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dices and idols, and rises little by little to-
ward the light. He lacks any capaeclty for
intrigue; he is innocent and straightforward.

He knows that no country has departed
from its basic principles so much, in so short
a time and without realizing it, as has the
United States; that what we need is sim-
plicity and what we can do without is roman-
ticism.

He understands that If what is needful is
to be done, we cannot depend on illusions,
especially of an impossible good. A calamity
can be brought about by persons of great
good will. Too many such persons have set
themselves up in the “grievance business.”
Their job 1s to find things that are wrong;
then attempt to right them. If their efforts
only make matters worse, they find some-
thing else wrong.
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Mr. Rivers knows that the last war has
been forgotten, erased from the collective
American memory—the most devastating
commentary history can render is to be for-
gotten because no one wants to remember.

He has named, numbered, and made per-
ceptible, even to those who disagree with
him, all the natlonal verities that animate
and sustain us, and that breathe in our
blood.

He does his duty as if he were going to
live forever, and casts his plans way ahead.
He feels responsible without time lmita-
tion; the consideration whether he may or
may not be around to see the results never
enters his thoughts.

The day will come when this man, one of
our great legislators and a prophetic thinker,
will be recognized at his true value.
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MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN—
HOW LONG?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, December 3, 1970

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, a child
asks: “Where is daddy?” A mother asks:
“How is my son?” A wife asks: “Is my
husband alive or dead?”

Communist North Vietnam is sadisti-
cally practicing spiritual and mental
genocide on over 1,500 American prison-
ers of war and their families.

How long?

SENATE—Monday, December 7, 1970

The Senate met at 12 meridian and
was called to order by the Acting Presi-
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF) .

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

God of grace and God of glory, who
long ago illumined the nightly sky with
the promise of peace, prepare our hearts
for the new advent of Him whose rule
is the way to a man’s freedom and endur-
ing peace. Strengthen in mind and heart
all who labor in this place. Amid the be-
wilderment and uncertainty about many
things make us sure of Thee. May we be
unafraid because we have heard the an-
cient message echoing down the years:
“Fear not, for behold I bring you good
tidings of great joy which shall be to all
people.” While we work may we also pray
and make ready our hearts for the com-
ing again of Him who brings redemption
and peace.

In the name of the Prince of Peace.
Amen.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomina-
tions were communicated to the Senate
by Mr. Geisler, one of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. METCALF)
laid before the Senate messages from the
President of the United States submit-
ting sundry nominations, which were
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

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

THE JOURNAL

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

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

WAIVER OF CALL OF CALENDAR
UNDER RULE VIII

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the ecalling of
the calendar of unobjected to bills under
rule VIII be dispensed with.

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

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that statements in
relation to the transaction of routine
morning business be limited to 3 minutes.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of certain bills
on the calendar, beginning with Calen-
dar No. 1408.

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

TRANSFER OF PEANUT ACREAGE
ALLOTMENTS

The bill (S. 4561) to amend the pea-
nut marketing quota provisions to make
permanent certain provisions thereunder,
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

8. 4561

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section
358a of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of

1938, as amended, is further amended as
follows:

(1) Subsection (a) thereof is amended by
deleting *, 1969 and 1970" and inserting in
lieu thereof “and succeeding”.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-1401) explaining the purposes of
the measure.

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

EXPLANATION

This bill would make the authority of
the Secretary of Agriculture to permit trans-
fers of peanut acreage allotments perma-
nent. Section 358a was added to the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 by Public
Law 90-211 on December 18, 1967, effactive
for the 1968 and 1969 crop years. It was ex-
tended to 1970 by Public Law 91-122 on
November 21, 1969. It should now be made
permanent in order to enable peanut farm-
ers to acquire allotments of adequate size
for efficient farming operations,

CosT

Enactment of the bill will not require addi-
tional funds,

WATER BANK ACT

The bill (HR. 15770) to provide for
conserving surface waters; to preserve
and improve habitat for migratory
waterfowl and other wildlife resources:
to reduce runoff, soil and wind erosion,
and contribute to flood control; and for
other purposes, was considered, ordered
to a third reading, read the third time
and passed.

Mr: MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No.
91-1393), explaining the purposes of the
measure.

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

SHORT EXFLANATION

This bill authorizes the Secretary of Agri-
culture to enter into 10 year renewable con-
tracts with landowners and operators in im-
portant migratory waterfowl nesting and
breeding areas for the conservation of water
on specified wetlands.
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NEED FOR THE BILL

Each year untold acres of valuable water-
fowl habitat are lost forever. These lands are
rapidly disappearing because of the acceler-
ated pace in which marshes and swamps
are being ditched, dredged, drained, filled,
paved, and polluted in order to meet the de-
mands of modern civilization. These en-
croachments are caused by the constant need
for more agricultural lands, more industrial
sites, more urban housing developments,
more roads, and more alrports.

H.R. 16770, would provide the owners and
operators of these lands, which are so valu-
able to migratory waterfowl, an economic
alternative to such uses.

BACKGROUND

In 1961, the Congress enacted the Wet-
lands Loan Act (Public Law 87-383). The act
had, as its objective, the acquisition of 2.6
million acres of waterfowl habitat over a -
year period. In 1967 the act was extended for
an additional 8 years, until June 30, 1976.

Under the original goal, it was planned to
purchase 750,000 acres of waterfowl refuges
and 1,750,000 acres of waterfowl production
areas of small wetlands. The latter figure
includes fee purchase of 600,000 acres and
purchase of perpetual easements on 1,150,000
acres. From 1961 to date, fee title has heen
acquired by the Secretary of the Interior on
approximately 318,000 acres of refuges and
183,000 acres of waterfowl production areas.
Easements have been purchased on approxi-
mately 700,000 additional acres of wetlands.

Unfortunately, the program has not pro-
ceeded at the pace anticipated. First there
was considerable delay in getting the pro-
gram started. Second, local opposition to
the program developed in certain key States
because of the impact of the program on
county revenues. Third, some delay was, and
still is caused by rising costs of land acqui-
sitions. Fourth, the program never has been
sufficiently founded. Fifth, the drainage of
wetlands for agriculture, flood control, recla-
mation projects, and urban and industrial
purposes has drastically reduced the nums=-
ber of acres that would be available for the

rogram.

% In fact, drainage of wetlands had been so
extensive that by 1950, approximately half
of the wetlands of the prairie pothole reglons
of the United States had been drained. This
drainage has since continued and in North
Dakota alone, approximately 45,000 acres of
wetlands are being lost to drainage programs
each year.

The objective of the waterfowl production
area program carried out by the Secretary of
the Interior is to preserve waterfowl breed-
ing habitat by acquiring land, or interests in
land, to prevent destruction of its wetlands
character. The basic concept is to acquire
the more permanent types of wetlands in fee
as nucleus areas throughout the prairie pot-
hole area. These are the deeper marshes
which, barring drainage, can be expected to
retaln water throughout the farming season
year after year. These permanent pothole
areas generally. include adjacent wupland
which increases the nesting potential of the
pothole. Surrounding these nucleus areas are
less permanent types of wetlands (including
both shallow marshes and lands only inter-
mittently under water) which afford addi-
tional breeding habitat during wet years, but
may contain no water in drouth periods.
These are the areas on which the Secretary
acquires easements to prevent draining, fill-
ing, or burning of marsh vegetation. Both
permanent potholes and temporary wetlands
areas are necessary for maximum production.

BILI: PASSED OVER
The bill (H.R. 2335) for the relief of
Enrico DeMonte was announced as next
in order.
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Mr. MANSFIELD., Over.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over.

BEASLEY ENGINEERING CO., INC.

The bill (H.R. 2876) for the relief of
the Beasley Engineering Co., Inc., was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-1395), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to pay the Beasley
Engineering Co., Inc., of Emeryville, Callf.,
$11,873.27 in full satisfaction of its clalms
agalnst the United States for losses sus-
tained as a result of damage or destruction
caused by floods to work already completed
on The Dalles irrigation system.

STATEMENT

In its favorable report on this bill, the
Committee on the Judiciary of the House of
Representatives said:

The bill, HR. 2876, as amended by the
committee, provides for a payment of $l11,-
873.27 in accordance with the recommenda-
tion of the Comptroller General, as set forth
in his letter of June 5, 1968, which is set out
following this report. This rellef is also con-
sistent with the recommendation of the
Bureau of the Budget referred to in the re-
port of the Department of the Interior dated
May 21, 1968. In both instances it was the
recommendation that the relief provided in
the bill should be limited to 50 percent of
the amount found by the Department of the
Interior to be directly attributable to flood
repair work performed by the Beasley Engl-
neering Co. The Department of the Interior
in its report stated that it had determined
that the losses directly attributable to the
flood equaled $23,746.556. In providing for a
payment of one-half of this figure, the com-
mittee 1s equating rellief to that provided in
the Federal Disaster Act (Public Law 89-
769) concerning Federal assistance to States
and local governments to alleviate suffering
and damages resulting from major disasters.
While the losses referred to in this bill were
not of a type for which relief is provided
under that act, for the reasons outlined in
this report, the same scheme of compensation
has been adopted by the commitiee as &
basis for its recommendation in this instance.

The Beasley Engineering Co. Inc., was
awarded a contract in the approximate
amount of $3,015,811 on October 3, 1963, by
the Bureau of Reclamation for the construc-
tion of an irrigation system for The Dalles
Irrigation District. The contract was to be
completed by March 12, 1965. This irrigation
system was located in Wasco County, Oreg.,
within the area of the Pacific Northwest hit
by the unprecedented storms and floods in
the latter part of December 1964, and was
also within the major disaster area declared
by the President. At the time of the floods,
the construction project was ahead of sched-
ule, with approximately 86 percent of the
work completed, including 96 percent of the
pipeline distribution system being in place.
The completed portion of the work had been
inspected and was ready for acceptance
by the United States subject only to opera-
tional testing.

The severe flooding caused by the 1964
storm damaged the irrigation system. The
Dalles Irrigation District asked that the
system be restored, and the Office of Emer-
gency Planning requested the Bureau of Rec-
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lamation to perform disaster assistance for
the Dalles irrigation system. Because of the
conflict raised by the request of the Office
of Emergency Planning and the responsibil-
ity of the contractor under the terms of
his contract, the Comptroller General was
asked for his opinion as to whether the res-
toration work performed by Beasley Engi-
neering Co., Inc., was eligible for payment
under the provisions of Public Law 875, 8lst
Congress. The Comptroller General in-
formed the Interior Department on May 2,
1965 (see B—152747) that in his opinion the
restoration work was not eligible for pay-
ment because the United States had mnot
accepted the work from the contractor, and
under the terms of the contract the builder
had an obligation to make needed repairs on
the work prior to acceptance by the United
States. It appears that if the work had been
accepted prior to the floods, the restoration
work would have been eligible for payment
under the provisions of Public Law 875, 81st
Congress.

The ruling of the Comptroller General pre-
vents the Department of the Interior from
making any payment to Beasley Engineering
Co,, Inc., under either the provisions of Pub-
lic Law 875, 81st Congress, or Public Law 89—
769. The latter act was passed by the Con-
gress shortly after the disastrous floods of the
winter of 1964 to help relieve the damage and
suffering in that area.

Section 9 of Public Law 89-760 authorizes
an appropriation to relmburse up to 50 per-
cent of “‘eligible costs Incurred to repair, re-
store, or reconstruct any project * * * for
* * * irrigation, * * which was damaged or
destroyed as a result of a major disaster, and
of the resulting additional eligible costs in-
curred to complete any facility which was in
the process of construction.” The committee
has concluded that the provisions of sectlon 9
of Public Law 80-769 would not have any
application to this case because this facility
had not been turned over to the local govern-
;ne)il:al agency that would have responsibility

or it.

A similar bill in the 90th Congress, HR.
8688, was the subject of a subcommittee
hearing on May 22, 1968. Representatives of
the Beasley Engineering Co. appeared at the
hearing and testified concerning the facts
outlined above. The result has been that
the company suffered a private loss under
circumstances where had the work been
accepted by the Government there would
have been a basis for rellef to the irrigation
district had the project been turned over
to the irrigation district. The extensive flood-
ing so changed water courses and areas
traversed by the pipeline constructed by
the company that numerous change orders
were necessary to permit a relocation of the
pipeline. The report submitted to the com-
mittee by the Department of the Interior
refers to these change orders and notes
that $27,705.21 was pald the company in
connection with those changes. That report
states that the Government contracting offi=
cer found that the total direct cost of re-
pairing flood damage was #51,451.76. At
the hearing it was noted that this figure
does not cover the indirect cost suffered
by the company involved in the delays re-
sulting from the flood and the necessity to
retain personnel on the payroll and keep
equipment and material on the job for an
extended period of time. However, in seeking
to make an equitable adjustment of the mat-
ter the committee concluded that the figure
ascertained by the Interior Department
should be taken as the basis for the loss,
that is, $51,451.76. The amount paid for
change orders under the contract, $27,705.21,
is deducted from this figure to leave the
amount directly attributable to the flood
which has not been covered by other pay-
ments. This 1s the $23,746.55, the amount
stated in the bill, HR. 2876, as originally




December 7, 1970

introduced in the present Congress. The
Department of the Interior has stated that it
is opposed to payment in excess of $28,746.55
and has recommended that the claimant be
limited to that amount. The bill, H.R. 8588,
was favorably reported and passed the House
in the 90th Congress, and provided for pay-
ment of that amount. (H. Rept, 1693, 00th
Cong., 2d sess.)

The report of the Department of the In-
terior indicated that the ruling of the Comp-~
troller General prevents any payment to the
Beasley Engineering Co. under Public Law
875 of the B81st Congress or Public Law 89—
769. The 89th Congress law was passed short-
1y after the floods of the winter of 1964 for
the express purpose of helping to relieve the
damage and suffering caused in the area In
which the company was performing the con-
tract. The Bureau of the Budget referred to
Public Law B9-769, however, it is apparent to
the committee that the law does not apply
for the stage of work was such that the com-
pany would not have qualified under that
law. While this is true, the committee has
concluded that it is inequitable to impose
this loss on the company. As suggested in
the report of the Department of the In-
terior, the committee has contacted the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and confirmed the
fact that Public Law 89-7690 would not apply
in this instance. It is therefore clear that the
company had no alternative but to appeal
to the Congress for relief. In this connection,
this reference to the law enacted on Novem-
ber 9, 1966, and to the recovery available
under that law is apparently intended to
call the attention of the committee to the
fact that benefits payable to the local agency
are limited to 50 percent of the loss. As has
been noted, the committee has accepted the
payment under that law as a gulde to relief
in this case. Accordingly, it is recommended
that the bill be amended to provide for the
payment of $11,873.27 and that the amended
bill be considered favorably.

The committee believes that the bill is
meritorious and recommends it favorably.

MRS. MARGARET M. McNELLIS

The bill (H.R. 8573) for the relief of
Mrs. Margaret M. McNellis, was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-1396), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to authorize the Secretary of Health, Educa=-
tion, and Welfare to determine the amount
which would have been payable under the
public health service program for clvilian
medical care in behalf of Mrs. Margaret M.
McNellls of Waterbury, Conn., had she been
an eligible beneficlary for care in civilian
faclities under that act. The bill further au-
thorizes the BSecretary of the Treasury to
pay the amount certified to him by the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare,

STATEMENT

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare has no objection to favorable con-
sideration of the bill as passed by the House
of Representatives.

On September 24, 1966, Mrs. McNellis suf-
fered severe burns over her body and was
hospitalized in a clvilian hospital. The per-
sonnel office of the PHS hospital in San
Francisco determined Mrs. McNellis to be a
dependent parent of Public Health Service
Officer Margaret M. McNellls, her daughter,
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and issued her an identification card which
showed her as being eligible for medical care
in both uniformed services medical facilities
and in civilian medical facilities. Mrs. McNel-
lis and her daughter, now Mrs. Glen Martin,
were lead to believe by the assertion of per-
sonnel in the PHS hospital in San Francisco
and by the ID card, that Mrs. McNellis’ care
in a civilian hospital would be covered by
the PHS. In accordance with regulations,
however, a dependent parent is not eligible
for care except in a PHS hospital, or in a uni-
formed services medical facility, on a space-
available basis. The ID card showing eligibi-
lity was in error. Thus, Mrs, McNellis is not
entitled to be reimbursed by the Public
Health Service for expenses resulting from
services received at a civilian hospital. A pri-
vate relief bill is the only method available
for Mrs. McNellis to recover her expenses.

In view of the error made by the PHS
personnel in issuing an ID card stating that
Mrs. McNellis was entitled to care in a ci-
vilian hospital, the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare states that it has
no objection to favorable consideration of
a private relief bill,

The House-passed bill embodies the recom-
mendation from HEW and deletes any ref-
erence to a specific amount of money and
authorizes the Secretary of HEW to deter-
mine the amount representing the charges
for services rendered Mrs. McNellis that would
otherwlse be payable under the Public Health
Service program for civilian medical care,
had she been an eligible beneficiary. This
means that the care would have to be of a
type authorized and, as an example, stated
that private duty nursing care is allowable
only on the attending physician’s certifi-
cation of need. The bill also embodies the De-
partment's recommendation that any recov-
ery would be limited to costs incurred during
the period between September 19686 when
Mrs. McNellis was hospitalized, and April
1967 when Mrs. McNellls' daughter was ad-
vised of the error in the issue of the ID
card.

The  bill authorizes HEW to adjudicate
the exact amount of the claim wunder the
program based on evidence presented to it
by Mrs, McNellis within 6 months after
enactment.

The committee is in agreement with the
conclusions arrived at by the House com-
mittee and accordingly recommends favora-
ble consideration of HR. 8573 without
amendment,

BILLS PASSED OVER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
that Calendar No. 13, H.R. 12128, for the
relief of William Heideman, Jr., and Cal-
endar No. 1414, H.R. 12173, for the relief
of Mrs Francine M. Welch be passed over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bills will be passed over.

CENTRAL GULF STEAMSHIP CORP.

The bill (HR. 12958) for the relief of
Central Gulf Steamship Corp., was con-
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 91-1399), explaining the purposes
of the measure.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to pay $50,055.95
to the Central Gulf Steamship Corp. in full
settlement of all its claims against the United
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States for relmbursement of customs dutles
paid by the corporation on certain steel
which arrived at the Port of New Orleans
during 1968 and 1969.

STATEMENT

In its favorable report to the committee
dated November 13, 1970, the General Coun-
sel of the Treasury said:

Reference is made to your request for the
views of this Department on S. 4468, “For the
relief of Central Gulf Steamship Corp.”

The proposed legislation would authorize
and direct the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay the Central Gulf Steamship Corp. the
sum of 850,055.95 in full settlement of all its
claims against the United States for reim-
bursement of customs duties pald by the
corporation on certain steel which arrived at
the Port of New Orleans during 1968 and 1969.

The bill concerns merchandise that was
entered for use In a forelgn-trade subzone
to be established in New Orleans. The back-
ground and history of the subzone are set
forth in the decision of the U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of New
York, in the case of Armco Steel Corporation
v. Maurice H. Stans, et al., 68 Civ. 4416, de-
cided June 19, 1969, as follows:

“The saga of the subzone commenced in
October 1967 when the New Orleans board
(Board of Commissioners of the Port of New
Orleans) was approached by representatives
of Equitable-Higgins Shipyard, Inc. (Equita-
ble) to explore the possibility of establishing
a subzone in the Equitable shipyard for the
specialized purpose of manufacturing barges
to be used aboard LASH vessels. After recelv-
ing bids from Equitable and other domestic
and foreign shipbullders, Central Guilf
Steamship Corp. (Central Gulf) entered into
a contract with Equitable on January 17,
1968, under which Equitable was to build 283
barges to be manufactured out of steel plates
imported from Japan, Equitable to use its
‘best efforts' to insure that a subzone would
be established In New Orleans for the con-
struction of the barges. The contract prices
assumed that the steel plates from Japan
would be brought Into the subzone without
payment of customs dutlés, and that the
completed barges, as ‘vessels,’ would enter
the customs territory of the United States
duty free.

“On March 18, 1968, the New Orleans board
applied to the Zones Board for the establish-
ment of the subzone in a 3.64 acre area
within the Equitable shipyard. In the appli-
cation, the New Orleans board stated that
the existing zone in New Orleans was operat-
ing at near maximum eapacity and was not
able to accommodate the equipment or fa-
cilities needed to manufacture the barges.

“Hearings on the application were con-
duced by the Examiners’ Committee of the
Zones Board in New Orleans on May 22 and
23, 1968. Testimony was taken from repre-
sentatives of the New Orleans board, Equita-
ble, and Central Gulf and others in favor of
the application, and from representatives of
Armco, Bethlehem Steel Corp., and the Ship-
builders Councll of America in opposition.
On June 5, 1968, the Examiners’' Committee
issued its report recommending that the
zones board grant the subzone application.

“On November 16, 1968, the zones board
issued the order authorizing the establish-
ment of the subzone in New Orleans, and
made findings of fact In support of its
orders, * * »»

The subzone became operational as of May
16, 1969.

In reporting to the House Committee on
the Judiciary on February 0, 1970, with re-
spect to a substantially similar bill intro-
duced in the House of Representatives, H.R.
120568, the Treasury Department stated:

"“The Department will * * * interpose no
objectlon to legislation authorizing the re-
imbursement of the Central Gulf Steamship
Corp. in an amount equal to the duty paid
on that portion of the steel imported prior
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to the establishment of the subzone, which
was not used in the manufacture of barges in
the subzone as of November 19, 1968, the date
of the approval of the establishment of the
subzone.”

This amount was subsequently estimated
be $50,055.95.

In view of the above, the Department would
have no objection to the proposed legislation.

The Department has been advised by the
Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objection from the standpoint of the
administration's program to the submission
of this report to your committee.

The committee believes that the bill is
meritorious and recommends it favorably.

Attached hereto and made a part hereof 1s
the report from the General Counsel of the
Treasury.

THE GENERAL COUNSEL
OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., November 13, 1970.
Hon. JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S.
Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to
your request for the views of this Depart-
ment on S. 4468, “For the relief of Central
Gulf Steamship Corporation.”

The proposed legislation would authorize
and direct the Secretary of the Treasury to
pay to Central Gulf Steamship Corp. the sum
of £50,065.95 in full settlement of all its
claims against the United States for reim-
bursement of customs dutles paid by the
corporation on certain steel which arrived at
the Port of New Orleans during 1868 and
1969.

The bill concerns merchandise that was
entered for use in a foreign-trade sub-zone
to be established in New Orleans. The back-
ground and history of the sub-zone are set
forth in the decision of the U.S. District
Court for the Southern District of New York,
in the case of Armco Steel Corporation v.
Maurice H. Stans, et al., 68 Civ. 4416, decided
June 19, 1069, as follows:

“The saga of the subzone commenced in
October 1967 when the New Orleans board
(Board of Commissioners of the Port of New
Orleans) was approached by representatives
of Equitable-Higgins Shipyard, Inc. (Equita-
ble) to explore the possibility of establish-
ing a subzone in the Equitable shipyard for
the specialized purpose of manufacturing
barges to be used aboerd LASH vessels, After
recelving bids from Equitable and other do-
mestic and foreign shipbuilders, Central Gulf
Steamship Corp. (Central Gulf) entered into
& contract with Equitable on January 17,
1968, under which Equitable was to build 233
barges to be manufactured out of steel plates
imported from Japan, Equitable to use 1ts
‘best efforts’ to insure that a subzone would
be established in New Orleans for the con-
struction of the barges. The contract price
assumed that the steel plates from Japan
would be brought into the subzone without
payment of customs dutles, and that the
completed barges, as ‘vessels' would enter
the customs territory of the United States
duty free.

