulnerability to enemy 
defenses. 

The 1970 and 1971 requests reflect a slow­
down in the previously planned rate of 
Minuteman III deployment. As of June 30, 
1970, the conversion program had pro­
gressed to where the force consisted of 490 
Minuteman I, 500 Minuteman II, and 10 
Minuteman. III. 

It will be recalled that the first Min­
uteman version with multiple warheads, 
Minuteman m, was ordered developed 
1n the spring of 1966, was test fiown 1n 
August 1968, and was first installed this 
June. 

Fourth. Minuteman rebasing options: 
R. & D. programs for improving the sur­
vivability of land-based ICBM's. A cut 
of $27 million for phasing out the "hard­
ened and hard-rock silos" program 
leaves $50 million for work on such op­
tions as "hard Point defense" and the 
mobile Minuteman programs. 

Fi:fith. Advanced ballistic reentry sys­
tem-ABRES. A cut of $5 million related 
to a reduction of research into "hard-tar­
get kill capability," leaves $100 million 
for the advanced development of reentry 
systems and penetration aids to provide 
improvements in the capabilities of land­
based and sea-based ballistic missiles 
designed to penetrate enemy defenses in 
retaliatory attack. 

Sixth. Advanced ballistic missile de­
fense. A cut of $20 million leaves $138 
million for research work on advanced 
development programs, including the 
"hardsite development" program. 

Seventh. Advanced manned strategic 
aircraft, B-1.-A cut of $50 million leaves 
$50 million in research and development 
funds for the B-1 added to $65 million in 
carry-over funds for the same purpose. 

Mr. President, these are just some of 
the strategic weapons programs which 
we are being asked to fund in this bill. 

I am pleased to note the committee re­
ductions of $102 million in the research 
and development of strategic weapons 
programs which I have just outlined. 

Regarding Safeguard, phase II-A, I 
am pleased that the committee has 
moved to strike from authorization the 
House approved administration request 
to proceed with a Chinese-oriented ABM 
component, that is, the advance prepa­
ration of four additional areas defense 
sites. In cutting $10 million for this pur­
pose, the committee states in its report 
that there is "no compelling need to move 
now" to protect against a Chinese ICBM 
attack. 

In taking this action, the committee 
has deemphasized the "China rationale" 
and the "accidental launch rationale" 
for Safeguard area defense. The commit­
tee maintains that the major mission 
for Safeguard is to protect the land­
based Minuteman deterrent against di­
rect attack by the Soviet Union. In short, 
the committee emphasizes the "Soviet 
rationale" for Safeguard hard point or 
active terminal defense. 

IN RE THE O'NEILL REPORT 

Mr. President, while noting that the 
committee wishes to establish the pri­
macy of active terminal defense as the 
mission for Safeguard, it should be re­
called that Safeguard sites at Malm­
strom, Grand F'orks, and Whiteman are 

intended to provide terminal defense for 
Minuteman as well as area defense as 
indicated in the following chart: 

THE 3 OBJECTIVE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM 

Contributes 
Contributes to terminal Is part of 
to area defense for 7-site 

Site coverage Minuteman system t 

Grand Forks __________ X x x Malmstrom _____ _____ X x x Northwest_ __________ X ------------ x Michigan/Ohio ________ X ------------ x Northeast__ ___ _____ __ X ------------ x 
District of Columbia ___ X ------------ x Central California _____ X 
Warren ______________ X x 
Whiteman ____________ X x x 
Southern California ___ X 
Texas _______________ X 
Georgia/Florida _______ X 

1 7-site system: The 7 sites are among the 12 included in the 
Safeguard phase II deployment which the Army has described. 
The 7-site system is considered a "way station" to pass through 
on the way to a complete phase II deployment 

Source: Report of the AD HOC group on Safeguard for fiscal 
year 1971 ujk/a. The O'Neill report, submitted to the Secretary 
of Defense, Jan. 27, 1970. 

Last Thursday, the chairman of the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee <Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT) inserted the so-called O'Neill 
report in the RECORD. This is the report 
submitted by a 7-member panel of sci­
entists chaired by Prof. Lawrence H. 
O'Neill of Columbia University. The pan­
el was set up by Dr. John Foster, di­
rector of Defense Research and En­
gineering to advise the Secretary of De­
fense on scientific aspects of Safeguard. 

Several observations in the report, I 
think, bear repeating: 

( 1) If the only purpose of Safeguard is 
defined to be to protect Minuteman, Phase 
IIA as defined in March 1969 should not 
proceed. Instead, a dedicated system for ac­
tive defense of Minuteman should replace 
or, if the need for the MSR (Missile Site 
Radar) is proved, augment Phase IIA. As 
a minimum step, the complement of Sprints 
at Grand Forks and Malmstrom could be in­
creased. 

(2) If the only purpose of Safeguard 
is defined to be a "thin" area defense, then 
it is important to recognize: "an incom­
plete area system provides no protection from 
'blackmail' by an opponent (e.g., C.P.R.) 
with a small ICBM force or from an unau­
thorized attack. It provides only limited pro­
tection against a<::cidental launches. There­
fore, initiation of an area defense system is 
justified only if there is an expectation 
that it will prove to ·be necessary or desirable 
to cover the entire country with such a sys­
tem." 

(3) If the three purposes of Safeguard 
are defined to protect Minuteman ICBMs 
a,gainst any direct Soviet attack; to protect 
the American people against a Chinese at­
tack; and to protect against accidental at­
tack from any source, then "there is a need 
for a policy decision on whether to give 
emphasis to Minutemen terminal defense or 
to divide effort between Minutemen defense 
and area defense in the next step taken to­
ward Safeguard Phase II." 

Mr. President, over many years, Con­
gress has examined varieties of proposed 
ABM systems. There was the Chinese­
oriented "light" ABM area defense. 
There was the Soviet-oriented "heavy" 
ABM area defense. Now there is the so­
called "limited" and "phased" Safeguard 
ABM mix of area defense and missile 
defense. Each of these defenses, it ap­
pears, can be viewed as anti-Soviet and 
anti-Chinese oriented especially in the 

context of "growth threat"-that is, in 
view of any number of possible percep­
tions of what the Soviet or Chinese 
threat to our deterrent could be over the 
next decades. 

My examination of this year's testi­
mony on the administration request for 
expansion of Safeguard phase I to phase 
II-A leads me to underscore the very 
real danger of being sucked further into 
the whirlwind of nuclear weaponry­
that insane spiralling of armaments­
which we as a nation have repeatedly 
declared we want stopped. 

Mr. President, I have not to date op­
posed research on an ABM system. Re­
search on an ABM system is one thing; 
deployment and expanded deployment 
are others requiring separate decisions 
on the basis of progress in research and 
on the basis of actual need perceived by 
continuous assessment of enemy threat. 

Last year, the administration asked 
Congress to authorize funds for deploy­
ment of Safeguard at the two sites of 
Malm.strom and Grand Forks. 

OPPOSITION TO SAFEGUARD DEPLOYMENT 

I have opposed deployment of Safe­
guard as my record clearly shows. Last 
summer in a series of ABM amendments 
before the Senate I voted against an 
amendment which would have prohib­
ited even research and evaluation of 
Safeguard ABM components. I voted for 
the amendments which would bar de­
ployment of Safeguard. When the 
amendments failed to pass in the sum­
mer votes, I was one of the 36 Senators 
who moved to bar funds for the deploy­
ment when the Defense appropriations 
bill reached the fioor in December. 

Last year, in opposing deployment of 
Safeguard phase I, I said: 

The burden of proof for an ABM rests on 
the Pentagon. We have been told that it is 
needed to plug a "deterrent gap." Yet to 
date, there has been no confirmed evidence 
that such a gap exists. Over the years, we 
have been told of a "bomber gap"; then of a 
"missile gap." We found out later that there 
had been errors in estimates of Soviet 
strength and that the military strength of 
the United States had all along been in fact 
superior. 

Unilateral armament is the net effect of so 
many of the Pentagon's programs. "Con­
firmed" and "probable" estimates of poten­
tial enemy capability in war planning seem 
to give way to what war-game strategists 
think is "possible." For the "possible," and 
for just another option in contingency plan­
ning, we have spent billions on weapons. Far 
too often, it appears that funds for weapons 
are merely spent on an arms race against our­
selves. 

So it is that over the years we have spent 
billions of dollars to fill gaps that have not 
existed. 

SAFEGUARD AND SALT CHIPS: 1970 

Mr. President, this year, the Pentagon 
tells us that we need to expand Safeguard 
to phase II-A including deployment at 
a third site, that is at Whiteman Air 
Force Base in Missouri. We have been 
told that phase II-A is needed to plug a 
"bargaining gap" in our portfolio of ne­
gotiable instruments at the strategic 
arms limitation talks-SALT. 

We have been told by the Defense De­
partment that we must expand Safe­
guard to let the Russians know that their 
strategic weapons buildup is unaccept-
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able to us. In short, it is the Pentagon's 
hoPe that U.S. buildup in defensive stra-
tegic weapons-and here let us not for­

get the other items in the bill for offen­
sive strategic weapons-will provide the 
incentive for the Soviets to halt buildups 
in strategic armaments. 

The approach to SALT then appears 
to be one of "arming to disarm." The 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. HART) has 
already questioned this approach and I 
share his skepticism. 

Regarding bargaining chips and the 
incentive we can provide to check Soviet 
increases in strategic weapons, the Sena­
tor from Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) 
has observed, and I think rightly so: 

The United States already has ample bar­
gaining chips in its unquestioned capacity 
to continue and even accelerate the arms 
race. It is this capacity which the Russians 
are concerned with, not an unbuilt ABM 
system of dubious efficacy. The Russians rec­
ognize that if no agreement is reached at 
SALT, we can eventually build far more 
effective ABM systems than Safeguard, and 
can massively increase our defensive strength. 
This is their incentive to negotiate mean­
ingfully at Vienna. 

Mr. President, we do not know the 
specifics of ·the administration's instruc­
tions to our negotiators at SALT. We 
do not know such details as instructions 
on quantitative and qualitative limita­
tions on the strategic weapons arsenal; 
the time framework of limitation; the 
rate of limitation and the extent of 
limitation. 

What we know is that the administra­
tion is asking us to authorize additions­
not limitations-to our strategic weap­
ons program. We know that with each 
request goes the argument of yet still 
another bargaining chip for SALT. 
AVOIDING THE INSATIABILITY FOR SALT CHIPS 

SALT must not become an "instrument 
for armament" by the United States and 
the Soviet Union. Nor should it become 
an "incentive for armament" by other 
countries. I, along with many Americans, 
fear these very developments. 

Let us seek with the Soviet Union an 
acceptable "strategic parity" or "security 
sufficiency" in strategic weapons sys­
tems. But let us seek such agreement 
through formulas implementing a freeze 
or reduction in armament, not through 
actions aimed at building- up armament. 

Strategic weapons buildup by the 
United States and the Soviet Union-the 
very arms race we fear-appears to be the 
present approach to SALT. Let us recall 
the exchange between the Senator from 
Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE) and Secre­
tary Laird during hearings before the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. When 
asked how a decision to "stretch out" 
MIRV deployment with deferral con­
tingent upon concrete progress at SALT, 
Secretary Laird said: 

"I do not find this proposal inconsistent 
with the s'J)trt of .strategic arms limitation­
but I do believe tha..t it is inconsistent with 
the purpose of the arms limitation talks, 
which is to sit down at the table with the 
Soviet Union and work out an agreement 
that provides essential security and is a.cc;iept­
able to both sides." (Page 2171, Authoriza­
tion for Military Procurement; Research~ and 
Development, Fiscal Year 1971, Hearings be­
fore Senate, Armed Services_ Committee) . 