“On March 18, 1968, the New Orleans board
applied to the Zones Board for the establish-
ment of the subzone in a 3.84-acre area
within the Equitable shipyard. In the appli-
catlon, the New Orleans board stated that the
existing zone in New Orleans was operating at
near maximum capacity and was not able to
accommodate the equipment or facllities
needed to manufacture the barges.

“Hearings on the applicatlon were con-
ducted by the Examiners’ Committee of the
Zones Board in New Orleans on May 22 and
23, 1968. Testimony was taken from repre-
sentatives of the New Orleans board, Equl-
table, and Central Gulf, and others in favor
of the application, and from representatives
of Armco, Bethlehem Steel Corp., and the
Shipbuilders Counecil of America in opposi-
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tion. On June 5, 1968, the examiners' com-
mittee issued Its report recommending that
the Zones Board grant the subzone applica-
tion.

“On November 19, 1968, the Zones Board
issued the Order authorizing the establish-
ment of the subzone in New Orleans, and
made findings of fact In support of Its
order. ¥ e

The subzone became operational as of
May 16, 1960.

In reporting to the House Committee on
the Judiciary on February 9, 1970, with re-
spect to a substantially similar bill intro-
duced in the House of Representatives, H.R.
12058, the Treasury Department stated:

“The Department will * * * interpose no
objection to legislation authorizing the re-
imbursement of the Central Gulf Steamship
Corp. In 'an amount equal to the duty paid
on that portlon of the steel imported prior
to the establishment of the subzone, which
was not used in the manufacture of barges
in the subzone as of November 19, 1968, the
date of the approval of the establishment of
the subzone.”

This amount was subsequently estimated
to be $50,0565.95.

In view of the above, the Department would
iliave no objection to the proposed legisla-

oI

The Department has been advised by the
Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objection from the standpoint of the
administration’'s program to the submission
of this report to your committee,

Sincerely yours,
SaMUEL R, PIERCE, Jr.,
General Counsel.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, that
concludes the call of the calendar,

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. Would the Senator have
any objection to taking up Calendar No.
1396, Senate Resolution 486, relating to
prisoners of war?

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is not an item
to be called up by unanimous consent, I
should prefer that some other Senators
who are interested in the subject be on
the floor of the Senate at the time it is
taken up. Personally, I would have no
objection.

Mr. SCOTT. I have no objection; I
should like to make that clear.

ADDRESS BY PRESIDENT NIXON TO

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
MANUFACTURERS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp the text of the address by
President Nixon to the National Associ-
ation of Manufacturers in New York
City on Friday, December 4, 1970.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TEXT OF AN ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT

I would like to take this occasion to re-
port to the nation on this Administration’s
economic strategy—what we found when we
tock office, what we did about it, what the
results of our moves were, and what we are
doing now.

When we came into office 22 months ago,
this was the situation:

532,000 Americans were fighting in Viet-
nam, with no diplomatic or military plan
to bring them home, and no economic plan
to provide civillan futures for them when
they did get home;
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Prices were rising, interest rates were
rising, and monetary and budget policies had
produced a serious inflationary crisis,

The challenge was clear: Never before had
this nation been able to end a war without
severe economic hardship and never before
had we been able to curb a major inflation
without a recession. We accepted that chal-
lenge.

We acted immediately on both the war
front and the home front.

Abroad, we implemented a plan that will
bring 265,000 men home by next May. We
brought casualties down to the lowest point
in over four years. We presented a fair and
honest plan for peace. We re-ordered our na-
lonal priorities: More than a million men
were released from armed forces and from de-
fense plants, and for the first time in twenty
years the Federal government spent more
money to meet human needs than on defense.

At home, we took the action needed to com-
bat inflation. We held down Federal spend-
ing and balanced the budget; at the same
time, the monetary policy of the Federal Re-
serve was restrictive. By doing what we sald
we would do, we effectively countered much
of the Inflatlonary pressure that had been
feeding on itself and endangering the dollar.

In essence, then, we found a war that was
surely not ending and an inflation that was
surely accelerating, and we moved quickly to
set a new course that would end the war and
curb inflation—both at the same time.

Let me focus now on our economic plan
and its results. Eeep In mind its two baslc
elements,

First, we were determined to slow down a
runaway inflation in a way that would not
bring about a serious recession.

Next, even before the results of our anti-
inflationary action became fully apparent, our
plan called for moving the economy up to-
ward 1ts full growth potential, in a way that
would not bring about a new round of In-
flation.

That was the plan and that is the plan, It
was, and is, a bold and ambitious plan—to
slow down the cost of living as we end the
cost of war, to hold down the pain of transi-
tion as we build strong and stable founda-
tions for a new prosperity, with new confi-
dence In the purchasing power of the dollar.

I want to speak with complete candor
about the progress we have made and the
problems we will confront.

The inflation psychology was more power-
ful than anyone knew. But the dangerously
rising momentum of inflation was arrested by
late 1969, and the rate of inflation has been
moving gradually downward in 1970.

The progress Is not as fast as we want,
and we can expect some reverses along the
way. But the worst of infiation is over. The
lowered rise in the consumer price index,
and the much lower rise in wholesale prices
and lower Interest rates indicate that there
will be a further decline of the rate of infla-
tion during the year ahead.

Have we slowed inflation without a serious
decline, as our plan called for? We have—
but the nation has pald a price for slowing
down the rise in prices. The unemployment
figures 1ssued today, while they reflect In
part the temporary effects of the auto strike,
underscore that fact.

Unemployment Is at the level of the first
half of the Sixtles, before the Vietnam war
buildup began. I helieve we can and must
do | g

Businessmen and 4{nvestors, large and
small, have Telt a profit squeeze, with corpo-
rate profits down 8% from 1969. Many work-
ing people and investors have been hurt,
and it offers them little solace to know that
this has been the least painful transition
from war to peace, from infiation toward
stability, In our recent history.

These are not small problems, and people
are not statistics. The man looking for a
Job, the businessman suffering from disap-
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pointing sales, the investor who has seen his
savings and investments erode—all are Amer-
icans with important human concerns.

The pain of transition from war to peace,
from inflation to stability, is real, and it is
the business of government, business and
labor to help ease that pain as we move
ahead.

Having paid the cost of slowing the rise
in prices, the workingman and the business-
man have earned a new right—the right to
reasonable stability and a new steadiness of
growth in our economic life.

Let me turn now to the prospects for the
next phase of our economic plan. Our ob-
jective is to help move our economy up to
its full potential of growth and employment
while continuing to reduce inflation.

The basic questions are these: What have
we been doing to restimulate the economy?
What do we intend to do to step up the pace
of growth? And what are we all prepared to
do to hold down the cost of living as we
quicken our economic pulse?

This is what has already been done to help
the economy resume its growth:

First, early in 1970, budget policy turned
in a more expansionist direction. It was
an orderly and well-timed change. Some of
the present deficit is government’s way of
picking up the check for a slowdown of in-
flation; much of it is a force working to-
ward orderly stimulation and expansion of
the economy.

Second, monetary policy has changed over
the perlod of this year. From mid-1969 to
February of this year, the money supply
grew by only 1% a year; since February,
the Federal Reserve has permitted the sup-
ply of money to grow at an annual rate
of 6%.

Third, as a result of easier credit policies
and curbing of inflationary psychology, in-
terest rates are coming down substantially.
This sets the stage for new expansion of
housing, of State and local government con-
struction, of private capital formation needed
for productivity.

The effects of these basic changes in
economic policy can already be seen in the
strong upsurge in housing starts, the rapid
expansion of State and local bond financing,
and the strong market for corporate debt
finanecing, Along with unusually large spend-
ing potential by consumers, these signs all
point to the expansion ahead.

But the government has a responsibility
to do more: this is what we are doing to
help the economy along the path that will
get us back to full employment as rapidly
as possible, while continuing to make prog-
ress against inflation.

First, we plan our budget on the basis
that it would be balanced if we were at full
employment and the economy were produc-
ing full revenues, not when the economy is
below that point. Our budget policy will be
responsible in holding down inflation and
responsive in encouraging expansion.

Second, as the economy rises toward full
employment, more money will be required
to do the nation’s business. The amount of
business to be done will rise steadily, and we
shall need a rate of expansion of the supply
of money and credit to do the job properly.
I have been assured by Dr, Arthur Burns that
the Independent Federal Reserve System will
provide fully for the increasing monetary
needs of the economy. I am confident that
this commitment will be kept.

Third, we look to a continuation of the
strong revival of housing construction to be
a leading force In the upward movement of
the economy. Housing starts have been rising
strongly this year and surged ahead almost
20% in the last quarter, The programs of
government, which profoundly affect the

rate of housing construction, will continue
to be directed to assure that the pent-up

demand for housing in America is met.
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As we take these actions to produce a vig-
orous and orderly expansion, this is what we
are doing to strengthen resistance to infia-
tion:

We have arranged for a series of Inflation
Alerts and established the National Commis-
sion on Productivity to enable labor, business
and the public to cooperate in improving
efficiency and cutting costs.

We have also set up procedures to change
some government regulations that contribute
to higher prices. These are not moves toward
controls; on the contrary, these are moves
away from the kind of government controls
that cause artificial market shortages.

Take, for example, the recent increase of
25¢ per barrel in the price of crude oil, ac-
companied by increases in prices of gasoline
and, later, jet fuel.

Up to now, State restrictions on production
on Federal offshore leases have held down the
supply of crude oil.

I have been informed by the Director of
the Office of Emergency Preparedness that
these restrictions are not necessary for na-
tional security; moreover, they actually in-
terfere with the freedom of our domestic
market system.

I have today directed the Interior Depart-
ment to assume complete regulating respon-
sibllity for conservation and production of
oil and gas on all Federal offshore lands. This
means that more oil will be produced on
those lands, while maintaining strict environ-
mental standards.

I have also directed that companies im-
porting Canadian oil be permitted to use
their overseas allocation for the purchase of
more crude oll from Canada.

Taken together, these actions will increase
the supply of oil and can be expected to
help restrain the increase of oil and gasoline
prices.

Let us look at the other side of the coln—
at the wage side—to see where government
leadership can help hold down costs and
prices.

The problem in the construction industry,
for example, illustrates the need for that
leadership. When you have an industry in
which one out of three negotiations has led
to a strike; when construction wage settle-
ments are more than double the national
average for all manufacturing, at a time
when many construction workers are out of
work, then something is basically wrong with
that industry’s bargaining process.

What can be done about 1t?

For one thing, the structure of bargain-
ing must be changed. As 1t is now, the craft-
by-craft, city-by-city pattern only guaran-
tees instability. What is called for is more
consolldated bargaining, on an area or re-
gional scope. What is needed is a bargaining
process that will preserve the integrity of
each bargaining unit while it provides a new
base for stability and fairness.

I have directed the Construction Industry
Collective Bargaining Commission to take
the initiative in working out these changes
with leaders of management and labor, If the
Commission determines that legislation is
required, it will be proposed.

In today’s economy, about the only thing
greater than the problem of the construc-
tion Industry is the potential of the con-
struction industry. The men who are build-
ing this nation work in a fleld with a great
future, and one in which the Federal govern-
ment—with its expanded housing programs
and its highway programs—will be & driving
force for growth.

The time is now for the construction
trades and the construction industry to face
up to reality—a reality where strikes and
costs are limiting its own future. The Fed-
eral stake in the construction industry is
enormous, Unless the industry wants gov-
ernment to intervene in wage negotiations on

Federal projects to protect the public inter-
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est, the moment is here for labor and man-
agement to make their own reforms.

If business and labor expect the public to
help stimulate real expansion, then business
and labor should be prepared to offer the
public some real help in curbing inflation.

In discussing this problem, however, let us
recognize that no one industry and no one
side of the bargaining table can be made the
scapegoat for rising prices. There is blame
enough to go around, and the past policies of
government bear their full share of that
blame. But recriminations and buck-passing
will not help; what is needed now is the firm
acceptance of the fact that fighting inflation
1s everybody's business.

The decisions of business and labor about
prices and wages must be formed by the
economic facts of life. The most basic of
these facts is that we cannot recelve more
real income than we turn out in real goods
and services. When profits and wages are ris-
ing faster than productivity, prices will also
be rising.

Because of our campaign against inflation,
we now have an opportunity to break the
viclous circle of wage-price escalation. As
you know, productivity is once again on the
rise. As a result, production costs are rising
less rapidly.

Government has done its part to hold the
line. This is the critical moment, then, for
business and labor to make a special effort
to exercise restraint in price and wage de-
cisions.

This is the moment for labor and manage-
ment to stop freezing into wage settlement
and price actions any expectation that in-
flatlon will continue in the future at its
peak rate of the past. Any wage or price de-
cision that makes that flat and irreversible
assumption of a high rate of inflation ahead
is against the public interest and against
the real interest of the workingman.

‘This is also the moment, with productivity
newly on the rise, for business to take a hard
new look at its prieing policies, and to pass
along to the consumer its savings in pro-
ductlon costs.

Let us look beyond our immediate con-
cerns to the deeper strengths and longer-
range goals of the American economy.

Many people see full employment and a
stable cost of living as a kind of trade-off;
they say we can have one or the other, but
never both at the same time. The best we
can hope for, they say, is a “balance of
error’—not too much unemployment at a
time when there is not too much inflation.

That may be a stage on the way to our
goal, but it is by no means the goal itself.

The American people have a right to ex-
pect more than that,

Our goal is to achieve a combination of
full employment and reasonable price stabil-
ity. I am confident we can and will achieve
that goal.

This is why I am confident:

I have an abiding faith in the power and
genius of the American economic system.
No businessman can intelligently plan ahead
without figuring in the capacity of that eco-
nomic system to meet the demands made
upon it by the American people.

Taking the record of American free enter-
prise as a guide, the most realistic, business-
like view of the future is this: Our system
can deliver full employment, a stable dollar
E truly equal opportunity—all at the same

e.

I know that many businessmen are con-
cerned when young people, including their
own children, come to them and say: “Busi-
ness 1s not for me. I don't want to get in
the rat race; I want to help other people.”

The paradox is this: Nothing has done
more to help people in this country and peo-
ple throughout the world than the American
private economic system. Not organized char-
ity, not the most active voluntary organiza-
tion, not government itself can begin to com-
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pare with the benefits to people that flow
from our unigue combination of mansage-
ment, capital and labor.

Here is a system that has reduced the per-
centage of poor in this nation by almost half
in the past decade alone; a system in which
even those on welfare receive more real in-
come than 76% of the people of the world
will see in their lifetime.

Here is a system that provides the working
man with more opportunity, more real in-
come, more leisure time, more personal free-
dom than any system in the history of man—
and provides this all at the same time.

Here is a system that has made 1t possible
for the United States to distribute 140 bil-
lion dollars in ald to the rest of the world
since the end of World War II—that makes 1t
possible for us to respond generously to
human needs created by an earthquake in
Peru, a fiood in Romania or to a cyclone and
tidal wave in East Pakistan.

And here is a system that makes possible
massive aid to education, vital new programs
to improve the health of our people, and a
wide range of efforts to protect and restore
our environment. A strong economy makes
us strong enough to better our lives; a
strong economy makes us strong enough to
defend our freedom.

Our system produces wealth. I realize that
“wealth” is & word that 18 scorned by a lot
of people today.

But how could we afford our massive edu-
cational system without the wealth produced
by the people who make our economy move?
Where would we get the resources to care
for the poor, to look after the sick, to
clean up our air and water—Iif It were not
for the wealth generated by our free econ-
omy?

Too many people make the mistake of
thinking that because government is the dis-
tributor of so much wealth, government
must be the source of that wealth., Nothing
could be farther from the truth.

You cannot pass a law raising a nation's
standard of living. You cannot legislate into
being the resources to solve our problems.

On the contrary, the only place you can
turn to for the ability to help other people
is that place that is so often denounced as
the cltadel of self-interest—the private enter-
prise system.

The next time you hear someone running
that system down, the next time you hear the
product of that system derided as “material”
or unworthy of man’s highest ideals—remem-
ber this:

A npation with the greatest soclal goals,
with .the most perfect political system, but
without a strong and free economy is like a
magnificent automobile without an engine,

We Iin America have that engine; it is
something to be proud of, not ashamed of; it
glves power to our purpose.

Surely there are many ways for that engine,
that system, to be improved. But let us never
forget that what 1s right about our system
enables us to correct what is wrong. The
wealth produced by labor, management and
capital gives all of us the power to ennoble
our aims, to enrich our own lives and the
lives of our fellow men.

We are not the only natlon to dream of
opportunity with security, growth with sta-
bility, freedom with justice. That “American
dream” is not limited to Americans.

But we stand first in the world on the road
to achleving that dream, because we have
created the system that can take us there.

Without & strong economy, dreams will
always remnain impossible dreams; but with
the wealth that workingimen and businessmen
produce, we can and we will turn our dreams
into reality.

To the young person thinking of entering
business tomorrow, &8s well as to those already
managing and working in our free economic
system today, may I point out that a credo
for a new prosperity is emerging:
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I believe the American economy is strong
and growing stronger, capable of more than
doubling the real income of each succeeding
generation of Americans,

I believe American business will respond
to the social as well as the economic de-
mands of the consumer, adding to the dig-
nity and security of work as well as the qual-
ity of life.

I believe the greatness of America’s eco-
nomic system will be judged by future gen-
erations not by how big it gets but how good
it is: not only in the increased value of its
investments, but in its increased investment
in human values.

I believe that we will build a new pros-
perity that will last; not a period of good
times between periods of hard times, but a
steady prosperity that people can count on
and plan for.

I believe that the new prosperity can never
be gained at the expense of one group or
another, but must be newly shared at every
level of our soclety and among all our peo-

le.
% And this above all: I believe that only if
our economic system remains free can we
achieve that combination of full employment
with price stability—something Americans
have never enjoyed in this century—a new
prosperity in a full generation of peace.

THE PROWESS OF SENATOR MILTON
R. YOUNG OF NORTH DAKOTA

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I should
like to note that the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Dakota (Mr. YOUNG),
with a single, mighty whack of his bare
right hand, split a 1-inch panel board
in half on December 5, thus becoming
the first president of the United States
Tae Kwon Do Association.

I cite this as a tribute to the distin-
guished Senator today, his birthday, and
express the hope that just as Senator
voune crashed through this obstacle, the
Senate may crash through its impedi-
ments toward adjournment.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
should like to join in the commendation
and congratulations to the distinguished
senior Senator from North Dakota, not
only because he won the title in this
exotic sounding outfit to which the dis-
tinguished minority leader has referred,
but also because, in my opinion, Sena-
tor Younc is one of the finest Members
of this body. He is my close personal
friend. He is a man to whom farmers
can look with respect and for considera-
tion. He has done much to raise the level
of integrity in this body down through
the years in which he has served.

I am extremely proud to be considered
a friend of Senator MirTonN YouUNG, of
North Dakota. I look on him with affec-
tion and respect, and I honor him for
the many good things he has done in
behalf of the agricultural sector of our
economy.

Mr. SCOTT. All of us, indeed, on both
sides of the aisle, are proud of Senator
Younc and his accomplishments and ex-
pertise. We look to him for guidance and
advice in many matters, including farm
matters. I should like to express, on be-
half of all of us, our best wishes for a
happy birthday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course, we do not
vet know what will be the result of the
Montana State-North Dakota game to be
held in the Camellia Bowl later this
month. The bet is a jackrabbit; and the
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one who loses has to go out and cateh
that animal. Personally, I do not intend
to lose that bet, because I do not think I
would have the endurance.

Mr. SCOTT. If the jackrabbit is hiding
under a thick pine board, it might give
the Senator from North Dakota some
advantage.

THE INTERSTATE COMMERCE COM-
MISSION AND THE RAILROAD

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, Sena-
tors may recall that in the past year I
have become increasingly concerned
about the attitude of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission and its ineffectiveness
in protecting the interests of the shippers,
the consumers and the traveling public.
In my estimation, the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has almost given in to
the industry and has done little to help
formulate an improved transportation
system. As a Senator from the State of
Montana, I am primarily concerned
about the effect that this situation is
having on my constituents. There is
every indication that there will be fur-
ther reductions in passenger train serv-
ice in Montana. The Burlington-North-
ern has reduced service to more of the
small communities in my State with the
acquiescence of the Commission. It has
only been a few days since the Commis~
sion agreed to permit the Burlington-
Northern to discontinue its service be-
tween Sappington and Norris, a matter
which our State regulatory agency, thi
Montana Board of Railroad Commis-
sioners, intends to appeal.

The three freight rate increases ap-
proved this year by the Commission have
placed the agriculture and lumber seg-
ments of my State’s economy and, I be-
lieve, the Nation's economy in a very
precarious position.

In all fairness to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, I will say that the
boxcar shortage in Montana is less seri-
ous than it has been in the past, but it
has taken considerable time to convince
the Commission of the seriousness of this
matter so that they would take the nec-
essary initiative through their own per-
sonnel and regulations. I am including a
copy of a report I have just received
which gives the Commission’s position
on this area in considerable detail.

Until such time as the members of the
Interstate Commerce Commission will
take the time to assume the independent
role of the Commission and, in effect,
lecture and suggest to the transportation
industry how their services and manage-
ment might be improved to meet the de-
mands of this country in the early 1970’s,
I believe that the Commission has little
value. I am not the only Member of this
body who has expressed concern. I have
been joined by 30 of my colleagues in
expressing our reservations to the Chair-
man of the Commission. This is indica-
tive of what I feel will be one of the
major issues to be discussed in the 92d
Congress—the future of the Interstate
Commerce Commission and other regu-
latory agencies.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the joint communi-
cation to the Chairman be printed at
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this point in my remarks. I also ask
unanimous consent to have a recent news
story appearing in the Independent Rec-
ord, Helena, Mont., daily newspaper,
printed in the Recorp, which indicates in
more detail the effect and scope of the re-
cent approval of freight rate increases.
Freight rate increases over the past 12
months will cost the grain industry in
Montana some $7.5 million a year.

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

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., November 27, 1970.
Hon. MIKE MANSFIELD,
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MANSFIELD: This is in reply
to your telegram of November 18, 1970, ad-
dressed to Chairman George M: Stafford, with
reference to the effective date of the eight-
percent frelght rate increase.

I am particularly interested in that part of
your telegram wherein you state that the
rallroads are not furnishing enough grain
cars prior to the effective date of the in-
crease. Due to my close association with the
total car supply of all the rallroads and the
responsibility for same delegated to me by
the Commission, I have been requested by
Chalrman Stafford to reply to that portion of
your telegram.

We have practically completed the move-
ment of the recent grain harvest in the west-
ern and mldwestern states, including Mon-
tana. I am happy to report that this year we
have had very few complaints from shippers
unable to obtain cars to transport their
grain. Presently the bulk of Montana grain is
being loaded on the lines of the former Great
Northern Railway in the area bounded by
Great Falls on the south, Shelby on the
northwest, and Havre on the northeast. The
other lines of the Burlington Northern and
the Milwaukee rallroads have made only
minor demands for grain cars at this time.