SAFEGUARD AND SALT AND GRIT 

Mr. President, the momentum in the 
development, procurement and produc­
tion of strategic weapons must be halted 
in the name of sanity. It can be halted by 
sound decisionmaking as to national 
priorities. It must be halted for the last­
ing and genuine security of this nation 
and the nations of the world. 

This year the Senate a.gain faces a 
series of amendments on Safeguard de­
ployment. I have cosponsored two 
amendments. The first, to be called up 
by Senator HUGHES, bars Safeguard de­
ployment at sites under both phase I 
and phase II-A. The second, introduced 
by Senator COOPER and Senator HART, 
limits Safeguard to Phase I sites by bar­
ring deployment at Whiteman AFB and 
the advance preparation at Warren AFB. 

These are reasonable amendments. If, 
however, the first fails, then the second 
still provides a check on the Safeguard 
spillover to additional sites called for 
under t>hase II-A. 

In considering the reasonableness of 
these amendments, let us recall that our 
strategic weapons investments over the 
years presently yields a kill-power 10 
times that needed to inflict unacceptable 
damage on the Soviet Union. Against 
this, we must weigh the present increases 
in Soviet developments on the SS-9, SS-
11 and SS-13. We know, that in weighing 
numerical increases in weapons, quanti­
tative increases are not as significant as 
qualitative improvements such as the 
accuracy and penetration of warheads to 
potential targets. 

Our strategic deterrent is not in dan­
ger of being overwhelmed now, nor is it 
likely to be in the coming decade. Still 
we must be alert to the "growth threat", 
that is, what the Soviet Union could do 
and what the Chinese could do to our 
deterrent by building up and improving 
their strategic weapons arsenals. 

To meet "growth threat" in enemy 
buildups, the Defense Department asks 
us to build up our over-kill and alleges 
that by so doing the enemy will halt its 
buildup. 

Mr. President, if there is any reason­
able premise of human behavior on 
which this logic is based it escapes me. 
The fact is that this logic has failed in 
the past and it fails now as we and the 
Soviet Union expand our arsenals. 

I hope that the strategic arms limita­
tion talks will prove successful in achiev­
ing a limit in strategic armaments-a 
mutual limit in all categories of strategic 
armaments. I am of the firm conviction, 
however, that such arms agreement 
limitation should not be based on mutual 
increases in armaments, but rather by 
mutual ceilings and reductions on pres­
ent levels of armaments. 

Gradual reduction in terror, GRIT 
is hopefully what we will achieve at the 
strategic arms limitation talks, SALT. 
Meanwhile, funds in this bill-funds for 
increasing our offensive and defensive 
weapons programs, including an expan­
sion of Safeguard ABM~ take us from 
the terror reducing objective. 

We can move toward gradual reduc­
tion in terror by checking Safeguard ex­
pansion. For the sake of genuine national 
sepurity of this Nation, I hope we will be 
successful. · 

THE ABM SYSTEM 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, for many 
Americans the ABM is no longer a part 
of a specific weapons system; it has be­
come the symbol of an increasing public 
concern about the goals of this Nation's 
foreign policy and the wisdom of those 
who make and administer it. It is seen 
as the most recent and most politically 
vulnerable example of the way an unholy 
though natural alliance of military and 
industrial leaders can promote for its 
own purposes an expensive weapon of 
dubious need and technical efficacy. In 
a time of serious domestic crisis, it is 
viewed as evidence that the political and 
economic establishment is either unwill­
ing or unable to respond to growing pub­
lic demand for a major shift in funding 
priorities, from defense spending to so­
cial programs. 

In my view, much good has come from 
this new, critical public interest in de­
fense expenditures, such as the recent 
announcement by Secretary of Defense 
Laird that future weapons contracts will 
stress testing and evaluation before large 
amounts of money are appropriated. 
However. there also lies in this same 
public interest a grave danger. First, the 
formulation and execution of a genu­
inely responsible foreign policy and de­
fense strategy may be impeded or even 
rendered impossible by an uncritical and 
categorical public opposition to anything 
military. Second, there is a growing 
number of Americans who feel that in­
ternational realities now permit the for­
mulation of an effective foreign policy 
that would not include a strong defense 
posture. There is a great difference be­
tween a demand that defense expendi­
tures be efficiently administered and the 
view that the maintenance of American 
military strength is unwarranted and 
even immoral. 

To me, all this suggests that public 
debate on the Safeguard system has lost 
sight of the system itself. Whether the 
system has merit has become largely 
irrelevant. I do not mean to imply that 
the large and symbolic issues that per­
tain to the system are not important. 
They clearly are. But I am deeply con­
cerned that the factors that should con­
trol the decision of whether to deploy 
the Safeguard may have little to do with 
that decision, and that it may be sacri­
ficed to broad national concerns and 
commitments that would be advanced 
and protected by the ABM system. 

In brief, I find that the arguments 
against further deployment of the Safe­
guard system are: First, the system is at 
best unnecessary and at worst will seri­
ously limit the prospects for productive 
arms talks with the Soviet Union; sec­
ond, it represents a dangerous and im­
moral commitment to an expanded arms 
race at a time when there exists a unique 
historical opportunity for the United 
States to exercise restraint, which is con­
sistent with its national ideals and its 
desire for peace; third, it is technologi­
cally unreliable and could be easily over­
whelmed or neutralized by the Soviet 
Union; and· fourth, it diverts to military 
purposes public resources critically 
needed for social progress 'at home. 

It is my carefully reached and strongly 
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held conviction that, on the contrary, 
further deployment of Safeguard: First, 
is necessary for national security and 
will greatly enhance the possibility of 
meaningful arms agreements with the 
Soviet Union; second, will not provoke 
escalation of the offensive arms race and 
is, in fact, far more moral than the 
alternatives available to us; third, is 
technologically adequate for the re­
stricted function that it is designed to 
fulfill; and fourth, is not properly viewed 
as an alternative to domestic spending 
but is influenced by considerations of a 
wholly different nature. 

I held these views during our consid­
eration of phase I of the Safeguard sys­
tem and feel even more strongly about 
them now in light of having had the 
opportunity to more adequately under­
stand what is actually included and ex­
cluded, the complete lack of alternatives, 
and most important, what has transpired 
at the strategic arms limitation talks 
in Vienna since April. 

President Nixon is widely criticized for 
having simply repackaged the Sentinel 
system. What this argument ignores is 
the fact that while several Presidential 
justifications have been offered for the 
ABM, only one basic justification has 
been offered by President Nixon. He 
concluded that the Sentinel system and 
the purposes for which it had been au­
thorized were not consonant with what 
he saw happening in the Communist 
world and with the avenue that he per­
ceived as holding the greatest prospects 
for significant deescalation of world 
tensions and the arms race. With a few 
minor changes, the physical configura­
tion of the Sentinel and Safeguard sys­
tems are about the same, but the concept 
of defending only our land-based re­
taliatory capacity makes the Safeguard 
argument one that overcomes the ques­
tions of absolute reliability. To begin 
with, an offensive missile launched by 
the Soviet Union against a hardened 
Minuteman silo in the remote plains of 
Montana and North Dakota would have 
to be targeted with extraordinary accu­
racy. Second, penetration by such an ac­
curately targeted warhead and a direct 
hit would mean the loss of only a single 
American ICBM, not the massive loss of 
human life. Third, Soviet military plan­
ners would be required to impute to our 
defense system a far greater degree of 
reliability than it might actually possess. 

In considering how real the Soviet 
threat is, one only has to look to the fact 
that during the past 2 years, the Soviet 
missile force has tripled to more than 
1,000 ICBM's, including the giant SS-9. 
In addition, the Soviet influence in both 
the diplomatfo and arms crisis in the 
Middle East cannot be easily brushed 
aside. While they have not deployed 
more missiles since the SALT talks be­
gan, there is substantial evidence that 
the Soviet Union is still constructing 
ICBM launchers for future deployment. 
Opponents of the system delight in 
pointing out the seeming discrepancy be­
tween the assertion by Secretary of De­
fense Laird that the Soviet Union is 
going for a first-strike capability and 
a subsequent statement by Secretary of 
State Rogers t:tiat, in his view, there was 

no intention on the part of the Soviets 
to launch a first strike against the United 
States. 

The two statements are in no way in­
consistent; they simply draw attention to 
the d11Ierence between capability and 
intention. As President Nixon has said: 

I believe that defensive decisions must be 
ma.de on the ha.rd realities of the offensive 
capabilities of our adversaries, and not on 
our fervent hopes about their intentions. 

Although the Safeguard system in no 
way lessens the U.S. reliance upon its 
retaliatory strike capacity to deter nu­
clear aggression by an enemy, those who 
oppose Safeguard would have us rely 
solely on the deterrent and would do 
nothing to provide an alternate re­
sponse. Without Safeguard, in the event 
of a minor, accidental or unauthorized 
attack, the United States would have no 
alternative to unleashing the full fury 
of its deterrent against the country be­
lieved to be the origin of attack. 

It seems to me that the largest nation 
on earth, and by our own claim the most 
moral nation on earth, ought to find a 
defense posture more moral and more 
appropriate than reliance on offensive 
weaponry in terms of retaliatory strike 
capacity. It is chilling to me to hear op­
ponents of Safeguard allege that the 
program ought not to be authorized and 
deployed because it is cheaper to have an 
equivalent amount of defense for the 
United States by building more nuclear 
strike capacity with systems such as 
Minuteman and Poseidon. 

I think it is time that we take a calm, 
dispassionate look at our post-World 
War II policy of retaliatory deterrent 
and consider instead an active defense 
system. Put another way, I think it is 
time we laid aside our ICBM mentality, 
even if at greater cost. Put still another 
way, I think that if I were a citizen of 
the Soviet Union and I saw the United 
States of America elect against a defen­
sive system and in favor of an offensive 
strike system, I might be a little upset. 

Those in opposition to Safeguard have 
heretofore relied heavily on the argu­
ment that our ABM was provocative and 
would certainly dampen the prospects 
of the United States obtaining any sort 
of agreement, limited or comprehensive, 
at SALT. Although the details of the 
talks have not been made public, there 
is every indication that the decision to 
deploy phase I of SMeguard has not 
altered the eagerness of the Soviet Union 
to proceed with arms talks. In fact, it 
soon became apparent in Helsinki late 
last year that the Soviets had zeroed in 
on the U.S. ABM while paying very little 
attention to our already-completed Min­
uteman force. The Soviet concentration 
on Safeguard has reinforced my belief 
that the program is the one critical bar­
gaining chip at Vienna. 

The importance of the ABM at SALT 
should not come as a surprise to the 
United States, however, since the Soviet 
leaders have long held the belief that a 
government should provide for the de­
fense and safety of its people and prop­
erty. In addition, the vast expenditures 
necessary to build an ICBM system of 
such quality that it can overcome even 
a "thin" hard-point defensive system 

would cause great difficulty in the Soviet 
Union in view of their current domestic 
needs. 

The e1fect of the initiative taken by 
the United States in approving phase I 
is also not without precedent in that the 
Soviet willingness to seriously partici­
pate at SALT is strikingly similar to the 
publicly announced readiness of Russia 
to participate in arms talks which came 
only three days after the Senate had 
voted appropriations for Sentinel in 
June 1968. Shortly thereafter, a presti­
gious Soviet scientific journal offered to 
publish a speech by the director of the 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, the 
thesis of which is that defensive systems 
can be deployed in such a way as to de­
celerate the offensive arms race. 