I am quoting below statistics for the Bill-
ings region of the Burlington Northern,
which takes care of practically the entire
State of Montana, for November 18, 19, 20,
and 23:

11118 1119 120 1123

Boxcars:
Cumulative orders... . 411
Available cars. _.. 970
Surplus cars 559

Covered hoppers:
Cumulative orders. ..
Availablecars. ...

hort

435 416
990 77
555 561

857 824
118 109
739 715

904
118
7

The car supply of the Burlington Northern
today 1s such that it is able to fill all orders
for boxcars. The information obtained from
our field personnel indicates that hundreds
of cars of grain are being held at hold points
in Montana and Washington awalting billing
instructions from the shippers. In fact, the
flow of grain for Montana and contiguous
states has been so heavy that it will probably
be necessary to embargo the largest elevator
complex in the Pacific Northwest because of
its inability to handle cars currently. This
facility on November 19 had nearly 500 cars
of grain, largely from Montana, on hand for
unloading.

On the Milwaukee Rallroad there are no
shortages of cars for grain loading at this
time., The Union Pacific, the other Class I
railroad operating in Montana, has no grain
traffic originating in that State at this time.

On Friday, November 20, the Milwaukee
Rallroad requested that the Commission dis-
continue its assistance in furnishing it with
boxcars because of substantial reductions in
the demand for boxcars from shippers on its
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lines. We received a similar request from the
Burlington Northern on November 23.

It is pointed out that, as indicated in the
above tabulations, there remain substantial
shortages of covered hopper cars. This is true
wherever grain is being shipped today. Ship-
pers desire covered hoppers because of their
economy in loading and unloading. There is
no rate difference in the use of covered hop-
per cars over boxcars; but, as you are aware,
the covered hopper is a specialized car, very
desirable for grain shippers. The demand for
covered hoppers has far exceeded the car-
riers’ ability to furnish them. However, all
grain carrying roads have been making &
vigorous effort to augment their covered
hopper fleets.

From the above information I am sure you
will recognize that, while the railroads are
not furnishing sufficient covered hopper cars
to meet the demands of shippers served by
them, it 1s quite evident that they are fur-
nishing suficlent equipment to transport the
grain being offered.

As previously stated, we in the Commission
feel that the efforts of our Washington staff,
along with the close checking of our agents
in the field, have resulted in much-improved
service and a minimum of complaints. We
have monitored the car demands consonant
with the grain movements and have amended
and modified our orders to effect the greatest
utilization of equipment and to have the
greatest number of cars avallable where they
are needed.

We have endeavored to perform a service
to all; and where our efforts would best be
served by focusing our attention on seasonal
movements, we have done this. I can say
without reservations that most grain shippers
will agree that the carriers have met the
demands made upon them in a reasonable
manner. To support this, I am enclosing
coples of correspondence which I belleve indi-
cate the results of our handling of car sup-
ply and service complaints. While I am some-
what hesitant to expound on the work ac-
complished by our Commission, I do belleve
in all fairness that you should be given the
benefit of the enclosed.

While I have dealt primarily with present
conditions in Montana, I do belleve that a
similar situation has prevalled for quite some
time; and while the farmers' elevators might
be In a positlon to produce contrary sta-
tistics, we feel that a general statement to
the effect that railroads were not furnishing
grain cars prior to that date 1s a debatable
question.

In any event, I am happy to bring you up
to date on the present picture.

Bincerely yours,
RUPERT L. MURPHY,
Commissioner.
U.8. SENATE,
OFFICE OF THE MAJORITY LEADER,
Washington, D.C., November 30, 1970.
Hon. GEORGE M. STAFFORD,
Chairman, Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. Starrorp: The gravity of the
present surface fransportation situation in
the United States cannot be overstated. It
is past time for the Interstate Commerce
Commission to review its decisions with re-
spect to transportation matters under its
Jurisdiction and to assess its position. We
ask that you consider the long list of de-
cisions which have reduced service, increased
costs and permitted the dralning of assets
so seriously as to imperil the future of rail
transportation in the United States.

Two once great rallroads, after merger, are
bankrupt; another newly merged glant is
short of cash; passenger trains have been
discontinued, one after the other, in little
more than three years, there have been
freight rate Increases totallng 30 percent,
with another increment of 7 percent threat-

ened. Only lately and only partially has the
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ICC demonstrated its concern with carrier
diversification and the consequences of it for
rail service. In addition, the box-car short-
ages on the Western lines are not sporadic
anymore; it appears to be a permanent lia-
bility.

It would be curious, indeed, if the agency
that was established fto regulate surface
transportation were to be the instrument for
the collapse of a vital sector of that indus-
try. The most recent order to permit an 8
percent increase of rail freight rates sug-
gests to us that, despite clear warnings, the
Commission remains unaware that to all ap-
pearances it has ceased to be a regulatory
agency.

Indications at this time lead us to be-
lieve that merger considerations, diversifica=
tions and increasing labor demands may well
result in a transportation crisis of unprece-
dented magnitude within the next two years.
The related effect of this crisis is presently
measurable in its effects upon both the
rural and urban economic base, regionally
and nationally.

Repeated Congressional expressions of con-
cern, not only for rail transportation but
for other facets of the economy dependent
upon rails, have gone virtually unheeded by
the Interstate Commerce Commission.

A review of hearings before the Senate Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation clearly
indicates by the Commission’s own figures
that the railroads have been given “substan-
tially everything they have asked for.” The
Commission’s granting of rafl requests has
had virtually no effect on the decline of rail
service.

The Nation is falling into a transportation
morass from which certaln segments of the
economy may never recover. The time has
come for a facing of the realities of this sit-
uation and for the concerted action necessary
to reverse the present course of events.

Sincerely yours,

Senator Mike Mansfield, Senator Lee
Metcalf, Senator Stuart Symington,
Senator John Sparkman, Senator Len
B. Jordan, Senator Jennings Randolph,
Senator Clinton P. Anderson, Senator
George D. Alken, Senator Stephen M.
Young, Senator Quentin N. Burdick,
Senator Harold E. Hughes, Senator
Abraham Ribicoff.

Senator William Proxmire, Senator Al-
bert Gore, Senator Clifford P. Hansen,
Senator Frank Church, Senator Alan
Bible, Senator Edward J. Gurney, Sen-
ator B. Everett Jordan, Senator Strom
Thurmond, Senator Birch Bayh, Sen-
ator John Sherman Cooper.

Senator Thomas F. Eagleton, Senator
Howard W. Cannon, Senator Barry
Goldwater, Senator Mike Gravel, Sen-
ator Edward M. Kennedy, Senator Gay-
lord Nelson, Senator Spessard L. Hol-
land, Senator Gale W. McGee, Senator
Edmund S. Muskle.

[From the Helena (Mont.) Independent
Record, Nov. 8, 1970]
FREIGHT RATE MEANS $15 Mirrionw Loss
(By Arthur Hutchinson)

Freight rate increases granted rallroads in
the past 12 months will cost the grain sector
alone of the Montana economy $7.66 million
a year, the State Agriculture Department sald
Friday.

That figure is the direct annual loss in
value of Montana wheat and barley produc-
tion which is exported. It 1s due to rate in-
creases authorized by the Interstate Com-
merce Commission since last November which
now amount to 21.2 per cent compounded
over the period.

The loss in purchasing power to grain
farmers will cost the state economy more
than $15 million, based on research by Mon-
tana State University showing every $1 of
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grain production has a $2 effect on the total
state economy,

The loss does not include higher freight
rates for imported goods including automo-
biles, machinery, manufactured goods and
liquor which move by rail,

Nor does it include the loss to the state
government of income taxes paid by farmers.

The farmer must bear the entire cost of
the freight increases because he pald the
port terminal price less the shipping cost
from his home elevator.

DETAIL STATISTICS

Detalled statistics were submitted by Agri-
culture Commissioner George Lackman to
the ICC in behalf of his department and its
ad-hoc committee composed of virtually
every farm organization in the state in an
effort to block the latest 15 per cent boost
asked by the railroads.

The ICC Thursday gave railroads authority
to raise rates 8 per cent. This came atop a &
per cent increase granted in November 1969
and another 5 per cent effective last June
and raised another 1 per cent this month.

Had the rallroads been given the full 15
per cent the loss to the grain sector would
have been $10.9 million a year and the loss
to the total state economy in the neighbor-
hood of $2 million.

Montana wheat production in recent years
has been 100 million bushels annually. About
80 million bushels is exported, of which 82
per cent moves by rall, said Eldon Fastrup,
marketing coordinator for the department.

He said prior increases amounting to 11
per cent cost wheat farmers £3.7 million a
year and the latest 8 per cent hike will cost
them another $2.6 million,

Montana barley production averages about
65 million bushels a year of which 25 mil-
lion bushels are shipped out, 59 per cent of
this by rail, Fastrup said.

The earller increases cost barley producers
$750,000 a year and the latest 8 per cent hike
will cost them another $510,000 a year for an
annual loss in barley value alone of $1.26
million.

NO ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION

Fastrup, who prepared the detalled analy-
sis Lackman presented to the ICC, said there
was no economic justification for the in-
creased rates.

“The rallroads were already making sub-
stantial profits from grain hauls in Mon-
tana,” he said. Fastrup sald rallroad revenue
from Montana grain hauls ranged from 153
per cent to 217 per cent of the road's fully
distributed costs “and this includes a fair
return on their capital investment.”

He said rallroads justified their requests
by claiming grain growers in the West could
afford to bear their falr share of the rall-
roads’ increased operating costs.

The railroads, he said, argue the grain
farmer has improved his income through
higher yields per acre.

“This is not true in Montana,” Fastrup
sald. “The railroads fail to recognize the cost
of production and inflation have eaten up
the profits from increased ylelds.”

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
gladly yield to my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY). The Senator from Montana is
recognized.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I ap-

preciate the fact that my senior col-
league, the majority leader, called atten-

tion to this important matter involving
the Interstate Commerce Commission.
A former member of a regulatory com-
mission suggested that the membership
of the regulatory Commission should be
renewed every 10 years. Another former
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member of the regulatory Commission
has suggested that the regulatory Com-
mission passes through the same stages
of life as men. They start out to be ag-
gressive in the juvenile stage, then go
into middle age, and finally go into
senility.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Montana has ex-
pired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Montana be permitted to continue
for an additional 5 minutes.

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

Mr. METCALF. The Interstate Com-
merce Commission is an example of the
truth of this statement. It is the grand-
father of all commissions. I believe that
it has gone into the stage of senility. It is
a Commission that has now been cap-
tured by the very industries whom it is
supposed to regulate—the railroads.

Every time that a railroad matter ap-
pears before the Commission, whether it
involves rates, the discontinuation of a
route, or some other matter, the decision
is inevitably made in favor of the rail-
roads rather than in favor of the public
concerned.

I completely agree with the distin-
guished senior Senator from Montana
that the regulatory Commission should
be very carefully examined in the next
Congress. We should have hearings on
whether we should continue the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, have a new
commission, or abolish it entirely.

The whole concept of a regulatory
agency has been destroyed by decision
after decision of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission.

It has been my obligation as a Sen-
ator from Montana, and also on behalf
of other Senators and Representatives
from the Northwest, to appear several
times before the Interstate Commerce
Commission to protest the discontinua-
tion of such trains as the Main Streeter,
the Great Northern’s Empire Builder,
and also the service from the Northern
Pacific’'s North Coast Limited.

Now that we have a consolidation of
the Burlington-Northern, we have an
automatic discontinuation of service in-
sofar as these great railroads are con-
cerned. We find that gradually they are
automatically discontinuing service in
the State of Montana and probably in
other States.

I know that we will have a petition for
discontinuation of service of the Main
Streeter, the Great Empire Builder, or
the Northern Pacific's North Coast
Limited.

We will have a gradual destruction of
all of the main routes in Montana.

The Interstate Commerce Commission,
as the oldest regulatory commission con-
cerned, should certainly be subjected to
a congressional or a senatorial investiga-
tion as to its effectiveness and func-
tions.

(At this point, Mr. METCALF, the Act-
ing President pro tempore, took the
chair.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
could not agree more with my distin-
guished colleague.
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I point out that in little more than 3
yvears, freight rate increases totaling 30
percent have been granted by the In-
terstate Commerce Commission, with an-
other increment of 7 percent threatened.

This is a problem which not only af-
fects Montana, with its small population
and tremendous area, but is a problem
which affects the urban areas as well.

I would point out that two once-great
railroads, after merger, are bankrupt;
another newly merged giant is short of
cash; passenger trains have been dis-
continued one after the other.

This is a most serious situation.

I think that we in the Congress are to
blame for allowing the ICC to get away
with its increases. They are almost auto-
matic and have been down through the
yvears. As I have said, there has been a
30 percent increase in freight rates over
the past 3 years alone and another 7
percent increase is in the offing.

This is something which will be looked
into by the next Congress.

May I point out that the letter sent
to the Chairman of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has also been signed
by my distinguished colleague who has
just spoken, and is now presiding over
the Senate, Senator METCALF, and Sen-
ators SYMINGTON, AIKEN, SPARKMAN,
Younc of Ohio, Jorpan of North Caro-
lina, Burpick, RanpoLrH, HUGHES, AN-
DERSON, RIBICOFF, PROXMIRE, EAGLETON,
GoRE, CannNonN, HANSEN, GOLDWATER,
CHURCH, GRAVEL, BIeLE, KENNEDY, GUR-
NEY, NELSON, JorDAN of Idaho, HOLLAND,
THURMOND, BavyH, McGEeg, CooPER, and
MUSKIE.

That roster covers the entire philo-
sophical spectrum of the Senate.

EAST PAKISTAN RELIEF AND
RECONSTRUCTION

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in what was
probably the greatest natural disaster of
the century, a massive cyclone and tidal
bore struck the southeastern coastal
areas of East Pakistan on November 13
with winds in some areas up to 150 miles
per hour, followed by tidal waves 20 to
30 feet high. Many families were com-
pletely wiped out. Almost all seasonal
workers, who were harvesting rice in
low-lying fields close to the Bay of Ben-
gal, were drowned. Coastal embankments
provided some protection for those liv-
ing behind them. Despite such protective
embankments in many areas, the official
death toll of those buried or reported
dead is currently 200,000 and unofficial
estimates are as high as 750,000 to 1 mil-
lion. According to preliminary estimates,
the lives of about an additional 2 mil-
lion people have been severely disrupted
by the disaster. About 250,000 houses
were completely demolished and another
110,000 were partially damaged. Crops,
including over 600,000 megatons of rice
nearing harvest, were destroyed. Total
crop and property loss has been initially
estimated at about $150 million.

IMMEDIATE NEED

The immediate need in the affected
area is for clothes, blankets, food, and
potable water, Shortly after the disaster,
the U.S. Ambassador made an emergency
donation of PRs 250,000—$52,000—and
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on November 17, President Nixon an-
nounced an initial commitment of $10
million to assist in the worldwide relief
effort.

Commercially chartered planes de-
parted the United States between No-
vember 19 and 25 on a daily basis carry-
ing blankets, tents, packaged foods—in-
cluding 250 tons of survival biscuits do-
nated by the Office of Civil Defense—
and 45 tons of packaged meat, chicken,
and applesauce—donated by CARE—
fifty 16-foot boats with motors purchased
by AID, and 21,000 immunizations of ty-
phoid vacecine donated by Church World
Services. Also on November 17, 50,000
metric tons of wheat—vwvalued to $6 mil-
lion, including freight—under Public
Law 480 title II—Emergency Relief—
were authorized for early shipment to
East Pakistan to replenish stocks now
in East Pakistan which are being drawn
down for emergency distribution.

But the relief effort is further compli-
cated by the fact that the worst part
of the disaster occurred in remote coast-
al areas where transportation facilities
are extremely limited. For that reason,
the United States has already sent eight
UH-1—Huey—helicopters and two Bell
helicopters under contract to AID in

Nepal.
RECONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

It is clear that an extensive recon-
struction program will be needed for
the area. The rice crop in the affected
areas has been virtually wiped out and
in certain hard-hit regions, 90 percent
of the bullocks used by farmers to till

their fields have been killed. Coastal em-
bankments, roads, dwellings, schools,
markets, dispensaries, grain storage fa-
cilities, and other public buildings are
gone and must be replaced. A broad scale
reconstruction program must be placed
in operation as soon as possible in order
to take advantage of the dry weather
construction season which is now just be-
ginning. More important is the fact
that the reconstruction projects would
have a high employment impaect and pro-
vide jobs and income for thousands of
destitute villagers, Significant delays in
starting reconstruction could mean the
loss of an entire year before the pro-
ductive output of the region is restored.

AID has already used or earmarked
$11.5 million of the contingency fund for
various purposes, including about $5 mil-
lion of contingency funds to meet imme-
diate emergency disaster relief needs in
East Pakistan. Assuming full appropria-
tion of the fiscal year 1971 request of
$15 million, prior year carryovers, and
possible deobligations of prior year
funds, total contingency fund availabil-
ities for fiscal year 1971 will be about
$20 million. It is clear that the unallo-
cated contingency fund balance of $8.5
million will not be adequate to meet the
longer term reconstruction requirements
in East Pakistan. Moreover, the use of
these funds would totally deplete the
contingency fund and, thus, make it im-
possible to meet other similar emergency
and humanitarian needs which will likely
arise during the remainder of fiscal year
1971,
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ADDITIONAL FUNDS

It is critical, therefore, that additional
funds be made available by increasing
the current authorization for the con-
tingency fund to provide the necessary
support to East Pakistan for relief, re-
habilitation, and reconstruction pro-
grams.

A portion of the funds to be made
available will finance imports to under-
write local costs related to such needs as
rebuilding farm dwellings; restoration of
fisheries; road reconstruction; construc-
tion of additional community cyclone
shelters; and improvement of public
health facilities. In addition, agricultural
inputs, such as seeds, fertilizer and low-
lift pumps are urgently needed as is re-
placement of grain storage and market-
ing facilities; irrigation systems and re-
habilitation of fresh water supplies.

Rapid and consftructive U.S. action
would have a strong positive public im-
pact in Pakistan and would encourage
other donors to participate in the longer
term rehabilitation effort. The assistance
also would permit the Government of
Pakistan to maintain its allocation of
funds for overall development directed
toward support of such critical programs
as population control, agricultural de-
velopment, education, and public health
throughout the province of East Pakistan
and at the same time permit them to
mount a program to meet urgent recon-
struction needs in the cyclone-affected
districts. Significant slippage in the gov-
ernment’'s ongoing development pro-
grams for East Pakistan would only force
a greater concentration of people in
areas of marginal economic potential
and increase the numbers of poverty-
stricken human beings subjected to the
natural calamities and ravages of na-
ture in East Pakistan.

Mr. President, on December 3, the
House Foreign Affairs Committee rec-
ognized the severe need for increased
financial assistance to Pakistan, during
markup of the supplemental foreign
aid authorization bill, the commitiee
acted favorably on a proposal by Con-
gressman WiLLiaM S. BROOMFIELD, au-
thorizing the appropriation of an addi-
tional $15 million of contingency funds
for relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruc-
tion in East Pakistan. An amendment
authorizing the appropriation of excess
foreign currencies held in Pakistan was
also accepted by the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee.

I strongly urge the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee to authorize ad-
ditional funds to support East Pakistan
relief.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will ¢all the roll.

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

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
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ADMINISTRATION MISLEADS ON SST

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, over
the weekend the administration unfor-
tunately made remarks which I can only
consider to be grossly misleading with
respect to the SST. They made those re-
marks after the Senate voted last week
on the SST.

They seem to be trying to pump new
life into the SST albatross.

Congress cannot make an intelligent
decision about the SST unless it has the
correct information about the program.
The administration remarks are confus-
ing on the issue.

A prime example is the claim that it
would cost as much to terminate this
program as it would to complete it. We
are told that termination costs will run
to $277 million and that it would cost
$290 million to go ahead with the
prograimn.

The fact is that actual termination
costs under the SST contracts would
run about $85 to $90 million. This is the
penalty that the Federal Government
must pay for failing to go ahead with the
program. The $85 to $90 million repre-
sents a reimbursement to the manufac-
turers for the money they have put up so
far.

The remainder of the $277 million con-
sists of $81 million that the airlines have
put up as earnest money and to reserve
delivery positions, and $105 million that
has been spent since July 1 under the
continuing resolution.

The first—that is, the airline pay-
ments—simply amounts to a return of
investment. This money never came out
of the taxpayers’' pockets in the first
place, So returning this money does not
represent a cost of termination.

The second item—$105 million—is
money which has already been spent. It
makes as much sense to call this a termi-
nation cost as it would to call the entire
$795 million which has been spent since
1963 a termination cost.

The fact is that termination costs—
outlays which Uncle Sam must make if
the SST appropriation is rejected—
amount to $85-$90 million. This is the
figure which Congress should have in
mind as it considers the SST,

Another example relates to jobs. Presi-
dent Nixon stated Saturday that “the
Senate's action means the loss of at least
150,000 jobs.”

But the President is alluding to the
employment estimate for the full pro-
duction stage. Full production for the
American SST is not scheduled until
1978-80. Needless to say, the unemploy-
ment picture could change substantially
in 8 to 10 years’ time. And even then, the
number of people actually employed on
the SST would be no more than 50,000.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. NELSON. What is the maximum
number of people that is projected would
be employed at any one time if the plane
were in maximum production?

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the plane were in
maximum production, it is my under-
standing that the maximum number at
any time to be employed directly on the
SST 8 or 10 years from now would
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be 50,000, but it is conceivable that with
the multiplier effect it could result in
additional people being at work because
50,000 people on a production job would
require service jobs, and so forth. I do
not quarrel with that.

Mr. NELSON. What is the total pro-
jected financial outlay for the purchase
of 500 SST’s, which number seems to be
the objective?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am not that con-
fident in my mathematies but I can tell
the Senator the cost of these planes is
now estimated at $40 million a copy.
I would be astonished if it did not go
to $50 million or $60 million. That
amount can be multiplied by 500 planes.
It is tens of billions of dollars.

Mr. NELSON. It would be $25 billion.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think the Senator
is correct.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 2 additional minutes.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is far more rele-
vant to talk of the number of workers
now employed on the SST and subject
to layoffs. This number is 4,800 people.
Of those jobs, a Boeing official said
last week:

Boeing and Seattle can walk away from
the SST—there are only 4,800 jobs at Boe-
ing Involved anyhow.

This is a far cry from the 150,000
jobs the President claims would be af-
fected by the Senate’s decision.

Finally, the President said it would
be a waste to stop the program now that
it is 50 percent complete. If this is the
kind of argument we are hearing now,
one can imagine the enormous economic
and political pressure to go ahead with
the program once the prototypes are
built, and more than $1.3 billion has been
spent. No matter how severe the environ-
mental impact of the SST, it would be
almost impossible to stop it at that point.

Furthermore, there is no law which
says that the work done up to this point
must be destroyed. There is no reason
why the blueprints, the mockup, and
the hardware built so far cannot be pre-
served until the environmental problems
are solved and private capital develops
an interest in the SST program.

I hope Congress will not be swayed by
these grossly misleading statements put
out by the administration. The Senate
acted wisely in rejecting funds for the
SST.