Whatever progress has been made at 
SALT can be credited in part to the fact 
that our delegates had a negotiable point 
that highly interested the Soviet Union, 
and to undermine the American bargain­
ing position at this time by refusing to 
approve the request for phase II of Safe­
guard would greatly diminish the likeli­
hood of a successful agreement. With 
their chief target removed by congres­
sional action, the Soviets would have lit­
tle incentive to halt deployment or de­
crease their offensive forces. 

As pointed out so well in the Senate 
Armed Services Committee report on 
H.R. 17123, the United States would cer­
tainly welcome an agreement that would 
obviate the need for Safeguard, but there 
is no assurance at this time that such an 
agreement will be reached. The risk to 
the success of our negotiators at SALT 
in striving toward a workable arms 
agreement and the strategic and moral 
need for a good defense to secure our de­
terrent force, should an agreement not 
be possible, is, to me, the serious ques­
tion involved. I believe that the burden 
of proof is upon those who assert that 
deployment of the Safeguard system 
raises a significant obstacle to fruitful 
negotiations; proof that is most difficult 
to come by in view of the basic thinking 
of the Soviet leaders and negotiators as 
evidenced by their past and present 
activity. 

Mr. President, the decision to proceed 
with phase II of the Safeguard system 
may be, when combined with phase I, 
the most important step any nation in 
the world has taken to end the offensive 
arms spiral. At the same time, it may 
weH serve to discourage the Soviet 
Union from using the threat of a first­
strike capability to gain a one-sided 
agreement. Until tangible progress is 
made on arriving at, and even beginning 
to implement, mutually acceptable 
SALT agreements, it is in the national 
interest of both the United States and 
Russia to retain at all times a cred­
ible capability to deter attack by the 
other. 

It should be borne in mind that the 
credibility of our respective deterrents 
can and ought to be predicated at least 
in part on an active defense system 
rather than an offensive system. As long 
as one side continues to introduce new 
offensive weapons systems into its inven­
tory, the other side risks the credibility 
of its deterrent if it fails to respond. I 
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also firmly be1ieve that both sides will re­
quire some deterrent forces, both defen­
sive and offensive, even under a SALT 
agreement. Neither side can be sure what 
Communist China and others will do 
with their nuclear weapons as their abil­
ity to deliver an attack develops. 

Both the United States and Russia are 
on record as endorsing the principle that 
neither side should gain strategic advan­
tage over the other as a consequence of 
SALT. The entire problem of what to 
keep and what to prohibit under SALT 
arrangements takes time to work out. 
The chances for eventually arriving at a 
mutually acceptable SALT arrangement 
will be enhanced if there occurs, in this 
country, a surge of public realism and 
patience. Strategic deterrence is the most 
vital protection we have to insure our 
continued national existence. If it can be 
obtained eventually at less cost and risk 
through SALT arrangements, this will be 
a real step forward. But no one will know 
until the negotiators have had sufficient 
time to do their work-behind closed 
doors and without any pressures to 
hurry. 

I believe that the committee's recom­
mendations constitute the minimum re­
quirements necessary for maintaining a 
strong deterrent irrespective of success 
or failure at SALT, and I therefore urge 
the Senate to approve the $1.349 billion 
needed to continue the Safeguard pro­
gram. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I appre­
ciate the observations made by the dis­
tinguished and astute Senator from Ten­
nessee. I hope his remarks, which dis­
play a great amount of in-depth re­
search, will be read and carefully con­
sidered by all of our colleagues. I think 
he has approached the question in a very 
dispassionate manner and has arrived 
at the conclusions which he has reached 
after careful and thoughtful considera­
tion; and I certainly commend him for a 
very worthwhile and learned presenta­
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN­
ATORS MURPHY AND PACKWOOD 
TOMORROW 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­

dent, I ask unanimous consent that on 
tomorrow, at the completion of the re­
marks of the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
FANNIN) , a period of not to exceed 30 
minutes be allotted to the Senator from 
California (Mr. MURPHY) and the Sena­
tor from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD). 

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

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in recess until 9 o'clock 
tomorrow morning. 

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

(Subsequently, this order was modified 
to provide for a recess until 10 a.m. to­
morrow.) 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, I am about to propose a 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we 
have quiet, so that we may hear the 
Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ate will be in order. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 
President, this proposed request has 
been discussed with the able majority 
leader, the able minority leader, the 
able minority whip, and the various Sen­
ators who are sponsors and cosponsors 
of the known amendments to be dis­
cussed, debated, and voted on tomorrow. 

Mr. President, in lieu of the unani­
mous-consent agreement adopted on 
August 6, I make the following unani­
mous-consent request: 

Ordered, that ·the vote on the adop­
tion of the Cooper-Hart amendment, 
as pending or as amended, occur at 
3:45 p.m. tomorrow, Wednesday, Au­
gust 12. 

That debate on any amendment of­
fered from 9 a.m. until 10:30 a.m. 
on tomorrow be limited to 30 minutes, 
the time to be equally divided and con­
trolled between the proPoser of the 
amendment and the majority leader, if 
he is opposed to the amendment, or the 
minority leader if the majority leader 
is not opposed to the amendment, or 
their designee. 

Ordered further, that from 10:30 a.m. 
until 12: 15 p.m. it be in order for the 
Senate to debate the amendment to be 
proposed by the Senator from Iowa 
<Mr. HUGHES), to be considered en bloc; 
and that the time be equally divided 
between the Senator from Iowa and the 
majority leader, if he is opposed to the 
amendment, or the minority leader if 
the majority leader is not so opposed, 
or their designee. 

Ordered further, that the Senate pro­
ceed to consider the Brooke amendment 
at 12: 15 p.m., with debate thereon lim­
lited to 1 hour, the time to be equally 
divided between the Senator from 
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE) and the 
majority leader, if he opposes the 
amendment, or the minority leader if 
the majority leader does not oppose the 
amendment, or their designee. 

Ordered further, that thereupan the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the amendment by the Senator from 
Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the debate to be 
limited to 15 minutes and controlled by 
the Senator from Iowa, after which the 
Senate will immediately proceed to vote 
on the Hughes amendment. 

After the vote on the amendment by 
the Senator from Iowa <Mr. HUGHES), 
that there be 15 minutes of debate on the 
Brooke amendment, with the time under 
the control of the Senator from Massa­
chusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the vote thereon 
fallowing immediately thereafter. 

Provided further, that following the 
vote on the Brooke amendment, the re­
maining time until 3:45 p.m. on the 
Cooper-Hart amendment be equally di­
vided and controlled by the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. CooPER) or the Senator 
from Michigan (Mr. HART), and the Sen­
ator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object-and I do not 
know that I would object-I notice here, 
as to all these amendments except the 
Cooper-Hart amendment, the time is 
designated to be controlled by the mi­
nority and majority leaders. 

I do not object to them personally, but 
it is customary for the one who has the 
bill to have the privilege of control­
ling the time, and the proponent of an 
amendment controls his time. Will the 
Senator give an explanation as to why he 
is departing from that? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, may I say that I have no personal 
feeling about that matter. I would be 
very glad to change the unanimous-con­
sent request to read accordingly. 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object for that purpose, I 
would suggest that we indicate that time 
is to be equally divided in all instances 
between proPonents and OPPonents of the 
amendment, if the distinguished Senator 
has no objection. I have just had notice 
that the Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THURMOND) would like to be noti­
fied of any time agreements. I did not 
know that when I discussed the matter 
with the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia. If the Senator from West 
Virginia can withhold his request for a 
few moments, without having to read it 
all again, we will have word from the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

I think we can protect the proponents 
and opponents by making it clear in this 
colloquy that that is the intention of the 
unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The in­
tention of the request was that the pro­
ponent of the amendment, of course, 
have control over half the time and that 
the majority leader or the minority lead­
er-or their designee-depending upon 
the position of the majority leader vis-a­
vis the amendment-have control over 
the other half. 

It would be perfectly agreeable to 
change the unanimous-consent request 
and place the time in opposition to each 
amendment under the control of the able 
manager of the bill. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv­
ing the right to object, it is quite an 
added burden to have to control that 
time. I think the Senator who is present­
ing the bill and carrying that load should 
have control of the time on any amend­
ment that seeks to change the commit­
tee bill. He is representing the commit­
tee. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, may I say to the able Senator that 
there was no motive whatsoever in writ­
ing the unanimous-consent request as it 
has been read. 

Mr. STENNIS. I understand that. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I will 

change the verbiage in accordance with 
our discussion here, so that time in op­
position to amendments will be con­
trolled by the manager of the bill. 

Mr. SCOTT. In order that we may un­
derstand what is being proposed here, 
there is to be no vote on any amendment 
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prior to 1:30 p.m. tomorrow. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. That 
would be the understanding. 

Mr. SCOTT. I withdraw my reserva­
tion of objection, with the exception 
that I would like the distinguished Sen­
ator to withhold the actual putting of 
the question until we have heard from 
the distinguished Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Very well. 
I think the RECORD should show, how­

ever, in response to the query by the able 
minority leader, that if a Senator were 
to offer an amendment at 9 a.m. or 9: 30 
a.m. or 10 a.m., it would be an amend­
ment concerning which we are not in­
formed at the moment. Of course, that 
Senator would have a right to ask for a 
vote on that amendment. But insofar as 
the votes on presently known amend­
ments are concerned, no vote would oc­
cur before 1: 30 p.m. tomorrow under the 
agreement if it is adopted. 

Mr. SCOTT. Because, as the distin­
guished Senator from West Virginia 
knows, there is a funeral of a Member 
of the other body tomorrow morning, 
and the two Senators from Pennsylvania 
will be there. I state this so that Senators 
may be advised of our expressed hope 
that no vote will occur on other amend­
ments prior to 1 : 30 p.m. as well as those 
which are presently under consideration. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Acting on 
behalf of the majority leader, I concur 
in that hope. Every possible action would 
be taken to protect Senators in accord­
ance with that understanding. 

Mr. President, I withdraw the pro­
posed agreement for the time being. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. 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. 

RECESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­

ident, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess subject to the call of the Chair, 
with the understanding that the recess 
not extend beyond 15 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 5: 16 
p.m., the Senate took a recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

At 5:29 p.m., the Senate reassembled, 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. CRANSTON) . 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres­
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The 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. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask that 
the floor be cleared and Senators take 

their seats, and that Senators' aides take 
seats in the rear of the Chamber, and 
that the Senate be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen­
ate will be in order. 

INFLATION "ALERT" DEMON-
STRATES THE NEED FOR PRICE 
AND INCOME GUIDEPOSTS 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, as we 

all know, the Council of Economic Ad­
visers issued its first "inflation alert" 
last Friday. This document was lengthy 
and belated, and the unfortunate title 
"inflation alert" has, of course, invited 
humorous and belittling comments. How­
ever in our dismay that the administra­
tion'has not seen fit to employ more vig­
orous and specific anti-inflationary pol­
icy, we should not overlook the value 
of the document released last week as a 
source uf information on what is hap­
pening to prices and wages. 

What is happening in many sectors of 
the economy is no less than alarming; 
and as Hobart Rowen points out in an 
arti~le in this morning's Washington 
Post the Council's "inflation alert" is its 
own 'best evidence that "what this coun­
try needs is a stronger wage-price policy 
to curb inflationary pressures that are 
not being halted by other Government 
measures." 

Much of the first part of the Council's 
lengthy "alert" is a review of past his­
tory; but, if we turn to chapter III en­
titled "The First Half of 1970" and chap­
ter IV entitled "Selected Recent Price 
and Wage Developments," we find what 
Mr. Rowen describes as "a straightaway 
rundown of price and wage increases that 
have gotten out of hand." One example 
is the price of bituminous coal, which 
has increased 35 percent during the 12 
months ended in June. Not only that, but 
the rate of this price increase has been 
accelerating. During the first 6 months 
of 1970, the rate of price increase reached 
an annual rate of 56 percent. If we take 
only the second quarter of 1970, the price 
increase for bituminous coal was at an 
annual rate of 81 percent. The price of 
residual fuel oil has also increased 
rapidly, and at an accelerating rate, 
reaching an annual rate of increase of 60 
percent in the second quarter o! this year. 