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 passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 19436. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national urban growth policy,
to encourage and support the proper growth
and development of our States, metropolitan
areas, cities, countles, and towns with em-
phasis upon new community and innerclity
development, to extend and amend laws relat-
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ing to housing and urban development, and
for other purposes; and

H.R. 18504. An act to authorize appropria-
tions for the construction of certain high-
ways in accordance with title 23 of the United
States Code, and for other purposes.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

REPORT ON REAPPORTIONMENT OF AN
APPROPRIATION

A letter from the Deputy Director, Office
of Management and Budget, Executive Office
of the President, reporting pursuant to law,
that the appropriation to the Department of
Justice for the Federal Prison System, “Sup-
port of U.8. prisoners” for the fiscal year 1871
had been apportioned on a basls which indi-
cates the necessity for a supplemental esti-
mate of appropriation; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

REPORT ON RELOCATION oOF Toxic CHEMICAL
MUNITIONS

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Army, Installations and Loglstics, report-
ing, pursuant to law, that the toxic chemi-
cal munitions now on Okinawa will be relo-
cated to a military storage site on Johnston
Island in the Pacific Ocean; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
OF THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA

A letter from the Executive Secretary, Pub-
lic Service Commission of the District of
Columbia, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
report of the Commission for calendar year
19069 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on controlling industrial wafer
pollution—progress and problems, Federal
Water Quality Administration, Department
of the Interior, dated December 2, 1870 (with
an accompanying report); to the Committee
on Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the need for strengthening
management controls over the procurement
of munitions under development, such as
106-mm ammunition, Department of De-
fense, dated December 7, 1970 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the savings and greater ef-
fectiveness obtalnable in the Army malnte-
nance program, Department of the Army,
dated December 7, 1870 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro
tempore (Mr. METCALF) :

A resolution adopted by the City Commis-
sion of Kalamazoo, Mich., in support of the
“Operation Head Start”; to the Committee
on Appropriations:

A resolution adopted by the Inter-Tribal
Council of the Five Civilized Tribes of Okla-
homa, at Muskogee, Okla., in opposition to
the regionalization of the education and
engineering services of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs now performed by the area offices; to
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the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomie Energy, without amend-
ment:

8. 4557. A bill to amend Public Law 91-273
to Increase the authorization for appropria-
tions to the Atomic Energy Commission in
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 81-1414).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia:

Gerard D. Reilly, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be an associate judge of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals,

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Commitiee on
Commerce:

Andrew E. Gilbson, of New Jersey, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce; and

C. Langhorne Washburn, of the District
of Columbia, to be Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for Tourlsm.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. NELSON:

S. 4565, A bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to prohibit the operation
within the territorial jurisdiction of the
United States of any clvil supersonic alr-
craft until and unless the sonic boom and
stratospheric pollution created by such oper-
atlon have been reduced to zero or the ef-
fectual equivalent of zero, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

(The remarks of Mr. NeLson when he in-
troduced the bill appear below under the
appropriate heading.)

By Mr. HART:

S. 4566, A bill for the relief of Tran Thi

Huong; to the Committes on the Judiclary.
By Mr. McGOVERN:

8. 45687. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Election Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

(The remarks of Mr. McGovern when he
introduced the bill appear below under the
appropriate heading.)

By Mr. MONTOYA:

S. 4568. A bill for the relief of Pllar Orta
Olibarria; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

8. 4565—INTRODUCTION OF THE
SONIC BOOM AND STRATO-
SPHERIC POLLUTION ABOLTITION
ACT

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I intro-
duce a bill to amend the Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958 to prohibit the operation
within the territorial jurisdiction of the
United States of any civil supersonic
aircraft until and unless the sonic boom
and stratospheric pollution created by
such operation have been reduced to
zero or the effectual equivalent of zero.
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I ask that the bill be appropriately re-
ferred and printed in the Recoro.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MetcaLr). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the bill will be printed
in the RECORD.

The bill (8. 4565) to amend the Fed-
eral Aviation Act of 1958 to prohibit the
operation within the territorial jurisdic-
tion of the United States of any civil
supersonic aircraft until and unless the
sonic becom and stratospheric pollution
created by such operation have been
reduced to zero or the efectual equiva-
lent of zero, and for other purposes, in-
troduced by Mr. NELSON, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Commerce, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 4565

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Sonic Boom and
Stratospheric Pollution Abolition Act.”

SEec. 2. (a) Title VI of the Federal Aviation
Act of 1958, as amended (49 U.8.C. 1421-
1431) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“ENVIRONMENTAL QUALIFICATIONS FOR OPERA-
TION OF CIVIL SUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT

“Definitions

“8Ec. 612 (a) For purposes of this section—

“(1) the term ‘civil supersonle aircraft'
means an aircraft designed and intended for
regular operation in civil aviation at super-
sonie speeds;

“({2) the term ‘supersonic speed’ means
a speed In excess of the speed of sound at
the altitude at which an alrcraft is operat-
ing;

“(8) the term ‘stratosphere’ means the
upper portion of the atmosphere, above seven
miles, more or less (depending on latitude,
season and weather), in which temperature
changes but little with altitude and clouds
of water never form naturally;

“(4) the term ‘sonlc boom' means the

shockwave produced and apparent at the
surface of the earth, consisting of a wave of
short, sharp increases in atmospheric pres-
sure (known as ‘overpressure’ and usually
measured in the United States in pounds
per square foot) at a given point, created by
the operation of an air craft at supersonic
s :
“(56) the term stratospheric pollution’
means the emission into the stratosphere by
a civil supersonic aircraft, in any quantity
whatever, of water vapor, sulfur dioxide,
hydrocarbons, or other solid or gaseous sub=-
stances not found or occurring in the strato-
sphere in nature, or the emission into the
stratosphere of substances found or occur-
ring there in nature in quantities, quali-
ties or molstures detrimentally larger than
or different from that which is found or
occurs in nature.

“Declaration of Policy

*“(b) The Congress finds and declares that
the operation of elvil supersonic alrcraft
within the territorial jurisdiction of the
United States would provide certaln social
and economic benefits and entall certain so-
cial and economic costs to the United States.
The only social benefit would be the reduc-
tion by 50 per centum, more or less, of the
time required (using 1970 equipment) for
commercial flights between points served by
such aircraft. The economic benefits would
consist of whatever profits and jobs the
market demand for such fast flights might
create, The soclal and economlic costs of op-
eration of civil supersonic aircraft would in-
clude degradation of the environment by
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sonic boom, airport and community noise,
air pollution, and stratospheric pollution, the
last mentioned involving grave threats to
the world’s climate;, and sonic-boom Injury
and damage at sea and over land to persons,
property and commerce. A further soclal cost
involves the fact that the Nation has only
limited resources of sclentific and other
talent and money, and the manpower and
capital employed in development and oper-
ation of civil supersonic aircraft cannot be
utilized for other, more urgent soclal needs.
It is the judgment of the Congress that the
social and economic cost of the operation of
civil supersonic alrcraft within such juris-
diction would outweigh the social and eco-
nomic benefits by a factor which cannot be
precisely known but which is immense. It 1s
therefore the policy of the Congress to pro-
hibit the operation within such jurisdiction
of any civil supersonic alrcraft until and un-
less the social and economic costs presented
by two of the most serious negative fea-
tures of such aircraft, namely sonic boom
and stratospheric pollution, have been re-
duced to zero or the effectual equivalent of
Zero.
“Prohibition

“(e) (1) No clvil supersonic aircraft shall
be operated within the territorial jurisdic-
tion of the United States.

*“(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) of
this subsection shall not apply to any civil
supersonic aireraft which produces no sonic
boom at the surface of the earth at any polnt
or time during its flight and which produces
no stratospheric pollution at any point or
time during its flight. For the purposes of
this paragraph—

“(A) a civil supersonic alrcraft shall be
deemed to produce no sonic boom if the
overpressure created by its flight at super-
sonic speeds never exceeds 0.1 pound per
square foot at any point on the surface of
the earth, over land or water; and

“(B) a civil supersonic aircraft shall be
deemed to produce no stratospheric pollu-
tion when its emissions into the stratosphere
are nil or have been sclentifically determined
and certified by the Council on Environmen-
tal Quality; the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare; the Secretary of Commerce;
the Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency; the National Sclence Foun-
dation; and the American Association for
the Advancement of Sclence to have no ad-
verse effects whatever on the climate and
environment of the earth, and such certi-
fication by the Secretary of Commerce shall
be made only after full sclentific study and
analysis by the Environmental Science Serv-
ices Administration.

*{3) No public funds of the United States
shall be expended for purposes of making
any study and certificatlon under paragraph
2(B) of this subsection. Such studies shall
be undertaken by or under the direction of
any department or agency of the United
States only upon application of the private
business Interests desirous of receiving such
certifications, and upon payment by such
interests, in advance, to such department or
agency of sums of money sufficlent to cover
all costs of any sclentific studies, tests, and
experiments which are prerequisite to such
certification, and such department or agency
is authorized to recelve and use such sums
for such purposes."

(b) That portion of the table of contents
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 relating
to Title VI is amended by Inserting at the
end thereof the following:

“Sec. 612. Environmental qualifications for
operation of civil supersonic aircraft.”

COMMUNITY AND AIRPORT NOISE
Sec. 3. (a) Section 611 of the Federal Avi-
ation Act of 1958 is amended to read as
follows:
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“CONTROL AND ABATEMENT OF AIRCRAFT NOISE

“Sec. 611, (a) In order to afford present
and future relief and protection to the publie
from unnecessary aircraft noise, the Admin-
istrator of the Federal Aviation Administra~
tion, after consultation with the Secretary
of Transportation, shall prescribe and amend
standards for the measurement of aircraft
noise and sonic boom and shall prescribe and
amend such rules and regulations as he may
find necessary to provide for the control and
abatement of ailrcraft noise and, within the
limitations of section 612 of this title, sonlc
boom, including the application of such
standards, rules and regulations in the issu-
ance, amendment, modificatlon, suspension,
or revocation of any certificate authorized
by this title.

“(b) In prescribing and amending stand-
ards, rules, and regulations under this sec-
tion, the Administrator shall—

‘(1) consider relevant available data re-
lating to aircraft noise and sonic boom, in-
cluding the results of research, development,
testing, and evaluation activities conducted
pursuant to this act and the Department of
Transportation Act;

“(2) consult with such Federal, State, and
interstate agencles as he deems appropriate;

“(3) consider whether any proposed
standard, rule, or regulation is consistent
with the highest degree of safety in air com-
merce or air transportation in the public in-
terest;

“(4) consider whether any proposed stand-
ard, rule, or regulation, proposed for appli-
cation to existing certificated alrcraft and
intended to impose more stringent stand-
ards upon such aircraft, is economically
reasonable, technologically practicable, and
appropriate for the particular type of air-
craft, alrcraft engine, appliance, or certificate
to which it will apply;

*“(6) consider whether any proposed or
existing standard, rule, or regulation, pro-
Posed for application to alrcraft not yet cer-
tificated, would add to airport or community
noise levels, and, if so, shall not issue or shall
withdraw such standard, rule, or regulation,
and

*“(6) consider the extent to which such
standard, rule, or regulation will contribute
to carrying out the purposes of this section
and of section 612 of this title.

“(c) No standard, rule or regulation pre-
scribed or amended under this sectlon shall
permit or contemplate, In any aircraft, air-
craft engine, or appliance not certificated on
the date of enactment of the Sonic Boom and
Stratospherie Pollution Abolition Act, levels
of community or airport noise greater than
the levels of community or airport noise per-
mitted and achieved by the most quiet of
turbine aircraft certificated on or before such
date.

“(d) In any action to amend, modify, sus-
pend or revoke a certificate In which viola-
tion of aircraft nolse, sonic boom, or strato-
spherle pollution prohibition standards, rules
or regulations is at 1ssue, the certificate
holder shall have the same notice and appeal
rights as are contained in section 809, and
in any appeal to the National Transportation
Safety Board, the Board may amend, modify,
or reverse the order of the Administrator if
it finds that control or abatement of air-
craft noise and lawful sonic boom, or pro-
hibition of unlawful sonic boom or strato-
spheric pollution, do not require the afirma-
tion of such order, or that such order is no%
consistent with safety in alr commerce or
air transportation or the policy and purposes
of this section and section 612,

(b) That portion of the table of contents
which relates to section 611 is amended to
read as follows:

“8ec. 611. Control and abatement of air
craft noise.”
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BONIC BOOM AND STRATOSPHERIC POLLUTION
BY MILITARY AIRCRAFT

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Defense shall, be-
fore July 1, 1971, prepare and promulgate
rules and regulations to bring the operations
of military supersonic aircraft of the United
States, and of any foreign military super-
sonie aireraft which may be operating within
the territorial jurisdiction of the United
States as speedily and as closely as is prac-
ticable and consistent with the national de-
fense, within the policy of this Act, to abolish
sonic boom and stratospheric pollution.
REQUIREMENT FOR SPECIFIC AUTHORIZATION

FOR APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT

OF CIVIL SUPERSONIC AIRCRAFT

Sec. 5. Effective for fiscal years beginning
after June 30, 1971, no appropriation shall
be made for any fiscal year for the develop-
ment of any civil supersonic aircraft unless
specifically authorized for such purpose and
for such year by Act of Congress.

S. 4567—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
RELATING TO DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA ELECTION LAW REFORM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, along
with Representative DoN Fraser, of Min-
nesota, who is taking similar action in
the other House, I introduce for appro-
priate reference a bill to amend and re-
form the District of Columbia Election
Act.

Mr. President, this bill is the product
of diligent effort and meticulous study
on the part of the District of Columbia
Democratic Central Committee. I am
proud to place it before the Senate.

The bill complements a series of pro-
posed new rules, regulations, and prac-
tices which were prepared for submission
to the Board of Elections. The sum is a
comprehensive package of reforms aimed
at opening the political processes to all
voters of the District.

We all know that the best method of
encouraging broadened participation in
elections here would be to grant the full
rights of American citizenship, includ-
ing self-government and congressional
representation, to residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Local elections, by themselves, arouse
little interest. Voters usually turn out in
respectable numbers only when the na-
tional presidency is at stake. Response
to intensive voter registration drives have
been disappointing.

We cannot escape the clear connection
between these sad truths and the dis-
graceful fact that Washington citizens
still await the right to choose their local
leaders and national representatives like
people in every other part of the coun-
try. We must continue the struggle to
remedy that sad situation.

This bill, then, aims to make a model
of procedural democracy, at least, where
substantive democracy is still denied.

As chairman of the National Demo-
cratic Party’s Commission on Party

Structure and Delegate Selection, I am
especially interested in the portions of

this bill which fulfill for District voters
the mandate for reform issued by the
1968 Democratic Convention.

The delegates in Chicago declared that
the 1972 convention “shall require,” in
order to give ““all Democratic voters—full
and timely opportunity to participate” in
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nominating candidates, that the unit rule
be eliminated from all stages of the dele-
gate selection process, and that “all feasi-
ble efforts’” be made to assure that “dele-
gates are selected through party primary,
convention, or committee procedures
open to public participation within the
calendar year of the national conven-
tion.”

Official guidelines were adopted in No-
vember of last year, and they were
printed and circulated in the Commis-
sion’s report issued last April. They are
now being implemented throughout the
counrfry. They assure that the 1972 Dem-
ocratic Convention will be the most free,
most open, most unbossed convention in
our national experience.

"I'he procedures through which Dis-
trict of Columbia delegates to national
conventions are chosen has been much
better than most. In 1968, delegates and
alt_ernates_ were elected in a presidential
primary, in which voters could choose
between selecting a single slate or se-
lecting individual members from differ-
ent slates. However, candidates could
not express their presidential preference
on the ballot, and no presidential pref-
erence poll was conducted. They were
bound to no candidate.

This bill establishes a presidential
preference primary for the District, to
be held on the first Tuesday of May of
each presidential election year. Dele-
gates and alternate delegates would be
bound for two convention ballots to sup-
po_rt the presidential candidate who re-
cewgd at least a plurality in the primary.
Their support for specific candidates
would be listed on the ballot.

_ Other provisions relating to the guide-
lines of the Reform Commission include:

Beduction of the voting age to 18. The
guidelines call for allowing and encour-
aging participation in all party affairs
by any Democrat of 18 years of age or
older.

Eliminating of filing fees for all candi-
dates for office. The Commission urged
removal of all costs and fees involved
in the delegate selection process.

Modification of voter registration pro-
cedures including, first, reducing the
residency requirement to 30 days; second
the employment of at least one citizerf
regist‘rar in each precinet; and third
permitting registration at every fire sta-'
tion and police station in the District.
The Commission urged each State par-
!;y to assess the burdens imposed by reg-
istration laws, customs, and practices
and to seek appropriate changes.

Provision for the election of alter-
nates in the same manner as delegates,
as specifically required by the guidelines.

But the Democratic Central Commit-
tee has gone well beyond the steps called
for by the Party Reform Commission. It
has proposed important additional
changes in the District of Columbia elec-
tion laws, aimed at avoiding fraudulent
conduct, at achieving fairness to the
candidates, and at assuring maximum
possible public participation in the elee-
toral process.

The bill includes a specific provision
authorizing referendums and advisory
elections, so that District of Columbia
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voters can express themselves on im-
portant issues affecting their lives.

It would establish a pioneering system
of tax credits for political contributions,
to counteract the dangerous tendency
for Government to become the exclusive
realm of the rich.

It includes campaign financial report-
ing requirements with teeth—including
automatic disqualification of candidates
who willfully fail to comply with the duty
to report prior to election day on con-
tributions and expenditures.

It would restore the right to vote to
felons who have been pardoned or who
have paid the full penalty society exacts
for their offense.

Until the District does achieve self-
government, it would encourage greater
participation in school board elections
by moving them to coincide with presi-
dential elections.

It would allow any candidate or group
of candidates to obtain authorized cre-
dentials for poll watchers, with full op-
portunity to challenge potential fraud
and mistakes.

These and other more detailed pro-
visions of the bill reflect a determina-
tion to make the electoral system work
as effectively as it possibly can. They ex-
press the District of Columbia Demo-
cratic Committee’s clear belief, which I
share, that election laws should be not
barriers to democracy but its servants.

I hope the Congress will move quickly
to write these proposals into law.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a brief summary of the bill,
along with the text of the bill itself, be
printed at this point in the RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 4567) to amend the Dis-
trict of Columbia Election Act, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Mc-
GoverN, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on the
District of Columbia, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 4567

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Staies of
America in Congress assembled, That the
District of Columbia Election Act is amended
as follows:

(1) The first section of such Act Is amended
{A) by inserting “(a)” immediately after
“That”, (B) by striking out in clause (3)
thereof the words “at large”, (C) by strik-
ing out in clause (2) thereof the final “and”,
(D) by redesignating clause (3) as clause (4),
(E) by adding a new clause (3) as follows:

“(3) Alternates to the officials referred to
in clauses (1) and (2) above, where per-
mitted by political party rules; and"”
and, (F) by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(b) Candidates for office participating in
an election of the officials referred to in

clauses (2) and (3), or designated pursuant
to clause (4), of subsection (a) of this sec-
tlon may be elected or designated, as the case
may be, at large or by precinet or ward.”

(2) Paragraph (2) of section 2 of such
Act Is amended to read as follows:

*{2) The term ‘qualified elector’ means a
citizen of the United States (A) who does
not elaim voting residence or right to vote
in any State or territory; and who, for the
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purpose of voting in an election under this
Act, has resided or has been domiciled in
the District continuously since the begin-
ning of the thirty-day period ending on the
day of such election; (B) who is, or will be
on the day of the next election, eighteen
years old; (C) who has never been convicted
of a felony in the United States, or if he has
been so convicted, has been pardoned or is
no longer subject to the jurisdiction of any
court with respect thereto; and, (D) who is
not mentally incompetent as adjudged by
a court of competent jurisdiction.”

(3) Section 5(a) (2) of such Act is amend-
ed by inserting immediately before the semi-
colon a comma and the following: “including
referenda and advisory elections, approved
by majority vote of the City Council, as part
of any regular election".

(4) Section 5 of such Act is amended (1)
by redesignating subsections (b), (¢), and
(d) as subsections (¢), (d), and (e), respec-
tively, and (2) by adding after subsection
(a) the following:

*“{b) (1) The Board shall, on the first Tues-
day in May of each presidential election year,
conduct a presidential preference primary
election within the District of Columbia in
which voters therein may express their pref-
erence for candidates of each political party
of the District of Columbia for nomination
for President.

*(2) No person shall participate as a candi-
date in such primary unless there shall have
been filed with the Board a petition on behalf
of his candlidacy signed by at least 1,000 citi-
zens of the District of Columbia who are
registered under section 7 of this Act, and of
the same political party as the nominee.

*(3) Whenever the Board shall recelve a
petition which appears to qualify the name
of a candidate for President, it shall forth-
with in writing notify the prospective candl-
date of such petition and shall advise him
that, unless, within ten days after receipt
of such notice, he requests the Board to with-
draw his name from the ballot, his name shall
appear on the ballot of his party in such
presidential preference primary.

“(4) No voter in any such primary election
may cast a ballot for more than one candi-
date for nomination for President.

“5. The Board shall ascertain and announce
the number of votes cast in such primary
elections within the District of Columbia
for each candidate of each political party for
nomination for President.

“(6) The delegates and alternate delegates,
of each political party within the District
of Columbia to the national convention of
that party convened for the nomination of
the candidate of that political party for
President, elected in accordance with this
Act, shall, on the first and second ballots
cast at that convention for nominees for
President, be obligated to vote for the can-
didate for nomination who received at least
a plurality of the votes cast in such presi-
dential preference primary for all such can-
didates of that party for President, but on
subsequent ballots so cast each such dele-
gate shall be free to cast his ballots in his
discretion without restriction.

“(7) The Board shall by regulation specify
the time within which the petitions referred
to in clause (2) of this subsection shall be
filed, and such other detalls necessary and
proper to effectuate the purposes and pro-
visions of this subsection.”

(56) Subsection (d) of sectlon 7 of such
Act is amended by adding after clause (2)
the following:

“(3) The Board shall employ at least one
citizen as registrar in each precinct who shall
be pald a reasonable amount, established by
the Board, per voter registered.

“(4) Registration shall be permitted in
every police and fire station within the Dis-
trict of Columbia.™

(6) Subsection (a) of section 8 of such
Act 1s amended (A) by striking out “and
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(2)," and inserting in lleu thereof *, (2),
and (3)”, and (B) by striking clause (4) and
inserting in lleu thereof “clause (3)".

(7) Subsection (b) of section 8 of such
Act is amended by striking out “three-year™
and inserting in lleu thereof “ninety-day”.

(8) Subsection (c) of section 8 is amended
by (A) amending clause (1) to read:

“(1) to vote, in any election of officials
referred to in clauses (1), (2) and (3) of the
first section of this Act and of officlals desig-
nated pursuant to clause (4) of such sec-
tion, separately or by slates, for the candi-
dates duly qualified and nominated under
subsections (a) and (b) of this section, for
election to each such office, group of offices, or
all offices by such party’”; (B) by redesig-
nating clause (2) as clause (3); and, (C) by
adding after clause (1) the following:

“(2) to be informed by appropriate des-
ignation on the ballot which candidates are
running together and which candidate, if
any, in the presidential preference primary
election they support; and”.

{9) Subsectlon (i) of section 8 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

“(0) Each candidate in a general election
for members of the Board of Education shall
be nominated for such office by a petition
(A) filed with the Board not later than forty-
five days before the date of such general
election; and (B) signed by at least two hun-
dred and fifty persons who are duly registered
under section 7 of this Act in the ward from
which the candidate seeks election, or in the
case of a candidate running at large, signed
by at least fifty persons in each ward of the
District who are duly registered In such
ward, and such additional number of per-
sons duly registered under section 7 of this
Act, without regard to ward, as may be nec-
essary for such petition to contain not less
than one thousand persons. A nominating
petition for a candidate in a general election
for members of the Board of Education may
not be circulated for signatures before the
ninety-ninth day preceding the date of such
election and may not be filed with the Board
before the seventieth day preceding such
date. The Board may prescribe rules with
respect to the preparation and presentation
of nominating petitions. In a general elec-
tion for members of the Board of Education,
the Board shall arrange the ballots in each
ward to enable a voter registered In that
ward to vote for any one candidate duly nom-
inated to be elected to such office from such
ward, and to vote for as many candidates
duly nominated for election at large to such
office as there are Board of Education mem-
bers to be elected at large in such election.”

(10) Section 9(c) 15 amended to read as
follows:

“Any candidate or group of candidates
may, not less than two weeks prior to such
election, petitlon the Board for credentlals
authorizing watchers at one or more polling
places and at the place where the vote is
counted for the next election during voting
hours and until the count has been com-
pleted. The Board shall formulate rules and
regulations not inconsistent with this Act
to prescribe the form of watchers' credentials,
to govern the conduct of such watchers, and,
if necessary to prevent the conduct of such
election from being unreasonably obstructed,
to limit the number of watchers. SBuch rules
and regulations should provide fair oppor-
tunity for watchers for all candidates or
groups of candidates to challenge prospec-
tive voters whom the watchers believe to be
ungualified to vote, to challenge mistakes in
the vote count, and otherwise to observe the
conduct of the election at the polling places
and the counting of votes.

(11) Section 10(a)(1) of this Act is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) (1) The elections of the officials re-
ferred to In clauses (1), (2), and (3) of the
first section and of officlals designated pur-
suant to clause (4) of such section and the
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primary under section 5(b) of this Act shall
be held on the first Tuesday in May of each
presidential election year.”

(12) Section 10(a)(7) (A) of such Act is
amended by deleting "a majority” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “at least forty per-
centum”.

(13) Section 11(a) of such Act is amended
by inserting immediately before the last
sentence thereof, the following new sentence:
“In no case, however, shall the petitioner be
required to pay the cost of any recount in
any such election if the difference in the
number of votes recelved by the petitioner
in connection with any office and the number
of votes received by the person certified as
having been elected to that office 15 either
less than two per centum, or one hundred
votes.,”

(14) Section 13(b) is amended by striking
“or” immediately before “delegate” and In-
serting “or alternate,” Iimmediately after
“delegate.”

(15) Section 13(d) is amended by striking
“or” immedlately before “delegate” and in-
serting “, or alternate” immedlately after
“delegate”.

(16) Subsection (e) of section 13 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

“{e) (1) In any election held in the District
of Columbia with respect to any office re-
ferred to in the first section of thls Act or
with respect to a primary under section 5(b)
of this Act, each candidate for election, and
the treasurer of each independent or party
committee, shall file with the Board of Elec-
tions, not less than three nor more than
five days before, and also within thirty days
after, the date on which such primary or gen-
eral election is to be held, an itemized state-
ment, complete as of the day next preceding
the date of filing, setting forth—

“(A) a correct and itemized account of
each contribution recelved by such candidate
or committee, or by any person for such
candldate or committee with his or its knowl~
edge or consent, from any source, for use in
connection with such election, together with
the name of the actual contributor;

“(B) a correct and Itemized account of
each expenditure made by such candidate or
committee or by any person for such candi-
date or committee, with his or its knowledge
or consent, in connection with such election,
together with the name and address of the
person to whom such expenditure was made,
the date of such expenditure, and the pur-
pose for which it was made; and

“(C) a correct and itemized account of any
unpald debts and obligations incurred by
such candidate or committee with respect to
such election, and the balance, if any, of
such contributions remalning in the candi-
date or committee’s hands.

“(2) A statement required by this subsec-
tion to be filed by a candlidate or the treas-
urer of an independent or party committee
shall be signed by the candidate or the treas-
urer of such committee, as the case may be,
and shall be verified by the oath or affirma-
tion of the person filing such statement,
taken before any officer authorized to admin-
ister oaths. Such statement shall be deemed
properly filled when deposited at the Board
of Elections within the prescribed time. Such
statement shall be preserved by the Board of
Elections for a period of two years from the
date of filing, shall constitute a part of the
public records of such Board, and shall be
open to public inspection.

“(3) In any case In which a candidate wil-
fully fails to timely file a statement required
under this section to be filed prior to such
election, the Board of Elections shall imme-
diately disqualify such candidate from par-
ticipating therein as a candidate and his
nomination shall be deemed withdrawn. No
candidate for electlon to any such office or
participation in such primary shall be cer-
tifled as having been elected to that office,
or as & winner of any primary held pursuant
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to section 5(b) until all statements required
to be filed by such candidate pursuant to this
section have been filed. Any candidate or
other person who willfully violates this sec-
tion shall be subject to imprisonment for
thirty days or a fine of five thousand dollars
or both.”

Sec. 2. Title VI of article I of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Income and Franchise Tax
Act of 1947 (D.C. Code, secs. 47-1567-47—
1567e) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new section:

“Spc. 7. (a) Credit for Campalgn Con-
tributions.—For the purpose of encouraging
residents of the District to participate in the
election process in the District, there shall
be allowed to an individual a credit against
the tax (if any) imposed by this article in
an amount equal to 50 per centum of any
campaign contribution made to any can-
didate for election to any office referred to
in the first section of the District of Co-
lumbia Election Act, but in no event shall
such credit exceed the amount of twenty
dollars.

“(b) If the amount of credit allowed an
individual by subsection (a) for a taxable
year exceeds the amount of tax (computed
without regard to such subsection but after
allowance of any other credit allowable un-
der this article on such individual for such
taxable year, a refund shall be allowed such
individual to the extent that such credit ex-
ceeds the amount of such tax,

“(e¢) (1) A husband and wife filing sep-
arate returns for a taxable year for which a
joint return could have been made by them
may claim between them only the total
credit (or refund) to which they would
have been entitled under this section had
a joint return been filed.

“(2) No individual for whom a personal
exemption was allowed on another individ-
ual's return shall be entitled to a credit (or
refund) under this section.”.

(b) The table of contents of such article
is amended by adding at the end of the part
of such table relating to title VI the follow-
ing: “Sec. 7. Credit for campaign contribu-
tions.".

Sec. 3. Paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) of
subsection (c) of section 2 of the Act en-
titled “An Act to fix and regulate the salarles
of teachers, school cfficers, and other em-
ployees of the board of education of the
Distrlet of Columbia”, approved June 20,
1908 (D.C. Code, sec. 31-101 (c)), are
amended to read as follows:

“{1) Each member of the Board of Ed-
ucation elected from a ward shall at the
time of his nomination (A) be a qualified
elector (as that term is defined in section 2
of the District of Columbia Election Act) in
the school election ward from which he
seeks election, (B) have, for the ninety-day
period immediately preceding his nomina-
tion, resided in the school election ward
from which he is nominated, and (C) have,
during the ninety-day period next preceding
his nomination, been an actual resident of
the District of Columbia and have during
such period claimed residence nowhere else.
A member shall forfelt his office upon fail-
ure to maintain the gualifications required
by this paragraph.

*(2) Each member of the Board of Educa-
tion elected at large shall at the time of his
nomination (A) be a qualified elector (as
that term is defined In section 2 of the
District of Columbia Election Act) in the
District of Columbia, and (b) have, during
the ninety-day period next preceding his
nomination, been an actual resident of the
District of Columbia and have during such
period claimed residence nowhere else. A
member shall forfeit his office upon failure
to maintain the qualifications required by
this paragraph.

“(3) No Individual may hold the office of
member of the Board of Education and (A)
hold another elective office other than dele-
gate or alternate delegate to a convention
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of a political party nominating candidates
for President and Vice President of the
United States, or (B) also be an officer or
employee of the District of Columbia gov-
ernment or of the Board of Education. A
member will forfeit his office upon faflure
to maintain the qualification required by
this paragraph.”.

BEc. 4. (a) Sectlon 10 (a) (3) of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Election Act is amended
by deleting “odd-numbered” and inserting
in lleu thereof “even-numbered”,

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 2 of the Act entitled “An Act to fix
and regulate the salaries of teachers school
officers, and other employees of the board
of education of the District of Columbia”,
approved June 20, 1906 (D.C. Code, sec 81—
101), the term of office of each member of
the District of Columbia Board of Educa-
tlon holding such office on the date of the
enactment of this Act is hereby extended by
one year.

Sec. 5. The provisions of this Act and the
amendments made thereby shall take effect
as of January 1, 1971.

The summary, presented by Mr. Mc-
GOVERN, is as follows:

SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS, AMENDMENTS TO
DisTRICT OF CoLumBiA ELEcTiON LAwS
SPONSORED BY SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN
AND CONGRESSMAN DoN FrASER

1. ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE AND HOLD OFFICE,

REGISTRATION

Voting age would be reduced to 18. This
provision would automatically lower to 18
the minimum age requirement for holding
political party or school board offices.

The residency requirement to vote would
be reduced to 30 days. Residency for mem-
bership on the School Board would be 90
days.

While members of the Board of Education
would not be allowed to hold other elective
or appointive D.C. office, candidates for the
Board could hold such other office and would
not be required to resign until elected.

Convicted felons who have either been par-
doned or pald the full penalty for their
crime would be eligible to vote.

The Board of Elections would be required
to employ at least one registrar in each pre-
cinet, and to permit voter registration at all
police and fire statlons in the District
throughout the year.

II. NOMINATIONS

Filing fees for candidates for office in the
District of Columbia would be abolished.

Nominating petitions for Board of Educa-
tlon candlidates running at large in the Dis-
trict would be required to include a mini-
mum of 60 signatures per ward (instead of
the present 125) among the 1,000 signature
total.

III. PARTY PRIMARIES

The Board of Elections would conduct &
presidential preference primary on the first
Tuesday of May of each presidential election
year. Nominating petitions would be required
to include at least 1,000 slgnatures of elec-
tors of the same political party as the nomi-
nee, who would then be listed on the baliot
unless he withdrew within ten days after
being notified that petitions had been filed.

Election of party officers would take place
on the same day. Parties would be allowed to
elect delegates, alternate delegates, central
committee members and other party officials
from precinets or wards instead of at large.

Delegates and alternate delegates to na-
tional nominating conventions would be
elected In the same fashion. The ballot would
include specification of the presidential can-
didate they support, if any, and would list
delegates and alternates by slates.

Delegates and alternates would be bound
for at least two convention ballots, or until
released, to support the candidate who re-
celved at least a plurality of the vote in the
primary.
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IV. CAMPAIGN FINANCING

The District of Columbia tax laws would
be amended to provide a 50 percent tax credit
of up to $20 for contributions to candidates
for office in the District.

Candidates for office In the District would
be required to file with the Board of Elec-
tlons, both between three and flve days be-
fore and within thirty days after the elec-
tion, a list of all financial contributions re-
celved by them or by committees on their
behalf, all campaign-related expenditures
and their purpose, all unpald debts and obli-
gations, and the amount of contributed
funds remaining unexpended. Fallure to file
prior to the election would automatically
disqualify the candidate, and no winning
candidate could be certified until all state-
ments were filed. Willful violation would sub-
Ject the offender to imprisonment for up to
thirty days and /or a fine of up to five thou-
sand dollars.

V. VOTE COUNT

In elections for the Board of Education,
runoffs would be held only if no candidate
recelved at least 40 percent of the total vote.

Candidates would be entitled to a recount
without charge to them if the margin were
less than 2 percent of the total vote or less
than 100 votes.

Candidates or groups of candidates would
be allowed to obtain authorized credentials
to witness the voting and vote count, with
full opportunity to challenge potential fraud
and mistakes,

VI. REFERENDA AND ADVISORY ELECTIONS

The Board of Elections would be specifi-
cally authorized to hold referenda and ad-
visory elections as part of any regular elec-
tion.

VII. DATES OF ELECTIONS

School Board elections would be held in
even numbered years as part of presidential
and delegate elections, Terms of present
Board members would, accordingly, be ex-
tended one year.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS
OF A BILL
8. 3354

At the request of the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JAckson), the Senator
from Colorado (Mr. ArLrLoTT), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. ANDERSON), the
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BisLe), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
and the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
JORDAN) were added as cosponsors of S.
3354, to amend the Water Resources
Planning Act (79 Stat. 244) to establish

& national land use policy.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
86—SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE
NECESSITY FOR INTERNATIONAL
COOPERATION AND UNITED NA-
TIONS CONSIDERATION OF THE

CONSEQUENCES, ENVIRONMEN-
TAL AND OTHERWISE, OF THE
OPERATION OF CIVIL SUPERSONIC
AIRCRAFT IN INTERNATIONAL
COMMERCE

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I submit,
for appropriate reference, a Senate con-
current resolution on the necessity for
international cooperation and United
Nations consideration of the conse-
aquences, environmental and otherwise,
of operation of civil supersonic aireraft
in international commerce. I ask unani-
mous consent that the concurrent reso-
lution be printed in the REcorb.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr., MeTtcaLF). The concurrent
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred; and, without objection,
the concurrent resolution will be printed
in the REcoORD.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 86), which reads as follows, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

8. Con. REs. 86

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
many of the international air carriers of the
world are actively planning the purchase of
civil supersonic aircraft which will regularly
operate In International commerce at strat-
ospheric levels and supersonic speeds; and

Whereas it 1s recognized by Congress that
the operation of civil supersonic aircraft in
international commerce will inject into the
stratosphere quantities of water vapor, sul-
fur dioxide, hydrocarbons, and other soild
or gaseous substances which may compro-
mise the stability and integrity of the strat-
osphere and have a deleterious effect upon
the earth’s climate; and

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
the operation of civil supersonic alrcraft
produces the phenomenon of sonic booms, &
continuous series of short, sharp shock waves
at the surface of the earth beneath the air-
craft's flight path, which may have serious
detrimental effects upon the human and
animal populations and the ecology of the
area of the earth subjected to continuous
repetition of sonic booms; and

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
the operation of clvil supersonic aircraft
would produce increased levels of noise in
areas adjacent to points of landing and take-
off; and

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
the full nature and extent of the environ-
mental impact and the ecological conse-
quences which may result from the opera-
tion of civil supersonic aircraft in Iinter-
national commerce are unresolved; and

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
the environmental Impact and ecological
consequences which may result from the
operation of civil supersonic aircraft in inter-
national commerce are of a global dimen-
sion; and

Whereas it is recognized by Congress that
the preservation and improvement of na-
tional and global environmental quality are
of the highest order of pricrity and neces-
sity: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that all issues pertaining to
the operation of clvil supersonic aircraft in
international commerce be presented to the
United Natlons for the attention and con-
sideration of the General Assembly, and that
the subject of the environmental impaect and
ecological consequences of the operation of
civil supersonic aircraft in international
agenda of the United Nations Conference on
commerce be presented for inclusion on the
Environment to be held in Sweden in 1972.

THE GLOBAL IMPACT OF THE SST

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, last
Thursday the Senate made a historic
decision to terminate the development of
a commercial supersonic transport. The
decisive factor was the environmental
issue.

No comparable or even similar political
decision of such magnitude has ever been
made by this country, or any other. It
was a dramatic act that stopped a major
ongoing program in the face of claims
and unfounded assertions that our inter-
national prestige was at stake; that our
worldwide leadership would be lost; that
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our balance-of-payments position would
be damaged; that jobs would be wiped
out and some kind of crippling techno-
logical malaise would surely overtake the
country—all arguments that prevailed in
the past somehow fell short this time.

Was that vote just an empty gesture, a
temporary political aberration, or did it
really mean something? I think it meant
something, and those who doubt it have
misjudged the momentum and political
power of the environmental cause.

While I doubt the vote proves that the
Congress yet appreciates in full measure
the political force of the issue, it is pretty
clear that the voice of protest is finally
being heard on Capitol Hill.

Now that the vote is over, the world-
wide ripples and reverberations have
just begun. What does it mean and where
do we go from here?

It means, I think, that the environ-
mental issue has reached political ma-
turity and henceforth, technological de-
velopment will have to stand the en-
vironmental test. Perhaps we have
reached that stage of wisdom and ma-
turity where we can decide that we do not
have to do everything that is technolog-
ically possible, or prestigious, or profita-
ble despite the consequences.

The proponent arguments on prestige,
progress, technological leadership, jobs
and balance of payments are fallacious at
best. That is why the documentation of
their case is so meager.

We have already made too many colos-
sal blunders in the name of prestige and
progress. Our technology has too often
been exploited to solve problems that do
not need to be solved and create products
that nobody requires. Automobile style
changes at an annual cost of $1.5 billion is
just one example among many. That is
a privately imposed tax and social cost
that no country can afford.

The President argues, without docu-
mentation, that the SST decision will
export 150,000 jobs in the next two dec-
ades. He fails to mention that the same
amount of money would build a million
and a half homes for people who desper-
ately need them. Neither does he mention
that there is a whole generation of 747
jets to be built and put into service by
employees of the industry.

While the proponents argue the ques-
tion of jobs, it should be noted that with
50 many unmet social needs in the coun-
try—from housing to mass transporta-
tion—we would have a labor shortage if
only we would address ourselves to their
solution.

The final argument they make is that,
after all, it is going to be built and flown
anyway and we cannot afford to be out
of the competition. The answer to that
is that if we deny the use of our air-
fields to any SST, then it is not economi-
cally feasible for other countries to build
a fleet either.

The economic feasibility of the SST is
hizhly questionable at best. Without the
United States, the world's single most
important market, it cannot be a success-
ful economic enterprise.

Our decision was made because of the
grave global environmental implications.
A large fleet of SST's would introduce
water vapor and exhaust pollutants into
the fragile, stable stratosphere. Repu-
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table scientists calculate that 550 SST's
would increase total stratospheric water
vapor by 10 percent and as much as 60
percent in heavily traveled portions of
the Northern Hemisphere.

What effect this and chemical pollu-
tants will have, nobody knows. Secien-
tists raise the possibility, however, that
the pollutants may change the tempera-
ture on the surface of the planet. This,
quite obviously, is a massive gamble we
have no moral right to take.

The whole issue of the sonic boom re-
mains unresolved with little prospect
that it will be. This alone is sufficient
cause to halt development.

The SST, traveling 1,500 miles per
hour, trails a shattering continuous sonic
boom of 2.5 to 3.5 pounds per square foot
over an area 50 miles wide. Put another
way, each acre of land and water along
the way will be subjected to 130,000
pounds of sonic boom.

It is already agreed that such pressure
is intolerable to humans and animals
alike, Thus, supersonic overland flights
will have to be barred, substantially re-
ducing the SST"s usefulness, since speed
is its only virtue.

That leaves only over-ocean flights.
The ocean, itself, is a great living body
composed of innumerable fragile, intri-
cate, interdependent life systems. If vast
areas of the ocean are blasted hourly
with 130,000 pounds of sonic boom per
acre, no one can predict the consequences.
But it would be a foolhardy enterprise
to launch without many years of study
in advance.

Any rational, scientific approach would
have to start with the assumption that
this massive environmental intrusion is
likely to be disastrous. This is a moral
question of global proportions that con-
cerns the status of all living creatures.
not just human beings alone.

As one of the two so-called world super-
powers, we have the burden of responsible
leadership.

We have decided not to build the SST
because of worldwide environmental con-
siderations. Certainly, we have the obli-
gation to do everything we legitimately
can within our sphere of influence to pre-
vent a global experiment that may ad-
versely affect us all.

No single country has political juris-
dietion or control over the oceans or the
stratosphere, nor even a significant part
of either. Whose responsibility is it then?

Since we share the world environment
together, we must share the responsibil-
ity of its protection also. If none of us
assumes this responsibility, then we will
surely experience the world environ-
ment’s destruction together.

Therefore, I shall introduce legislation
today that will prohibit flights of com-
mercial supersonic aircraft within the
territorial limits of the United States
and, at the same time, a resolution rec-
ommending that this issue be put on the
agenda of the 1972 United Nations Con-
ference on the Environment in Stock-
holm, which is a year and a half away.

The same logic that caused the Senate
to vote down the SST should certainly
compel us to pass legislation prohibit-
ing its flights in this country.

This legislation is not in any way dis-
criminatory. It applies the same law to
us that it does to all other countries.
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This legislation could save us all from
a vast, unnecessary misallocation of re-
sources to an enterprise the world could
do better without, even if it worked.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF
SENATORS

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS FOR DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA COURTS

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the District
of Columbia, I have filed today the nom-
ination of Mr. Gerard D. Reilly for
associate judge of the District of Colum-
bia Court of Appeals with the recom-
mendation that the nomination be
confirmed.

I also must report that the committee,
by a vote of 5 to 2, has rejected the nom-
inations of Mr. Hubert B. Pair and J.
Walter Yeagley to the same court.

BACHKGROUND

These nominations were to fill three
new judgeships on the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals. These judge-
ships, plus many of the new judgeships
recently filled on the District of Colum-
bia General Sessions bench, were created
by the District of Columbia Court Reform
and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970,
which passed the Senate on Septem-
ber 18, 1969, passed the House on
March 19, and finally approved after con-
ference on July 23, 1970.

On September 23, 1970, the President
sent the Senate 18 nominations to fill
these new judgeships.

On October 5, on behalf of the com-
mittee, I announced that a hearing
would be held on October 9 on “10 and
perhaps more of the nominees.” At that
time I also said:

I regret that we cannot consider all nom-
inations immediately. None, however, were
submitted to the committee until 12 days
ago and many have not yet been considered
and reported upon by the District of Colum-
bia Bar Association. In fairness to those
nominees, we will want to assure adequate
time to the Bar Association and other in-
terested groups to prepare their reports,

In any case, I anticipate that the commit-
tee will be able to consider and pass upon

all of the nominees within the very near
future.

On October 6, the Attorney General,
in a public letter addressed to me, asked
that all the nominations be considered
before the election recess. Acceding to
his request, the committee postponed its
hearing from October 9 to October 12,
to permit the processing of the remain-
der of the nominations.

On October 12 the committee heard
all 18 nominations and reported in ex-
ecutive session later the same day the
15 trial court nominees. Acting upon my
motion, the Senate confirmed all 15 nom-
inations that same day.

Regarding the Court of Appeals nomi-
nees, the Committee unanimously re-
solved as follows:

Consideration of nominations of three
judges to the Distriet of Columbia Court of
Appeals will be delayed pending submission
of material requested during the committee
hearing this morning:

1. Clarification by the American Bar As-
soclatlon of just what the age standards of
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the ABA are, how they are arrived at, and
how they were applied in the instances of
the three appellate nominees.

2. Personal Data Questionnaires sub-
mitted by the nominees to the Department
of Justice.

3. A list in writing of at least ten cases
that the nominees have personally both
briefed and argued before state supreme
courts, the several U.S. courts of appeals,
or the U.S. Supreme Court.

On Tuesday, October 13, Mr. Richard
Kleindienst, Deputy Attorney General,
asked me, through a phone call to the
committee staff director, to secure Sen-
ate confirmation of the Appeals Court
nominations prior to the congressional
recess the next day. The staff director
informed the Deputy Attorney General
of the committee’s resolution of the day
before and told him that one of the
nominees had not yet complied with it,
but said he was sure the chairman would
appreciate his call and take it under
advisement.

The committee staff thereafter ascer-
tained no quorum of the committee
would be in the city prior to the recess.

No further communication was or has
been received by the committee from the
administration regarding these nominees.

On October 24, in connection with a
political appearance in Dundalk, Md.—
White House press release datelined
Dundalk, see appendix I hereto—the
President announced recess appoint-
ments for all three nominees. All three
have since been sworn in as judges.