Now, of course, there are special fac­
tors in the fuels industry. There are al­
ways special factors in any specific case 
which is identified. But does this mean 
that we should sit back and let the pub­
lic suffer price increases of this mag­
nitude while waiting for the special 
factors to go away? I need not dwell on 
how basic coal and oil are to our econ­
omy. Over half of the electric power in 
the country is generated by burning coal. 
The effect which these increases in the 
price of coal will have on the price of 
electricity is alarmingly obvious. 

The main special factor driving up the 
price of fuels seems to be that they are 
in extremely short supply. Of course, 
when demand outruns supply, market 
prices will rise. But are we to sit still and 
wait for the free market to increase fuel 
supplies and bring prices back down-a 
process which might take years? Is this 
not clearly a case in which the Govern-

ment has a duty to specify price be­
havior which is in the public interest? 
And also, of course, to take whatever 
other steps may be necessary and useful 
to alleviate the shortage? 

Coal and oil prices are only one ex­
ample of the specific sectors of the econ­
omy where inflation is rampant, where 
there is no evidence of a slowdown in 
the rate of price increase. The price and 
wage spiral in the construction industry 
is another, more familiar, example which 
the Council identifies in its inflation 
alert. Others are rubber prices, wage 
pressures in the trucking industry, the 
rising cost of public transportation, and, 
of course, the very recent development 
not highlighted in the "inflation alert"­
the prospective 5 to 6 percent increase in 
automobile prices. In none of these areas 
will inflation be brought under control 
by slowing down the economy, by con­
tinuing to tolerate unemployment of 5 
percent or more. It is clear that there 
is no more mileage to be gained from 
holding down the overall growth in the 
economy. 

What is needed is a direct attack on 
the specific sectors where inflation con­
tinues unabated. It has long been my 
belief that this can best be done through 
a vigorously executed guidepost policy­
a policy of identifying the pattern of 
price and wage changes which would 
be in the public interest and of employ­
ing the full prestige of the Presidential 
office to secure voluntary compliance 
with these guideposts. Of course, such 
a policy should be accompanied by ma­
jor efforts to remove the structural in­
efficiencies which plague our economy­
to relax the absurd restrictions on oil 
imports, to improve government pro­
curement policies, to revamp our regu­
latory practices, and so forth. 

Mr. President, I commend the Coun­
cil of Economic Advisers for making 
available the information that they did 
concerning this continuing problem of 
inflation, and I call on the administra­
tion not only to continue to provide these 
useful documents, but to institute the 
price and incomes policies the need for 
which is so clearly demonstrated by 
their own studies. 

I ask unanimous consent that Hobart 
Rowen's article entitled "Inflation 'Alert' 
is Fine as a Start", published in today's 
Washington Post, be printed in the REC­
ORD. 

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

INFLATION "ALERT" Is FINE AS A START 

(By Hobart Rowen) 
Mr. NiXon's "infiation alert" of last Sat­

urday is the best evidence so far that what 
this country needs is a stronger wage-price 
policy to curb infiationary pressures that 
aren't being halted by other government 
measures. 

First, let it be said that the administration 
deserves a good deal of credit for publishing 
the "alert," which included a straightaway 
rundown of price and wages increases that 
have gotten out of hand. 

There were some among Mr. Nixon's ad­
visers who would have preferred to release 
a long academic history of the causes of in­
flation, and let it go at that. But the Coun­
cil of Economic Advisers put together, as 
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well, a summary of the most pressing areas 

of current inflationary pressure, and the 

entire document prepared for the new Com- 

mission on Prcductivity was published. 

Arm-twisting and criticism by the Presi- 

dent was side-stepped. But there didn't have 

to be any name-calling: the essential story 

came through. A nd that is, as everybody 

knew, that some unions have gotten wage in- 

creases that exceed a reasonable level; and 

some industries are raising prices beyond any


measure required by their costs. The question 

now becomes what, if anything, Mr. Nixon 

proposes to do about these situations be- 

yond CEA Chairman Paul McCracken's pray- 

erful hope that in some "inscrutable way," 

things will right themselves. 

It is significant that the "alert" (which 

is probably a bad name for the exercise) did 

not simply discuss past price rises. T hat 

would have been, as Prof. Robert Solow once 

suggested, not much more of a clue to the 

future than an old weather report. Instead, 

the long and serious document detailed areas 

of incipient trouble, including rising trans- 

portation, trucking, and home heating and 

power costs that haven't yet been fully re- 

flected in the published indexes. 

Precisely as McCracken suggested, the re- 

port lifted "the level of visibility on prices 

and costs in these areas." It was a wholly 

worthwhile educational process, particularly 

the detailed discussion of inflated consumer


bills for gas and electric power.


I t should be a shock for the public to


learn that the price of coal has gone up 35 

per cent this year, and home heating oils 25 

per cent. And since power companies must 

borrow heavily to finance expansion, the 21.5 

per cent boost in interest rates last year is 

another factor contributing to higher elec- 

tric utility bills. (Remember the old conven- 

tional wisdom that high interest rates would


control inflation?)


But a responsible government must do 

more than point out what is happening; that 

is a good first step, but it is not enough. 

By the same token, it is fair to observe


that price problems in the service area—like 

the recent boost in bus fares in Washington—


are the toughest to cope with although a 

strong and determined government could


find ways of aleviating the situation, at least 

for low income groups. 

In the other areas cited— rising coal and 

electric power costs, higher natural gas 

prices, advances in rubber tire and cigarette 

prices—government policy of a broad nature


could more effectively protect the consumer. 