THE NOMINATION OF GERARD D, REILLY

The committee recommends confir-
mation of the nomination of Gerard D.
Reilly because he posses the qualifica-
tions necessary to execute the responsi-
bilities of a judge of the District of
Columbia Court of Appeals. Mr. Reilly
is considered “well qualified” by both the
committee and the American Bar As-
sociation Standing Committee on the
Federal Judiciary.

In recommending the confirmation of
Mr. Reilly’s nomination, the committee
was not unmindful that, under the
mandatory retirement-at-70 provision
of the District of Columbia court reform
bill, Mr. Reilly will be able to serve only
6 years of the 15-year term to which he
has been appointed. However, the com-
mittee also took into account that Mr.
Reilly’s high qualifications merit him the
“well qualified” standard which, under
the practice of both the Senate and the
American Bar Association, would permit
the confirmation of his nomination de-
spite the questions of shortened service
raised by his age.

THE NOMINATION OF MR, HUBERT B. PAIR AND
MR. J. WALTER YEAGLEY

The committee voted 4 to 2 against
reporting the mnominations of Mr.
Hubert B. Pair and Mr. Walter Yeagley,
because, in the view of the committee
they do not possess the high qualifica-
tions which overcome the fact that
neither Mr. Pair, at 6615, or Mr. Yeagley,
at 615, can serve a substantial part of
the 15-year term for which they have
been nominated.

To both Mr. Pair and Mr. Yeagley the
American Bar Association has assigned
the rating “qualified,” the minimum
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qualification the ABA, the Senate, and
the present and previous administra-
tions have heretofore considered neces-
sary for any Federal judicial nominee.
The ABA, the Senate and the adminis-
tration have traditionally required that
anyone who is 60 or over should be at
least “well qualified” to be considered for
the bench, unless he is already on the
bench, and no one who is 64 or over
should be nominated for the bench for
the first time.

The committee’s research indicates
that only 27 of the nearly 500 presently
sitting Federal judges were over 60 at the
time of their initial nomination and that
none were more than 65. Each of these
judges who were over 60 at the time of
their appointments appears to have had
high qualifications traditionally sought
in judicial nominees appointed for the
first time after the age of 60.

The committee believes that no age
standard should be arbitrarily applied.
In the case of extraordinarily well-quali-
fied nominees, such as Mr. Reilly, excep-
tions may be made to the age standards
the Senate has traditionally observed.
Qualifications and ability to serve the
term to which the nominee is appointed,
not age itself, should be the basic con-
siderations.

In the case of these Court of Appeals
nominations, the committee, which itself
wrote the basic statutes authorizing these
appointments, believes the ability to
serve out the full term prescribed by law
is an extraordinarily important qualifi-
cation.

Unfortunately, none of these nominees will
be able to serve the full 15-year term Con-
gress has prescribed for these judgeships. In
fact, Mr. Pair and Mr. Yeagley together would
be able to serve an aggregate of less than
on full term. The inability of these nom-
inees to serve a substantial portion of the
terms Congress has specified for their office
made their rejections for that office in-
evitable.

Under the Court Reform Act, the D.C.
Court of Appeals will for the first time have
jurisdiction over felony cases, including
those involving the death sentence, and over
civil cases of unlimited jurisdiction. Here-
tofore that court has had jurisdiction only
over misdemeanors and civil matters of less
than $10,000. This is a revolutionary and
vital shift of jurisdiction phased over a
period of nearly four years. The committee
belleves that the ability of every nominee
to the court to serve a substantial period of
time during and after this precedent-making
jurisdictional transition should be an In-
dispensable qualification for confirmation.

The D.C. Court Reform Act created the
vacancies now in question. It also provided a
three-phase transfer of jurisdiction from
the Federal District Court in the District to
the new Superior Court created by that act.
Under the act, appeals from the new Su-
perior Court will be finally reviewed by the
D.C. Court of Appeals, not the U.S. Court of
Appeals as at present. The last phase of
the jurisdictional transfer under the act
will occur on August 1, 1973. Thus, 1n August
and September, 1973, civil matters in excess
of 850,000 and probate matters will be con-
sidered by the Superior Court for the very
first time. Appeals from those Superior Court
decisions, taking into account the present
trial time and foreseeable improvements In
it, will not reach the D.C. Court of Appeals
for the first time until the early summer of
1974, about two months after Mr. Palr would
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have to leave the court under the mandatory
retirement provisions of the law.

I should also note that, while I favor
and have advocated mandatory retire-
ment at age 70 for Federal judges, the
mandatory retirement provision of the
court reform bill was originated by
the administration. It is the President’'s
proposal which would require his nom-
inees to retire when the work of the new
Court of Appeals is barely begun.

The District of Columbia Court Reform
Act is the most significant revision of the
jurisdictional process in the District of
Columbia in the history of our Nation.
The new Court of Appeals has consciously
been charged under the Court Reform
Act with the authority to rewrite civil
and criminal jurisprudence of the Dis-
trict. It will make the court rules for the
new Superior Court. It will indelibly
affect the practice and the substance of
the law in the District of Columbia for a
generation to come.

Under the circumstances Congress
had a right to believe that the judges
nominated to execute this extraordinary
responsibility would be of the highest
possible caliber, possessing credentials at
least as significant as Mr. Reilly’'s. In
setting a 15-year term for these judge-
ships, Congress expected that nominees
to these judgeships would be able to
serve that term, except in the most com-
pelling circumstances.

This expectation was unfortuately
dashed by the administration. What we
received were nominees unable to serve
the whole of their terms during this vital
transition period. We were sent two nom-
inees who possess only the minimum
qualifications that the Senate, the Amer-
ican Bar Association, and each adminis-
tration have historically required to
ascend the bench. In fact, under these
same standards these two nominees
would be ineligible for appointment to
the Federal bench.

The committee has executed its re-
sponsibilities in this case with much re-
gret. These nominations were ill con-
sidered and handled in the most crudely
political fashion by the administration.
The nominees the committee has had to
reject are men who have labored long in
the vineyard of the Federal service. They
deserve better treatment by the President
than to be nominated to an office for
which it was virtually certain their nomi-
nations could not be confirmed.

I would have preferred to confirm these
nominations. Having spent more time
on the court reform bill which created
these vacancies than any other Member
of Congress, I have an extraordinary in-
terest in seeing the new court system get
off to a fast and effective start. But it is
precisely my interest in the court being
effective and my constitutional obliga-
tion to assure that nominations to that
court are qualified that compelled my
vote against two of these nominations.

I hope the President will submit new
names for these positions as promptly
as possible, so that the court of appeals
will be populated by judges of indisputa-
ble qualifications who can serve most or
all of the 15-year term Congress and the
President have agreed is appropriate of
that office.
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I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a statement by the
President on October 24, 1970, announc-
ing the recess appointment of three
judges to the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals.

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

DisTrICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APFEALS

When the Congress recessed on October 14,
the Senate District of Columbia Committee
left unfinished a matter of extreme urgency.
The Committee failed to recommend con-
firmation of my nominations of three new
judges to the District of Columbia Court of
Appeals.

Since the fair administration of justice in
our Nation’s Capital urgently requires better
handling of the enormous workload con-
fronting the courts, I am today anno
the recess appointments of those three
Judges.

They are: Hubert Pair, a distinguished at-
torney, Walter Yeagley, an Assistant U.S. At~
torney General who has served in that ca-
pacity under four Presidents, and Gerard
Reilly, a distinguished attorney and former
member of the National Labor Relations
Board.

These three outstanding nominees have
received the approval of the American Bar As-
soclation, the District of Columbia Bar Asso-
ciation, and the Federal Bar Association. It
is not clear just why the District of Colum-
bia Committee under the Chairmanship of
Senator Tydings falled to act on these nomi-
natlons. I understand that there has been
some objection on pclitical grounds, but I
believe that the unquestioned qualifications
of these men should override consideration of
politics. I have also heard that the chairman
of the District of Columbia Committee ob-
jects to these nominees because they are
more than 60 years old. Certainly the great
contributions of American jurists after the
age of 60 is sufficient evidence to counter that
criticism. More than ever today we need ma-
ture and experienced judgments in our
courts.

As I make these recess appointments, I
am confildent that the United States Senate,
when it reconvenes next month, will vote to
confirm these distinguished judges.

Nore: The statement was released at Dun-
dalk, Md.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I want to
make clear my position in regard to the
nomination of Mr. Gerard D. Reilly to
be an Associate Judge of the District
of Columbia Court of Appeals which has
been filed with the Senate today, and in
regard to the nominations of Mr. Hubert
B. Pair and J. Walter Yeagley to the
same court which were rejected by the
Committee on the District of Columbia
on December 2, 1970,

These nominations were to fill three
new judgeships on the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals which were cre-
ated by the Distriet of Columbia Court
Reform and Criminal Procedure Act of
1970 which became law earlier this year.
In addition, this act created 15 new
judgeships on the District of Columbia
general sessions court. Nominations to
these 15 judgeships were reported by the
Committee on the District of Columbia
and approved by the Senate on Octo-
ber 12, 1970.

On this date the committee announced
that the consideration of the nomina-
tions to the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals would be held up pending fur-
ther information in regard to the Amer-
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ican Bar Association’s age standards, the
personal data questionnaires submitted
to the Justice Department, and a list of
at least 10 cases that the nominees have
briefed and argued at the appellate level.
This information was not obtained by
the committee prior to the start of the
election recess on October 14, 1970. On
October 24, 1970 these three nominees
received recess appointments to the
court of appeals, and at this time all
three have been sworn in and are sitting
as judges.

On December 2, 1970, the Committee
on the District of Columbia met in ex-
ecutive session to consider these nomi-
nations. At that meeting the committee
recommended the confirmation of the
nomination of Gerald D. Reilly and re-
jected the nomination of Mr. Hubert B.
Pair and Mr. J. Walter Yeagley, I voted
against the confirmation of the nomina-
tions of all three of these nominees.

The District of Columbia Court Re-
form and Criminal Procedure Act of 1970
expanded greatly the jurisdiction of the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals.
For example, the Court of Appeals will
have for the first time jurisdiction over
felony cases, the $10,000 limit in eivil
matters has been removed, and the Court
of Appeals will make the court rules for
the new Superior Court. The transfer of
jurisdiction has been spread over a period
of 4 years, and this period will be critical
to development of the law and the judicial
system of the District.

The Court Reform Act provides for
terms of 15 years for Court of Appeals
judges and provides for mandatory re-
tirement at age 70.

All three of the nominees are over 60
years of age: Mr, Pair, 661%; Mr. Reilly,
64; Mr. Yeagley, 611%. Thus, under the
provisions of the act none of the three
nominees to the Court of Appeals will be
able to serve out their 15-year terms and
two of the nominee will barely be able
to serve out the period of the transfer
of jurisdiction to the Court of Appeals. I
believe that it is vital at the cruecial be-
ginning stage of development of the new
court system that the judges on the
Court of Appeals be available to serve a
substantial portion of their 15-year
term, and that it is even more important
that the experience gained by the judge
during the period of transfer of juris-
diction be available to the court for some
time. It is for this reason that I voted
against the confirmation of the three
nominations to the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals.

During the consideration of these
nominations the question of the age
standards of the American Bar Associa-
tion and the policy of Congress and the
Executive in regard to the age of nomi-
nees to the bench have been discussed.
Despite some early confusion it appears
that the ABA, Congress, and the Execu-
tive have followed the policy that an
individual 60 years of age or over should
not be appointed unless he at least held
the rating of ‘“well qualified” and that
no one over 64 should be appointed unless
he had prior judicial experience. Apply-
ing this policy to the nominees to the
Court of Appeals, it is clear that two of
the nominees would not qualify since
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they are over 60 and receive a rating of
only “qualified”, while the third candi-
date, who is rated "wgll qufanﬂgd," meets
the age requirement by a few days.

Thng A%qA has attempted to make a
distinction in regard to these nomina-
tions because of the mandatory retire-
ment age of 70. To me, the policy in
regard to nominees over 60 is more, not
less, relevant with mandatory retirement
at 70 than with lifetime appointments.

It is not easy to be a party to the
rejection of presidential nominees, par-
ticularly when, as is the case here, they
are men of character and integrity.
Nevertheless, to me the compelling and
overriding considerations are twofold:

First, there should be assurance that
the quality of the administration of jus-
tice under the new court system for the
District is the equal of any in the Nation,
particularly at the appellate level.

Second, that in endeavoring to achieve
this we avoid setting a precedent that
would not recognize the need for pro-
longed service by competent jurists dur-
ing the more productive years of their
lives.

I hope the President will give this
consideration in future nominations for
high judicial positions.

Having made clear my position in
regard to the policy of nominating men
to the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals who cannot serve out their term
and in view of the feeling of the com-
mittee that this nomination should be
approved, I do not intend to oppose or
vote against this nomination.

MISREPRESENTATION OF SENATOR
DOMINICK BY COLUMNIST ROW-
LAND EVANS

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, a column
published in the Washington Post of
Sunday, December 6, 1970, contained
some serious misrepresentations about
the junior Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DoMINICK) andme.

I am not concerned about the misrep-
resentations about me, for I have become
accustomed to them.

But I am concerned about the misrep-
resentations about Senator Dominick. I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp the text of the letter I have
written today to the columnist in this

madtter.
There being no objection, the letter was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as

i U.8. SBENATE,
Washington, D.0., December 7, 1970.

Mr. RowrLAaND EVANS, JT.,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mge. Evans: Your Sunday column
(December 6, 1870) is in serious error.

While it is true and accurate in stating
that I was, and am, displeased that so little
was sent to the Republican Senatorial nom-
inee in Maine who ran a surprisingly strong
race and significantly reduced the winning
margin of the incumbent from his last Sena-
torial electlon, other portions of your col-
umn are seriously inaccurate.

I am not backing Senator Cook or any of
the other candidates for the position of
Senate Republican Campalgn Committee
Chairman. I have made no commitment to
anyone nor made the slightest indication of
favoring any one over all others for the
position.
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I have not been annoyed in any manner
by Senator Dominick. Nor has Senator Dom-
inick’s expression to me been limited to a
mere form letter. To the contrary, Senator
Dominick has personally talked with me sev-
eral times about his desire to be the Cam-
palgn Committee Chairman—and these talks
have gone back as far as three or four years
ago, in addition to his talks with me this
year, His talks this year preceded the form
letter he wrote to all Republican Senators.

I do not know from whom you received
the false information. I do know that you
did not receive it from me or anyone on my
staff or from any authorized person. Had
you checked with me, you could have
avoided the misrepresentations which some-
one else apparently gave to you,

Sincerely yours,
MARGARET CHASE SMITH,
U.S. Senator.

THE IMPORTANCE OF COASTAL
ZONE MANAGEMENT

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, re-
cently Dr. Edward Wenk, Jr., former
executive secretary of the National Coun-
cil on Marine Resources and Engineer-
ing Development and now professor of
engineering and public affairs at the Uni-
versity of Washington, delivered an ad-
dress to the American Society of Civil
Engineers on the importance of coastal
zone management. His is the most recent
in a long line of support given to the
pending legislation to improve the man-
agement of this important area of the
United States. Dr. Wenk's statement of
the primary issues cogently summarizes
the problem. He said:

Let me restate the primary issues: it is
how to provide for many diverse and often
conflicting coastal demands, public and pri-
vate, and still obtain the greatest long-term
social and economic benefits. We face an in-
creasing pressure for more intense and varie-
gated use of a scarce resource, and in the
confusion of aspirants, we have responded on
a first come, first served basis. We have al-
most completely neglected planning. Unless
regional alternatives among competing uses
are illuminated and then evaluated, we will
rather helplessly continue to respond to
claims motivated by short-term advantages
to individuals, industry or local govern-
ments, and perhaps to inflexible momentum
of the federal bureaucracy. Private beach de-
velopment restricts public access. Dredging
and filling may downgrade commercial fish-
ing. Offshore drilling rigs limit freedom of
navigation, and estuarine waste disposal de-
preciates all surrounding recreational use.
‘While each single action may be justified on
its own merits, the effect of plecement de-
velopment can be chaos,

Mr. President, the importance of the
coastal zone to the United States is high~
lighted by the support the National Gov-
ernors’ Conference and the National
Legislative Conference gave to the pend-
ing legislation. They have both ranked
coastal zone management high on their
list of priorities. In addition, the Couneil
of State Governments has formed a
Coastal States Organization, chaired by
Dr. William Hargis, director of the Vir-
ginia Institute of Marine Sciences, which
has actively pursued the interests of the
coastal States to seek better manage-
ment of this important area.

In order to highlight the importance
of the coastal zone, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Dr. Wenk’s
speech, entitled “National Policy for
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Coastal Management,” be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NaTiONAL POLICY FOR COASTAL MANAGEMENT

(By Edward Wenk, Jr., Professor of Engineer-
ing and Public Affairs, University of Wash-
ington, Beattle)

Bix years ago, almost exactly to the day, I
had the privilege of addressing this audience
on what was then a new, unfamiliar and even
uncrystallized theme of ocean engineering.
At that tlme, the fleld of oceanography was
Just beginning to attract and sustain na-
tional attention, and I endeavored to high-
light the critical role of engineering in con-
verting the unrealized potential of the sea to
contribute to national goals. Senator Bart-
lett referred to the address as a catalyst for
legislative proposals that emphasized tech-
nology to explore and to utilize the sea, ra-
ther than simply expand marine sclence,
These engineering concepts found their way
into both language and title of the Marine
Resources and Engineering Development Act
of 1966, PL: 89-454.

Any author is bound to be gratified with
such response. But subsequently as I learned
more about the promise of the sea and the
problems of translating benefits to enhance
life on this planet, I found that address had
two serious shortcomings. First, that ad-
dress was devoted to the global ocean's 140
million square miles and failed to differenti-
ate geographical sectors of the sea—and thus
to delineate the speclal importance and ecol-
ogy of that portion of the marine environ-
ment near our coasts. Secondly, while it rec-
ognized that converting scientific knowledge
to practlecal use required a synthesis of tech-
nical knowledge with soclal goals and insti-
tutions, the paper was vague on specific meas-
ures, I am thus pleased to have this oppor-
tunity to elaborate on these missing detalls.
I thus want to concentrate on issues cons
cerning the coastal margin, and policies ur-
gently needed for its management as a public
trust.

The coastal area I refer to may be deflned
as the band of water and land that surrounds
the continent, in which the sea exerts a
measurable influence on the uses of the land
and its ecology, and the land exerts a meas-
urable influence on the uses of the coastal
waters and on their ecology. This band,
17,000 miles long, extends offshore to the
outer edge of the continental shelf and on
shore at least to the upper reaches of the
lunar tide and ad)acent shoreline. Bays, estu-
aries, lagoons, wetlands, and beaches that
punctuate this irregular boundary are neces-
sarily included; so are the Great Lakes.

The coastal zone s cartographically where
the land meets the sea. But equally impor-
tant the coastal zone is the strip where peo-
ple meet the sea. Until the last few years, it
is remarkable that the marine environment
was studled by sclentists and policy makers
alike as though the planet were uninhabited.
The Marine Sclences Act, referred to earller,
awakened the nation to a new level of appre-
clation that the critical dynamic elements in
formulating and achleving public purposes to
use the sea more effectively—were people!
Thus, in addition to considering interactions
of wind and waves, currents and tides, marine
flora and fauna, it was necessary to consider
human institutions—their roles, interactions
and conflicts; for progress toward effective
use of the sea had been Impeded by more
than sclentific ignorance.

In such confilcts among different users
lies the nub of the problem along the shore.
This is “where the action 1s."”

The 30 coastal and Great Lake states con-
taln more than 75 percent of our population,
Practically all of the megolapoll projected to
the year 2000 touch the sea. Eighteen of the
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21 million increase in population during the
decade of the sixtles live there. A preponder-
ance of heavy industrial investment is located
there. It is a locale for $40 billion annually
of maritime trade, $1 billion in offshore oil
and $500 million in fisheries. And because
fuel, ore and bulk chemicals can be trans-
ported most economically by the sea, this
gateway has sustained an ever growing frenzy
of diversified industrial development.

Beyond its economic significance, the salu-
brious climate and esthetic pleasures of our
shores become the recreational refuge for
& busy people; thirty million turn annually
to the sea to swim; eleven million to fish;
elght million to sail.

Paradoxically, with this heightened pres-
sure on coastal areas, the resource itself is
shrinking and subject to creeping abuse.

From urban centers and industry concen-
trated along the coast flow the subtle, potent
contaminants of an affluent society: chemical
waste from factories; heat from power plants;
domestic waste and sewage from cities and
towns; insecticides and fertilizers from land
runoff; low-level radloactive waste from re-
actors, laboratories and hospitals; and petro-
leum wastes from distributed sources. The
sheer bulk and chemical stability of waste
products can no longer be diluted, dispersed
or degraded.

Not only is this sector of the marine en-
vironment where the action is, it is character=-
ized by an anarchy of utilization; everybody
wants to do “his thing."” Inevitably, competi-
tion for a scarce resource begets conflict.

In the early stages of a shoreline's develop-
ment, scattered individual actions have rela-
tively innocuous impact on the ecology and
on other potential users, But as that pres-
sure on the environment grows, the environ-
ment 1s modified. Each user influences his
neighbor. Early entrenched users preempt
later, equally legitimate demands. For ex-
ample, we have filled wetlands, exhausted
sites for dredging spoil, wiped out breeding
grounds for shad and other anadromous spe-
cles, removed waters from shellfish culture
because of pollution, sharply reduced public
access to choice beaches by limitations of
private ownership,

The nation seemed curlously unaware of
the massive neglect of our coastal zone until
the national conscience about the quality
of our environment was teased by a trip-
hammer of incidents:

The Torrey Canyon ofl spill in 1967 cap-
tured international attention. It was fol-
lowed by loss of the Ocean Eagle in San Juan
Harbor; two large barges off Cape Cod; the
Arrow in Halifax. In January 1969, the Santa
Barbara oil drilling casualty generated an-
other shock wave of attention to coastal prob-
lems, Another occurred recentlyoff Louisiana.

Gradual seepage of pollutants into Lake
Erie led to virtual certification of its un-
timely biologlical suffocation. In five decades
the lake has aged the equivalent of 15,000
years; natural fishing will require 500 years
to cleanse it. And in Lake Michigan, Caho
salmon have been found to concentrate DDT
in such levels as to require condemnation
from markets. From Penobscot Bay, Maine
to Chesapeake Bay, lobster and clam produc-
tion have been shut down, and even some
fish have been found infected with human
pathogens. Crabs have been killed in Virginia
from DDT poisoning. Marine life concentrates
heavy metals and while thriving itself be-
comes heavily poisonous to humans, Com-
mercial fishing off Alabama has been banned
when mercury concentrations were dis-
covered six times acceptable levels; and there
is now concern that the methyl compounds
of mercury blologically converted at sea are
many times more toxic than the original
sources. Beaches have been closed in New
York. Atlantic City was ordered to install new
long outfalls because of back-pay pollution.
In the case of oil spills, there is convincing
evidence that heavy injections of chemicals
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to dissipate oil slicks menace sea life as serl-
ously as the oll itself.

These incidents made headlines. Less con-
spicuous, but having longer-run impact is
the filling of wetlands and the gradual urban
consumption of wilderness areas. The 700
square miles of San Francisco Bay have been
reduced to 400 by diking and filling of tide
and marshlands. Dredging unsettles bottom
sediments, removes bottom dwelling life,
blankets fish nests, masks out light required
by aquatic plants, and smothers ecologically
sensitive bottom organisms. Dam construc-
tion alters estuarine salinity; jetty and groin
construction upset beach ecology. Hurricane
barriers disturb circulation of bay water—
all affecting marine life. And enormous guan-
tities of solid wastes, routinely barged to sea
often contain poisons that leak quietly into
the marine environment for years later.

What makes this problem all the more
serious is the complex mixture of public and
private ownership in a confusion of legal
jurisdictions. Fish, water, ships and people
freely cross these political boundaries, yet
only a fraction reside there: the users are
transients, with other reglonal loyaltles. As
one policy officilal sald: “The fish don’t
vote,"—thus leaving a serious question as to
who in the political process will represent the
public interests for rational coastal utiliza-
tion.

Just how important is this issue?

In early 1970, the Committee on Natural
Resources and Environmental Management
of the National Governors' Conference polled
its members to enumerate concerns and as-
sign priorities. With the rating scheme em-
ployed, in a list of 12 problem areas, “coastal
zone management” ranked second to “water
resources.” But if this were weighted to re-
flect the fact that only 30 of the 50 states
could be regarded as having coastlines, the
result would be a virtual tie for first place.

It is interesting that water resource prob-
lems have been with us since the founding
of the nation. Coastal zone conflicts were
only dimly perceived five years ago, and prob-
ably would not have made the “hit parade”
of top ten state concerns as recently as three
years ago.

What produced the change? First, there
has been a heightened national awareness
that our planet cannot indefinitely absorb
insults of man-induced changes and still
serve future generations, This concern has
been intensified, incidentally, both because
the pollutants have increased to become
more visible, and because research has re-
vealed toxicity of even minute traces of some
pollutants that remain invisible. Second,
while coastal problems had been encountered
and treated by Federal and State agencies
for decades, the correctives were as plece-
meal as the problems. It was not until March
1967 when the Marine Sciences Council ! took
note of the problem on a national scale that a
President spoke to the need to arrest and re-
verse the pollution and erosion of the coastal
zone. In March 1968, President Johnson rec-
ommended new funding for “research and
planning to improve our coastal zone,” an ini-
tiative later characterized in his message of
January 1969 as efforts to “enhance the many
uses of our seashore and coastal waters by
directing national attention to the need for
skiliful management of this coastal zone.”
And in that month, the Stratton Commis-
sion * released their perceptive assessment of
the problem and recommendations to estab-
lish state-managed coastal authorities. In
those three years, swift progress was made
in diagnosis and prescription of remedy. In

i National Council on Marine Resources
and Engineering Development, chaired by
the Vice President.

2 Authorized by PL 89-454, appointed by
President Johnson on January 9, 1967 and
chaired by Dr. Julius A. Stratton.
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the last year, there has been a hopeful be-
ginning to utilize the remedy.

Let me restate the primary lssues: 1t is
how to provide for many diverse and often
conflicting coastal demands public and pri-
vate, and still obtain the greatest long-
term soclal and economic benefits. We face
an increasing pressure for more intense and
variegated use of a scarce resource, and in
the confusion of aspirants, we have re-
sponded on & first come, first served basis,
We have almost completely neglected plan-
ning, Unless regional alternatives among
competing uses are illuminated and then
evaluated, we will rather helplessly continue
to respond to claims motivated by short-
term advantages to individuals, industry or
local governments, and perhaps to inflexible
momentum of the federal bureaucracy. Pri-
vate beach development restricts public ac-
cess. Dredging and filling may downgrade
commercial . Offshore drillings rigs
limit freedom of navigation, and estuarine
waste disposal depreciates all surrounding
recreational use, While each single action
may be justified on its own merits, the ef-
fect of piecemeal development can be chaos.

In this technological age, man can do
many more of the things he once could
only wish to do. What then should be our
goal? With regard to the coastal zone, I would
urge attention to seven basic principles:

1. We need a national policy to balance
protection and development of coastal re-
sources for this and succeeding generations.

2. Every foot of coastline should even-
tually be subject to a comprehensive man-
agement plan for land and water use, reflect-
ing needs of and private concerns such as
industry, transportation, recreation, fisherles,
wildlife and nature conservancy, and res-
idential development.

3. The plan should be prepared at the
state level of government and subject to
review and approval by the governor.

4. The state should provide and exercise
necessary regulatory authority, land acquisl-
tion and public facility development to ime
plement its management plan.

5. Provisions should be made for public
notice and public hearing in development
or modifications of such plans,

6. Provisions should be made for conduct-
ing, fostering and utilizing relevant ecologl-
cal and policy research so as to provide a
factual basis for estimating the impact of
man’s Intervention on the natural environ-
ment, including provision of estuarine sanc-
tuaries to study mnatural and artificlal
ecological processes,

7. Provisions should be made for multi-
Jjurisdictional cooperation, with special em-
phasis on regional planning for ecological
areas that cross state lines.

There are two planks of logic behind as-
signment of authority over coastal problems
to the states. First, individual states alread=
have legal jurisdiction over coastal resources;
they decide how mineral resources beneath
coastal waters are to be explolted, how coastal
fisheries are to be harvested. They decide how
coastal land and waters may be altered and
which uses should receive preferences in
tradeoffs.

Secondly, both ecology and citizen prefer-
ences are sufficlently variegated that no uni-
form authority at a federal level is feasible,
much less desirable.

If the states had this authority over coastal
resources, why haven't they acted?

That same committee of the National Gov-
ernors' Conference specifically asked, “What
are the factors responsible for inadequate re=
source management? Lack of funds was pre-
dictably prominent in responses. But the im-
pediments next in order of importance were:

Lack of motivation and concern by the
public as a whole,

Lack of technology and research.

Lack of proper plans, goals, objectives and
priorities.
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1 would add to their list the following
additional barriers:

In most states, there is no single focus
for guiding rational development because
conservation, economic promotion, pollution
control, tourism, highways and community
planning are considered separately.

Legal control over land use is complex and
ineffectual.

Ambiguous and overlapping jurisdiction
between local, state and federal governments
create problems because political fragmenta-
tion makes no sense in an environmental
continuum.

Finally, zoning of land and water permits
for explicit projects and coastal planning
will never be effective unless states are pre-
pared to enforce decisions.

The states are keenly aware of these prob-
lems. Many have taken significant coura-
geous steps to strengthen their internal ca-
pabilities. A Coastal State Organization was
created by the National Governors’' Confer-
ence. And citizen groups are focusing inter-
est on coastal preservation and supporting
political leaders who advocate rational man-
agement.

But all have been waiting for federal lead-
ership in response to recommendations by
the Stratton Commission and the Marine Sci-
ences Council that would set the stage for
national policy and machinery to set stand-
ards and to help the states meet the diffi-
culties listed earlier. In converting the pre-
viously mentioned principles to action, both
those bodies called for:

A federal grant-in-aid program to states
for: (a) initial development of planning and
regulatory mechanisms, and (b) implementa-
tion of a management plan; and

Coastal management authoritles that

would be designated by the governor in each
state to receive management plan grants.
What has happened subsequently?

In September 1969, Senators Magnuson
and Ha.rtpmtraduced a comprehensive coastal
management bill, 5. 2802. In November 1969,
the Nixon Administration sent to Congress
its comprehensive estuarine inventory and
proposals for protecting and developing th',e
land and water resources of the nation's
coastal zone.

In January 1970, President Nixon trans-
mitted a budget to the Congress that in-
cluded a new sector for management of the
coastal zZone.

At this point of chronology, it is necessary
to digress to mention a set of parallel prob-
jems and developments having critical in-
fluence on coastal management legislation.
The problem—identified by Congress as far
back as 1960—is the fragmentation in gov-
ernmental agencies superimposed on the al-
ready complex splintering of scientific dis-
ciplines, technologies and private interests.
An elaborate constellation of eleven major
federal agencies have had jurisdiction over
marine affairs—each sanctified with statu-
tory authorlty over one element such as
national security, environmental observation
and prediction, fisheries development off-
shore oil regulation, navigation, data man-
agement, maritime shipping, coastal preser-
vation, water quality protection, categorical
research and education, ete. Despite their
individual best efforts, this collection of pro-
grams and policles did not add up to a co-
herent whole. After much debate, the Con-
gress in 1966 passed the Marine Resources
and Engineering Act setting forth a Marine
Affairs Mandate and establishing the
Cablinet-level Marine Sciences Council to
advise and assist the President in orchestrat-
ing the bureaucracy. Given the centrifugal
forces of internal departmentalism, the
council has been deemed by Congress and
outside observers to have been a success—
in giving the aggregate of missions momen-
tum and a coherent sense of direction,
priorities and strategles. Perhaps most im-
portant, it Injected a “maritime presence”
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in the White House and became & major
source of Presidential marine initiatives in
two administrations. But the Council as a
steering mechanism is not the equivalent of
an operating agency.

In January 1969, the Stratton Commission
brought forth major recommendations to
consolidate many marine agencies into a sin-
gle, independent agency. Many Congress-
men endorsed this proposal. So did many
representatives from industry, academia and
state government. This July, President Nixon
submitted Reorganization Plan Number 4
of 1870 to the Congress to consolidate roughly
half of the participating agencies into a new
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration, to be located in the Department
of Commerce. Although not going as far as
many of us advocated, I am personally con-
vinced his proposal is sound. As could be
expected, this reform had been privately
opposed by cabinet officers concerned over
1oss of components, and by the Bureau of the
Budget which fantasied a second space pro-
gram looming on the horizon, with NASA-
type horsepower to strain an already tight
budget. The President, however, rejected
these considerations and took a glant and
courageous step toward improved federal
management for marine affairs.

Over the past few weeks, the Congress re-
ceived some objections to this proposal from
conservationists. They contended that where
the Department of Commerce had responsi-
bilities for economic development and in-
dustrial growth, it could not loosen its bias
to assure a balanced approach to protecting
the marine environment.

I share their concerns about importance of
environmental quality, but I don't agree
with their conclusions. No single federal
agency wears all white hats, or black hats.
All are subject to continuing pressures from
interests whose toes are stepped on in pro-
tecting the broader public interest or even
competing private interests.

Washington, in fact, has wall-to-wall toes.
At an earlier time when it was thought the
Department of Interior would be host to
NOAA, that agency was deemed in a poll by
Oceanoclogy International magazine to be
lacking in objectivity in favoring industrial
interests. The assurance that Commerce—or
any other agency—will protect the publie in-
terest in environment depends on vitality,
competence, dedication and integrity of ap-
pointed officials and oversight by Congress
provided by the Constitution. I have every
confidence that the President will keep this
question of environmental quality in mind
in his appointments of NOAA officials. The
Council on Environmental Quality has tech-
nology assessment responsibility for the ma-
rine as well as the land environment. More-
over, whatever advisory body is established
to NOAA should include a variety of view-
points and competences among Iits mem-
bers—themselves individuals who are dis-
tinguished by professional qualifications
rather than their identity as lobbylsts. The
committee must include a balanced repre-
sentation of those concerned with the en-
vironment.

Marine affairs have historically been ap-
proached without partisanship, and fortu-
nately, the Congress did not react to the
President’'s Reorganization Plan on a partisan
basis. In this recent consideration, Congress
recalled that Hubert Humphrey, from his ex-
periences as first council chairman, has sup-
ported consolldation in a public statement
back in 1969.

A Democratic Congress, with bipartisan
support in both Houses, accepted the Presi-
dent's proposition. On October 3, NOAA be-
came law.

With regard to coastal matters, NOAA is
already involved in such functions as coastal
charting, fisheries research, hurricane fore-
casting, buoy development, data manage-
ment, and Great Lake surveys. This consoli-
dation of functions was an essential first
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step. But now there is an air of expectancy
to hearlng the second shoe drop. It is im-
portant to recall that the functions now as-
signed to NOAA necessarily embrace only
those missions that had previously been as-
signed to its constituent elements. No new
missions have been formulated. Not included,
therefore, is any declaration of national pol-
icy and provisions for its implementation to
deal with the coastal zone to meet the man-
agement problems enunciated earlier. On a
related point, however, President Nixon re-
leased a report of his Council on Environ-
mental Quality regarding hazards of ocean
dumping, but stated that new legislation to
regulate such practices will be submitted
next year to Congress, to be carried out under
the new Environmental Protection Agency
(created under Reorganization Plan 3 of
1970).

In lacking explicit national policy on
coastal management, we also find missing the
designation of a Federal agency for imple-
mentation. NOAA is a logical candidate be-
cause it already has the needed technical
capabilities for observing and analyzing the
inshore environment, and assessing impact
of modification. In my view, to subdivide the
marine environment artificlally and assign
this coastal function to another agency would
renew wasteful splintering that NOAA was
intended to correct. On the other hand, the
suitability of NOAA as host agency depends
on proof of its objectivity within the De-
partment of Commerce, and of its viability
in terms of budget allowances for fiscal year
1972; without reasonable growth to meet the
unfilled mission promises of the past, the
exercise to establish NOAA would have been
futile. Unfortunately, imminent Jockeying
for jurisdiction over the coastal zone in both
Executive Branch agencies and Congressional
committees could paralyze urgently needed
legislation such as 8. 2802 now before
Congress.

On a second point, neither of the legislative
proposals now before Congress provide for
the necessary estuarine research. As the Ma-
rine Sclences Council stated, “We still lack
much of the knowledge needed to provide the
understanding required to assess and pre-
dict the effects of man-induced and natural
modifications of the marine environment. In
the absence of this Information about the
ocean’s ability to absorb stresses and remain
healthy, human activities may generate
transformations that destroy, perhaps irre-
versibly, desirable properties of the marine
environment.,

The scientific information required in-
cludes establishing baselines or standards
from which we can detect and measure en-
vironmental changes which occur over the
next 10, 20 or 50 years. We need to know
what pollutants and in what quantities are
entering the ocean; how much pollution the
marine environment can absorbe without
substantially harming other uses; how ma-
rine pollutants circulate and disperse, de-
grade and convert to other chemical and
physical forms; and what effect man’s physi-
cal modifications of the coastline have on
water dynamics, marine life and sedimenta-
tion, Much remains to be learned about how
pollutants enter the life cycle of marine
organisms and what effect they have on
them; and about how to treat ocean pollu-
tants. An adequate pollution monitoring sys-
tem could furnish information which would
provide the scientific basis for assessing and
predicting man-made changes, ldentifying
and controlling pollutant buildup, managing
waste disposal and safeguarding the physical
and biological quality of the oceans.”

If management decisions on coastline use
are to be based on rational analysis and not
on winds of political pressures, we will need
sclentific information and engineering stud-
ies, focused on comprehension of the environ-
ment, With such information, we can gen-
erate criteria to deflne options and make
choices among alternative regulatory actions,
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public and private uses of the seas and costal
lands, and costs. This information is funda-
mental to the political decisions needed to
manage the environment,

Thus, we urgently need support for a re-
search capability that would build on exist-
ing federal, state and private capabilities.

The Department of Interior was requested
by the President one year ago to develop back-
ground on what new research activities are
required for coastal management and how
they should be organized and funded. Since
then, there has been only ominous silence
from Interior, with no provision in their fiscal
year 1971 budget for strengthening this ca-
pability.

NOAA could furnish the home for such a
research responsibility, perhaps beginning
even without additional authority. One early
test of its viability will be reflected in
whether it takes such initiatives in coastal
research and whether it requests adequate
funds for fiscal year 1972 to meet the urgent
needs for necessary scientific and engineering
expertise to buftress coastal management
policy.

The nation has three major issues on its
immediate agenda: (1) the establishment at
the federal level of national policy on coastal
affairs and adequate funding for its imple-
mentation; (2) steps within each state to
create the necessary policy and the machin-
ery for planning, for management and for
public participation—including regulations,
zoning, issuance of permits, acquisition of
land, and coastal development for the pub-
lic; and (3) strengthening of coastal research
and analytical capabilities free of politics to
guide rational management.

These issues are of great moment to us as
citizens. Thelr fate is uncertain. Powerful
opposition can be expected at a state level
from those having narrow self interest, and
can be met only if we exercise our social re-
sponsibilities as citizens and as civil engi-
neers.

The civll engineer has distinguished him-
self in dealing with natural forces to serve
human needs. He has made positive con=-
tributions to the entlre field of water re-
source management. The engineer should
follow that tradition in the coastal zone:

By articulating public vision as to ways
and means to satisfy our national goals, in-
cluding expression of viewpoint on pending
issues;

By participating in the economic-soclal-
legal institutional framework in which ac-
tlon takes place for public or private invest-
ment;

By seeking knowledge to foster better de-
clsions—knowledge as to our environment
and consequences of our tampering with it;
knowledge of our soclety and its processes;

By breaking down narrow technical spe-
clalization or parochial self interests, to see
the forest rather than the trees, to couple
together better the producers of technical
knowledge and consumers.

In dealing with these issues, every skill of
the engineering profession will be needed.
But so will its leadership.

C. P, Snow has written that the engineers,
“the people who made the hardware, who
used existing knowledge to make things go,
were . . . Interested in making their machine
work, but indifferent to long-term social con-
sequences.” James Killlan, the late Presi-
dent's Elsenhower's science advisor, has writ-
ten “The engineer's concern for social prob-
lems must grow steadily as his work affects
soclety more profoundly.” And Whitlock and
Edington before the ASEE have said, the
problems are those whose answers are not
found in engineering courses, but those
which concern people, soclological needs,
esthetic judgments and political decisions.
“The complexity of our society today makes
an engineer who cannot handle such prob-
lems not only limited but dangerous.”

Our society does not seem to appreciate
that its affluence now permits collective
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political decisions in applylng sclence and
technology to our major soclal problems, yet
we don't have a way of doing this. For a long
time, for example, we used engineering to
protect man against his environment. Now
we must also consider how to protect the en-
vironment from man.

In closing, let me recall for you that there
is a new interest in the engineering profes-
sion that was generated by studies in the
arena of technology assessment, sponsored
by Congressman Daddario and emphasized in
the recent Presidential study of national
goals. This concept is sure to gain momen-
tum as we recognize that technologies cre-
ated to accomplish some particular purpose
develop such potency that they produce se-
vere unwanted side effects. A powerful and
objective analytical capability is thus re-
quired to study and anticipate these conse-
quences—ithus to provide the decision-maker
in government or industry with options—to
weigh future plans or arrest initial techno-
logical developments before they reach a
momentum such that correction is expen-
sive or politically difficult, or both.

To perform such assessments will require
both intellect and institutions to synthesize
soclal needs and priorities with technical in-
formation—to match engineering prowess
with wisdom.

Some engineers already perform this func-
tion. Few, however, have the breadth of train-
ing or interests to rank as technologists. Few
raise thelr volces publicly and many seem
timid to provide even privately to their man-
agement early warning of unintended or un-
anticipated influences of technology.

It should be clear that technology assess-
ment is just what coastal management au-
thorities in each state will have to perform
on a systematic basis.

This raises an enigmatic and challenging
question as to whether the country—or our
profession—is prepared for this new role,

This profession must respond to this
challenge.

YULETIDE IN PRISON

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, as
Christmas approaches and the cities of
America are brightly lighted, spreading
cheer throughout, it behooves us to re-
member hundreds of Americans for
whom there will be no joy this Yuletide—
the Americans held prisoner in South-
east Asia.

At this Christmas season families of
American prisoners at least have one
reason to be encouraged—as compared
with Christmas seasons in the past. In
previous years the families were beset
by the desolate feeling that few ecared.
Now, however, they know that many fel-
low Americans really do care; and fol-
lowing the courageous but unsuccessful
rescue effort they know that their Gov-
ernment really cares.

The families have been buoyed by the
knowledge their Nation, indeed, is deeply
concerned about freeing the prisoners.
This is hardly a substitute for having
their husbands, sons or fathers back
home; but the knowledge does add to
their store of courage to face the future.

BIG THICKET PETITIONERS FOR A
200,000-ACRE BIG THICKET NA-
TIONAL PARK TOP 4,000 MARK

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the ranks of the active and concerned
Americans who are petitioning for a Big
Thicket National Park of 200,000 acres
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have swelled to near the 4,000 mark with
the addition of more than 2,900 signa-
tures received in my recent mail. These
citizens and thousands of other like-
minded Americans are united in their
goal of preventing this great wilderness
area from being reduced to cutover
lands. The Big Thicket, which once
spanned over 31, million acres, has quite
literally been cut down to less than
300,000, and each day that this attrition
continues unabated, the Thicket suffers
the loss of another 50 precious acres. This
nationwide citizen support is therefore
both critical and timely. With it, this
hard fought battle to save one of
America’s greatest remaining wilderness
areas may be won.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a synopsis of these 11 addi-
tional petitions be printed in the Recorp.

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

PeTITION

We the undersigned believe and wish that
200,000 acres of the wilderness and virgin
forest area described commonly as the Big
Thicket be set aside and reserved as a na-
tional park and that these acres be adjoin-
ing each other and that as a wilderness area
these 200,000 acres be designated as the Big
Thicket and that the Big Thicket as a na-
tional park be preserved and protected by
the laws which govern the protection of other
national parks as set aside by acts of the
Congress of the United States of America.

SYNOPSIS OF SIGNATURES RECEIVED
FROM THE DENTON, TEX., AREA
Pat Jeter, Martin Shockley, Willlam E.
Hendrex, Eenneth J, Kinslow, Kara Lee Sel-
man, Gary M. Faw, Michael Louis, Paul Lewis,
Dorothy Copening, John Nunnally, Dawn S.
Pettit, Dale Graham, R. B. Escue, Jr., B.
Dwain Vance, J. R. Sybert, Kathy Baldwin,
Joseph R. Spradlin, Frederick G, Gaffrey III,
Myrin Marcum, Peter A. Gunter, Linda J.
Castle, Jim Van Dorn, Joseph Holley, Frank
M. Rachel, C, Holmes, James Whittington,
Larry D. Justiss, Darlene Graham, Avena
Ward, Cynthia Raff, Ronald Spleker, Pat
Stanley and 1,632 others.
FROM THE FORT WORTH, TEX., AREA
Virginia Groody and 82 others.
FROM THE ST. LOUIS, MO., AREA
John H. Stade and 67 others.
FROM THE ENID, OKLA,, AREA
Dr. Robert L. Simpson and 51 others.
FROM THE GAINESVILLE, TEX., AREA
Willlam C. Stanley and 92 others.
FROM THE RICHARDSON, TEX., AREA
Julie Frelich and 30 others.
FEOM THE DALLAS, TEX., AREA

Dr. Wayne Meyers, John M. Willlams, P. M.
Jagues and 398 others.

FROM THE SIERRA CLUB OF DALLAS, TEX.
Richard C. Blue and 15 others.
FROM THE COSA MESA, CALIF, AREA
Eenneth S. Croker and 63 others.
FROM THE LAS VEGAS, N. MEX., AREA
Elmer W, Schooley and 69 others.

FROM WEATHERFORD COLLEGE, WEATHERFORD,
TEX,
Cassie Casler and 149 others.
FROM THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE,
KNOXVILLE, TENN.
Dr. Phillips Hamlin and 65 others.
FROM THE FULLERTON, CALIF. AREA
Keith I. Robins, M.D, and 126 others.
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THE SST

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, it is indeed
a funny world we live in.

A month ago we held national elec-
tions. The issue for the Democrats was
employment or rather unemployment.
Many Members of this body campaigned
against the administration’s record on
the employment problem.

Some Republicans will not return be-
cause of that problem.