What is needed is a new attitude on the part 

of regulatory agencies whose instincts are 

normally to protect industry's profit mar- 

gins first and the consuming public's needs 

second (if at all) ; in addition, stronger meas- 

ures are needed to deal with industries like


rubber tire producers and unions such as 

the Teamsters which call their own shots on 

prices and wages without any government 

interference. 

Similar problems exist in the construction 

industry, and these 

because the local 

unions have so much autonomy— are un- 

doubtedly difficult to cope with. 

But an effort needs to be made, shucking 

off the wistful belief that prices and wages 

are set in the spirit of free competitive en- 

terprise, and that nothing, therefore— even 

a raging inflation—should be allowed to in- 

terfere with the "market place" process. 

This is utter nonsense, and no better proof 

has been offered than the President's own 

report. Take the rubber tire example: during 

April and May, the union negotiated with 

the major rubber companies for a 7 to 8 

per cent hourly increase in wages for a 

three-year period. 

The most important single product group 

is tires and tubes, and here, productivity 

has been rising steadily, at an average of 

5.1 per cent during the 1960s. Productivity 

is a simple measure of labor efficiency; in  

tires and tubes, it means that a tire worker 

on the average has been turning out 5.1 per 

cent more goods per hour. Thus, his compen-

sation can increase by about the same 

amount without raising prices. 

Indeed, in the best of all free enterprise 

worlds, if wages did not increase in the face 

of such a gain in productivity, the industry 

would reduce 

prices and still maintain its 

profit margins.


But back to the real world: the 7 to 8 per


cent boost in tire worker compensation, 

being greater than the productivity 

gain 

means a boost of 2 per cent or perhaps 3 per 

cent in unit labor costs. But because labor 

compensation represents only 30 per cent of 

the value of the tires, the wage hike trans- 

lates into only 1 per cent in production 

costs. And what did the companies do? They 

announced in June and July a 5 per cent 

hike in replacement tire prices. 

The worry here is that having turned out 

a lengthy "alert" with lots of history and 

basic economics, Mr. Nixon's inflation-watch- 

ers may consider the job done. There was no 

specific timetable for the next "alert." But 

one should come soon, and be more specific. 

As Maurice Mann, scheduled to be George 

Shultz's economic aide, said in a speech back 

in June, "T he economy can't endure the 

types of excessive wage and price increases


we've seen recently." 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of 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. Pres-

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the


order for the quorum call be rescinded.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.


TOMORROW


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 

the Senate completes its business today, 

it stand in recess until 10 o'clock tomor- 

row morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered.


DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE G. 

ROBERT WATKINS OF PENNSYL-

VANIA


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask that


the Chair lay before the Senate a mes-

sage from the House of Representatives


on House Resolution 1183.


The PRESIDING 0.toraCER (Mr. 

DommicK) laid before the Senate House 

Resolution 1183 which was read as fol- 

lows :


Resolved, That the House has heard with 

profound sorrow of the death of the Honor- 

able G . Robert Watkins, a Representative


from the State of Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, 

That a committee of sixty-three 

Members of the House, with such Members of 

the Senate as may be joined, be appointed 

to attend the funeral. 

Resolved, 

That the Sergeant at Arms of the 

House be authorized and directed to take 

such steps as may be necessary for carrying 

out the provisions of these resolutions and 

that the necessary expenses in connection 

therewith be paid out of the contingent fund 

of the House.


Resolved, 

That the C lerk communicate 

these resolutions to the Senate and trans- 

mit a copy thereof to the family of the de- 

ceased. 

Resolved, 

T hat as a further mark of re-

spect the House do now adjourn.


Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I submit


a resolution and ask for its immediate


consideration.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there


objection?


There being no objection, the resolu-

tion 

(S . R es. 441) was considered and


unanimously agreed to, as follows :


S. RES. 441


Resolved, 

That the Senate has heard with


profound sorrow the announcement of the


death of Hon. G . R obert Watkins, late a


Representative from the State of Pennsyl-

vania.


Resolved, That a committee of two Sen-

ators be appointed by the Presiding Officer


to join the committee appointed on the part


of the House of Representatives to attend


the funeral of the deceased Representative.


Resolved, 

That the Secretary communicate


these resolutions to the House of Representa-

tives and transmit an enrolled copy thereof


to the family of the deceased.


Resolved, 

That, as a further mark of re-

spect to the memory of the deceased, the


Senate do now recess.


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under


the second resolving clause, the Chair


appoints the two distinguished Senators


from the State of Pennsylvania (Mr.


SCOTT


and Mr. SCHWEIKER) 

as 

the com-

mittee on the part of the Senate to join


the committee from the House to attend


the funeral of the late Representative


Watkins.


RECESS TO 10 A.M. TOMORROW


Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, if there be no further business to


come before the Senate, I move, in ac-

cordance with the previous order, and,


pursuant to Senate Resolution 441, as a


further mark of respect to the memory of


Representative G. Robert Watkins, of


Pennsylvania, that the Senate stand in


recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow morn-

ing.


The motion was agreed to; and (at 6


o'clock and 15 minutes p.m.) , the Senate


took a recess until tomorrow, Wednes-

day, August 12, 1970, at 10 a.m.


NOMINATIONS


Executive nominations received by the


Senate, August 11, 1970:


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE


William Robert McLellan, of California, to


be an Assistant Secretary of Commerce, vice


Kenneth 

N. Davis, Jr., resigned.


U.S. DISTRICT COURT


Carl 0. Bue, Jr., of Texas, to be a U.S. dis-

trict judge for the southern district of Texas,


vice Joe McDonald Ingraham, elevated.


ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK


Artemus E. Weatherbee, of Maine, to be U.S.


Director of the Asian Development Bank, vice


Bernard Zagorin.


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-

tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of im-

portance and responsibility designated by the


President under subsection (a) of section


3066, in grade as follows:


To be general


Lt. Gen. Frederick Carlton Weyand,     

       , Army of the United States (major


general, U.S. Army) .


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxxx
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