All of us agree that unless the prob-
lem is solved, it will be an issue in 1972.

And yet, just last week, 52 Senators
decided that jobs and employment are
not really that important, so they voted
to abolish jobs for 150,000 working men
and women.

Now, of course, they will not own up to
this. They will talk instead about
ecology and environment and about all
the money saved. They will talk about a
vietory over technology.

Mr. President, yesterday was no victory
over technology. It was a loss for the
people and a loss for America. It was a
loss of jobs and pay at the holiday season
for 150,000 Americans who want to work.

No family assistance plan in the world
can make up for that loss, no unemploy-
ment compensation, no welfare.

Mr. President, I would like to make one
point. If a victory over technology and
progress is won at the expense of human
welfare, is it a victory?

THE RECESSION—SECOND
INFLATION ALERT

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is
obvious from the latest statement on the
state of the economy put out by the ad-
ministration that it is becoming more
worried about the recession we are in.
The executive branch is beginning to
talk about expansionary policy needed to
reverse the rising unemployment rate
and the sagging economy. Part of the
administration’s problem has been its
failure to recognize the economic facts
of life.

Sylvia Porter's column in the Wash-
ington Star of December 1 puts very
clearly and succinetly the actual state of
economic recession caused by present
administration policies. I am sure other
Members of Congress will want to read
her column, and I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that the column be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

Miss Porter notes that the present re-
cession, now in its 17th month, is the
longest of any of the five business down-
turns since World War II. Administra-
tion policies, she points out, have had less
impact on inflation than in any of the
four previous recession. She says:

In fact, the upsurge In prices—prices at
the wholesale level and touching the cost of
Hving—has been by far the sharpest recorded

in any post-war recession period.

Any claims that the “Game Plan” is
working would, she stresses turn “the
credibility gap into a credibility chasm,”
and she points to the “nightmare com-
bination of climbing unemployment, still
sharply rising prices, sluggish business
activity, fading profits, spreading bank-
ruptcies and Wall Street disasters . ..”
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She cites a renowned economist, Martin
Gainsbrugh of the National Industrial
Conference Board as indieating that if,
as seems likely, there is no real growth
in 1970, it will be “the first occasion since
1938.”

One would have thought that the sec-
ond “Inflation Alert” would have ad-
dressed itself to these problems. Instead,
I can only find the repetition of the same
old cliches. The administration refuses to
adopt a well-rounded set of economic
policies which would permit us to proceed
expeditiously to high employment, and
steady growth without inflation. While
monetary and fiscal policies should be
more expansionary at the present mo-
ment, there is a crying need for wage and
price guidelines and selective credit con-
trols to assure the American people that
inflation will not resume its accelera-
tion, and indeed, that prices can be sta-
bilized while we seek our major goals
of resumed growth and full employment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Wisconsin?

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

BranNDING IT A RECESSION
(By Sylvia Porter)

The “recession” of 1968-70 is now begin-
ning its 17th month. The Nixon administra-
tion has not yet called 1t by its obvious name
nor has it been formally designated a re-
cession by private authorities either, but
that is what it is.

In fact, it already is the longest of any of
the five business downturns since World War
II. The table below in this column will doc-
ument that.

The recession of 1868-70, created by ad-
ministration policies and the Federal Re-
serve System to curb the inflation spiral, so
far has had less impact on inflation than
any of the four previous postwar recessions.

In fact, the upsurge in prices—prices in
general, at the wholesale level and touching
the cost of living—has been by far the
sharpest recorded In any postwar recession
period,

It 18 understandable that the White House
would not admit this is a recession during
the election campaigns,

But the elections are over and 1972 is a
long way off. The administration cannot
continue pretending indefinitely that what
is is not—even in the fuzzy, unscientific
world of modern economics and politics.

Nor can the non-profit independent re-
search organization which dates business cy-
cle turning points, the National Bureau of
Economic Research, delay much longer.
Other prestigious non-profit research orga-
nizations are not that shy and they are going
on the line. Martin R. Gainsbrugh, chief
economist of The Conference Board, Inc., for
instance, puts the start of the 1969 recession
in July 1969, because that is the month in
which industrial production reached its peak
at an index of 174.6. This index 1s now at
162.3, off T percent.

Nor at this stage can any administration
spokesman honestly claim the “game plan”
for economic stability worked as plotted in
1070—not without turning the credibility
gap into a credibility chasm. A nightmare
combination of climbing unemployment,
still sharply rising prices, sluggish business
activity, fading profits, spreading bankrupt-
cles and Wall Street disasters is hardly a
successful game plan|

As of Dec. 1, here is a blue-print for the
1969-70 recession to date. Prices are annual
rates, latest reporting date.
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Months

Recession cycles duration

November 1948 to October 1949,

July 1953 to August 1954

July 1957 to April 1958

May 1960 to February 1961_ ga
July 1969 to December 1970.________ ... ______.

Percent

Prices as
whole

Cost of

Recessions living

November 1948 to October 1949. . ..

July 1953 to August 1954

JU|)’ 1957 to April 1358 s
960 to February 1961. ...

July 1969 to December 1970_.______

Now, signs are increasing that the 1967-70
recession is starting to ease up—reflecting
the easing of credit, the stimulating budget
deficit, spurs to housing. Now, signs also
are Increasing that there will be some further
slowing of the pace of price rise in 1971,

But as far as 1970 is concerned, Gainsbrugh
figures that this year may be marked by no
real growth (dollar growth minus the con-
tribution of price increases) at all, “the first
such occasion since 1038."

THE ECONOMY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent’s speech Friday night concerning
the state of the economy had a note of
optimism that ought to have been re-
ported, but that was largely overlooked.

It should be stressed, for instance, that
the President is confident that the worst
of inflation is over and that this is proved
by the lowered rise in the consumer price
index, the lower rise in wholesale prices
and the lowering of interest rates.

It is also important to call attention to
the President’s very cogent remark
about unemployment. The fact is that
unemployment is at the level of the first
half of the 1960’s—the Kennedy years—
before the Vietnam war buildup began.

The President is devoting long hours
to the problems of the economy and em-
ployment. He has held to a flexible course
that he is convinced is the right course
for the long run—a course that is slowly
but surely proving to be the right one.

Surely, if he had more actual support
and less political eriticisms from poten-
tial candidates for President and the pro-
fessional doomsayers in the other party,
he would make progress even faster.

The shame of it is that nearly every
family in America has been affected to-
day by the faulty fiscal policies of the
1960’s, and much of the President’s op-
position is more interested in shifting
the blame than in remedying the trouble,

The President has made it clear that
he is not to be deterred or disheartened
by those efforts.

Nor is he yielding to pressure to take
the steps of wage and price control ad-
vocated by those who have no faith in a
free economy.

The President has laid out the problem
and his policies for dealing with it. Now
he needs the support of business, labor,
and political leaders.

MATL: CONCERNING GENOCIDE
CONVENTION HAS INCREASED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, since
the genocide convention was ordered re-
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ported to the Senate by an overwhelm-
ing majority of the Committee on For-
eign Relations, my mail on this subject
has increased tremendously. I am also
happy to note that the vast majority of
people who are writing to me on this
subject are very much in favor of U.S.
ratification of this treaty as soon as pos-
sible.

For example, last week I received a
letter of particular note from the “Emma
Lazarus Federation of Jewish Women'’s
Clubs.” This organization, which urged
me to vote for the ratification of the
United Nations Convention on the Pre-
vention and Punishment of the Crime
of Genocide, is dedicated to the principle
of ethnic, racial, and religious freedom.

Mr. President, I believe this letter is
worthy of consideration by all Senators.
I ask unanimous consent that the letter
be printed in the RECORD.

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

EMMA LAZARUS FEDERATION
oF JewisH WoMEeN's CLUBS,
New York, N.Y., December 1, 1970.
Honorable WiLLIAM PROXMIRE,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Smm: The Emma Lazarus Federation
of Jewish Women's Clubs, a national organi-
zation dedicated to the principle of ethnie,
racial and religious freedom, strongly urge
you to vote for the United Nations Conven-
tion to punish the crimes of Genocide.

As Jewish women we especlally feel that it
is our obligation to call upon our nation to
inscribe its name to this United Nations
Convention. The memory of six million of our
Jewish people and the millions of others
who were victims of the Hitler holocaust de-
mands that we join the rest of humanity in
outlawing this most heinous of crimes.

Last year our Federation presented to the
U.S. Forelgn Relatlons Committee the signa-
tures of 60,000 Americans requesting speedy
ratification of the Genocide Convention by
our Government.

After 20 years of delay this document is
before the august body of the United States
Senate for debate and vote. We hope you
will vote for the ratification of this document
and thus end the long delay in joining the
76 other nations of the world who have al-
ready signed this treaty to protect human
rights.

Respectfully yours,
LEAH NELsON, President,
Emma Lazarus Federation of Jewish
Women’s Clubs.

DEATH OF EDWARD EKANE (E. K.
FERNANDEZ

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, it is with
a sense of deep perscnal loss and great
sadness that I pay final tribute to the
memory of one of Hawaii’s most color-
ful and outstanding businessmen—Ed-
ward Kane (E. K.) Fernandez, a human-
itarian of great influence in the enter-
tainment and business circles of Hawaii
for over half a century. He would have
been 87 on December 14.

E. K. Fernandez was as legendary a
figure as modern Hawali has produced.
His career in the Aloha State was as
colorful and inspiring as the life he made
for himself in the land he loved so
dearly.

“E. K.” as he was affectionately
called by his family admirers and asso-
ciates, enjoyed a career which covered
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Hawaii’s transition from a monarchy to
a territory to the 50th State. He was
born on December 14, 1883, in Honolulu,
the son of Abraham and Minerva Fer-
nandez.,

As an outstanding and dedicated show-
man, E. K. Fernandez brought laughter
to millions of children and adults in
many parts of the world. He rightly
earned the title, “P. T. Barnum of the
Pacific,” by his record of “firsts,” by his
phenomenal volume of business, and by
the multitude of people he entertained.
He was a successful showman for 57
years, taking his circuses and carni-
vals to the Orient as well as the main-
land.

As a farsighted and innovative show-
man, he brought the first movie projector
to Hawaii, set up the first movie theater
chain, and introduced the first merry-
go-round and ferris wheel. For over half
a century, he was the leader of show
business in the Pacific area.

In 1913, E. K. Fernandez brought the
first sound picture to Hawaii and 2 years
later he staged his first big ecircus—a
show with 20 performers and six ani-
mals. E. K. was quick to realize the
potentials of vaudeville, and his first
performing act was a skating bear which
made the rounds of the plantations tied
to a wagon.

In some ways, E. E. Fernandez was
more strait-laced than P. T. Barnum,
although the two abhorred indecency
and fraud. E. K. once said:

I don't like liguor, I don't like anything
dirty and I don't like anything crooked.

He was well-known as a devoted Mor-
mon who was fair and generous with his
circus workers and entertainers, and fair
to his customers.

Mr. President, to me and to his count-
less numbers of friends and admirers,
E. K. Fernandez will always live in our
hearts as a humanitarian who had a big
heart. He will be long remembered as the
man who gave more generations of Ha-
waiians more fun, laughter, and good
times than anyone in Hawaii’s history.

Besides being looked upon and re-
vered as an outstanding citizen, E. K.
Fernandez was recognized as the Father
of the Year in the entertainment field
in 1963 and was honored that same year
by the Showmen’s League of America
and the International Association of
Fairs & Expositions. He was also awarded
the title of Humanist by the Roslcrucian
Order in 1962.

E. K. Fernandez is survived by his
charming wife, Rose, whom he married in
1933, Other survivors include four chil-
dren of his first marriage: a daughter,
Mrs. Arthur Nobriga, and three sons, Ed-
win, Jr., Walter, and Dr. Leabert Fer-
nandez. The two children from his sec-
ond wife Rose include a son, Kane 8. and
a daughter, Mrs. M. Price Porter.

Mr. President, Hawaii and her people
have lost a most active, civic-minded,
and distinguished citizen and showman,
E. K. Fernandez’ passing is mourned by
the host of friends he made during his
lifetime of selfless and dedicated serv-
ice to his community and State.

Mrs. Fong and I extend our heartfelt
sympathy and sorrowful aloha to his be-
loved wife, Rose, and to his family in
their bereavement.
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THE THREAT OF PROTECTIONISM
TO THE AMERICAN CONSUMER

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in the
last few years we have witnessed the
emergence of the greatest interest group
of them all—the American consumer.

For years—perhaps throughout most
of history—the consumer has been sys-
tematically excluded from the exercise
of his rightful power. Caveat emptor:
Let the buyer beware, And the American
consumer has suffered deteriorating
services, shoddy quality, unsafe prod-
ucts, and the crass and often deceptive
manipulation of his demand and, most
of all, rising prices which made a mock-
ery of competition.

When I say that the consumer is
“coming of age,” I refer to the great
interest and the occasional success in
recent years in passing product safety
legislation, in advancing the notion of
consumer class action suits, and in a
growing mood of public anger coupled
with a most encouraging willingness to
put this anger to work through the po-
litical process.

But there is one matter now before
the Congress which may have more sig-
nificance—and potential danger—to the
consumer than any legislation we have
seen this Congress.

I refer, of course, to the trade bill as
passed by the House and soon to be con-
sidered by the Senate.

The bill is violently and unequivocally
anticonsumer.

Under the guise of protecting Ameri-
can jobs, it threatens to unleash a world
trade war which could only, in the end,
damage the American dollar, seriously
retard the economic growth of the un-
derdeveloped nations, and jeopardize the
livelihood of millions of farmers and
workers dependent upon exports.

But its most pernicious impact will be
upon the consumer, And that means upon
just about all of us.

Virginia Knauer, the President’s Spe-
cial Assistant for Consumer Affairs,
called the bill as currently written “the
most significant ‘anti-consumer’ legisla-
tion now in the Congress.”

The highly respected Consumers Union
states that—

Shoe and textile quotas would inevitably
cause sharp price Increases which would se-
riously affect every family’s budget.

The American Retail Federation, rep-
resenting nearly 800,000 retail stores
through their State and national trade
associations, estimates that shoe and
clothing prices would rise by anywhere
from 15 to 25 percent with the imposition
of legislated quotas.

And Federal Reserve Board Governor,
Andrew Brimmer, has estimated that
quotas on shoes and textiles could cost
the American consumer $3.7 billion a
year by 1975—$1.8 billion extra for his
clothes and $1.9 billion for his shoes.

That is a billion dollars more than
the Government is now spending on
health—more than all our foreign aid
programs—almost as much as we are
now spending on all Federal assistance
to communities and housing.

That is like a tax of over $66 per fam-
fly—and the most regressive possible
kind of tax falling most heavily on the
poorest families which buy most of the
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low cost shoes and clothing. For sheer
regressivity, in fact, this would be the
most imaginative tax since the French
kings put a tax on salt that ultimately
cost the heads of most of the French
aristocracy.

Let there be no mistake. No one that
I have heard pointing out the potential
disaster of this trade legislation is un-
mindful of our troubled industries or un-
concerned over today’s unemployment. I
think my own record will show that I
place high employment and fair wages fto
the American worker above practically
any other national goal or Federal re-
sponsibility.

But economic justice is hardly served
by a measure which can only fan the
fires of inflation, rob the weekly paycheck
before it gets out of the envelope, and
fall most heavily upon those least able
to pay.

The quotas on textiles alone, for ex-
ample, will roll back about $400 million
worth of imports at foreign unit prices.
With the addition of transportation
costs, import duties—which are already
very high on many apparel items—and
importer's markups, the wholesale price
value of excluded merchandise would be
from $700 to $800 million. This will deny
about $1.4 billion worth of merchandise
to the American consumer. Much of this
merchandise represents “discount” ap-

parel, upon which our low-income con-
sumers are greatly dependent.

To deny these goods to the American
public means that the consumer will
either have to do without or he will have
to purchase comparable domestically

priced goods at prices 20 to 40 percent
higher.

The replacement of this $1.4 billion
worth of imports by domestic goods will
add from $500 to $700 million to the con-
sumer’s apparel bill. The rollback of
about $200 million of shoes, denying
some $450 to $500 million worth of retail
merchandise to the consumer would add
about $450 to $500 million to the con-
sumer’s shoe bill assuming the imported
footware were replaced by domestic
goods.

On these two items alone, then, we
have a conservative estimate of well over
a billion dollars loss to the American
consumer simply on the basis of replac-
ing the lost imports.

But this is only the beginning of the
inflationary impact of these quofas.

The shoes and textiles which are al-
lowed in will tend now to be the higher-
priced imports, denying the lowest-
priced goods to those who may have no
other means of affording a second pair
of shoes or a new shirt or sweater.

The prices on the remaining imported
goods will rise, since there will no longer
be any need for vigorous price competi-
tion to get a larger share of the U.S.
market.

Perhaps most important, the prices of
domestic goods will surely rise with the
removal of the competitive restraint of
imports. That, in fact, is what our free
market economic system is all about. The
price tags reflect what the traffic will
bear, limited only by the ability of the
consumer to go without entirely or pur-
chase another good at a lower price. An
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inecrease of 5 to 10 percent in the prices
of retail apparel, for example, would cost
the consumer $2.5 to $5 billion in clothing
bills alone.

Altogether, then, we can certainly look
forward to price rises of $3 to $4 billion
in the next few years just on shoes and
apparel to pay for “relief” which our
Tariff Commission has yet to find justi-
fied at any price.

But even this would only be part of the
story. The oil industry also got a piece
of the protectionist action in the current
bill. This is not new protection; it is hard
to see how the oil giants could reap any
more anticompetitive benefits from im-
port quotas than they already have.
What the bill does, for some reason
which I have yet to comprehend, is to
lock in the current oil guotas system,
removing the discretion the President
now has for abandoning the quota sys-
tem in favor of some other system, such
as tariffs, for assuring our national in-
ttialrest in a continuing supply of domestic
oil,

The President’s own Task Force on
Oil Imports last year recommended just
such a switch—from a quota to a tariff
system—oprimarily for the good of the
American consumer. This task force
estimated the cost to the consumer of
the present quota system at $5 billion
a year—some $29 to every man, woman,
and child in my own State of Minnesota
alone. Thus, the anticonsumer trade bill
now before us would make absolutely
certain that the consumer continued to
foot this absolutely unnecessary and
grossly unfair subsidy to our oil
producers.

I have still mentioned only textiles,
shoes, and oil. The floodgates of protec-
tionism have not yet opened. But these
quotas are a great crack in the dike, and
no one thinks that protectionism can
end with shoes and textiles alone receiv-
ing the goodies.

Dozens of other industries have been
waiting in the wings with their cases—
seeking, as always, to limit competition
from abroad at the expense of the
American consumer. Honey and mush-
rooms, ice skates and iron ore, wigs and
watches, scissors and strawberries, to-
matoes and toys: These are only a few
industries which have been seeking the
kind of protection which shoes and tex-
tiles managed to secure in the pending
bill.

But dozens of other industries would at
least qualify for the trigger mechanism of
the pending bill—goods such as canned
oysters, TV's, eggplants, nonelectric bells,
antibiotics, crowbars, zirconium, caffeine,
umbrellas, clothespins, automobiles, and
brass instruments—plus 106 more were
on such a list prepared by the U.S. Tariff
Commission. This list contained between
$7 and $8 billion worth of imported
goods—at their foreign wholesale prices
and probably double that on the Ameri-
can retail shelves.

Perhaps, many of these industries
would never try for protection, and most
would undoubtedly be unable to demon-
strate the injury criteria. But they all
do meet the one mathematical and,
therefore, most visible, criterion for
tariff adjustment. And it is almost in-
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conceivable, given the protectionist’s
foot in the door through textiles and
shoes, that the Tariff Commission and the
President will be able to deny protfection
to other industries seeking tariffs and
quotas and meeting the trigger mech-
anism formula for the growth of imports
relative to domestic consumption.

We need trade legislation—better
legislation than we now have to carry
forward the spirit of the Kennedy round,
but with greater assistance and sensi-
tivity to problems of foreign dumping,
declining industries, unemployment, and
the protectionism of other countries.

But these ends can be accomplished
responsibly. They can be met with
legislation that does not threaten to set
back the entire course of world trade and
jeopardize the jobs of the millions of
American workers dependent upon our
$40 billion worth of annual exports. And
a responsible and fair trade policy can
be achieved without sacrificing the
American consumer to shortsighted
special interest protectionism.

Consumers of America: If you are not
a majority, then who is? Make yourselves
heard. Inflation has cost you far too
much already. A responsible trade policy
needs your voice in Washington now. For
$3.7 billion, perhaps ‘“consumer power"
can truly come of age.

OIL PRICES

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp the text of the statement
which the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower) presented to the President’s Oil
Policy Committee in connection with its
review of oil prices.

There being no objection, Senator
ToweR’s statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR TOWER

I appreciate the opportunity to submit my
views concerning the recently announced in-
creases In the price of some crude oil
produced in the United States.

I will assume that other Interested per-
sons will submit to you, during the course of
your investigation, the ample statistical data
which documents the decreased levels of
operating profits of domestic ofl exploration
companies. I feel certain that this data will
show that decreased profits in this industry
are the result of the near static price level
of crude oil over the past 15 or so years,
while the costs of finding new reserves have
greatly increased during this period. I believe
that a substantial increase in the price of
domestically produced crude oll is justified to
restore this loss of profits,

But, there is an even more important justi-
fication for increasing the price of crude
oll. Our national security is directly related
to a strong, viable domestic oil exploration
industry.

I will explain how an increase in the price
of crude oil affects our national security by
stating and then discussing the elemental
concepts of this relationship.

(1) Domestic exploration for new reserves
of crude oill is at a 15 year low. Drilling
activity can be measured in several different
ways: the number of drilling rigs in exist-
ence, the number of drilling rigs actually
cutting holes, the dollars invested in drilling
equipment, or the number of feet of holes
drilled, to name some of the measures most
often used.




December 7, 1970

In this instance, measure used is unimpor-
tant because all such measures show a
marked decline over the past 15 years.

(2) The continued existence of our do-
mestic oil exploration companies is contin-
gent upon their exploring for new reserves
of crude oil. Each day, fourteen million bar-
rels of oll are consumed in this country. We
produce approximately 10 milllon barrels
per day of this oil. New reserves of crude oil
must be found to replace those being
consumed.

If the consumed oil is not replaced, it is
easy to see that we will use up all our pro-
ducing reserves. As a matter of fact, at the
present time, we possess only about a 9
year's supply of known producing reserves
of oil, at the present rate of consumption.
This is an overly optimistic figure, however,
because the rate of consumption is almost
certain to increase in the future. Our pro-
ducing reserve cushion has decreased from
in excess of a 20 year's supply in the early
1960's to the present level of about 9 year's
supply. This 9 year reserve figure is mislead-
ing in another way. The flow of this oil can-
not be substantially increased above the
present level of production. WNot only are
there physical limitations, such as lack of
additional pipelines and refinery capacity,
but also, formations which contain the oil
can only give up that oil at certain ideal
rates. If these ideal rates are exceeded, signifi-
cant percentages of oil will probably be ir-
retrievable due to loss of pressure and other
technical reasons.

S0, we probably have less than a 9 years’
supply of proven crude oil which we cannot
produce as fast as we may need it. Without
additions to this reserve supply, it will al-
most certainly continue to decrease.

(3) Increasing the price of crude oll in-
creases the operating profits of domestic oil
exploration companies.

This statement seems self-evident.

But the real issue is whether the increase
is large enough to offset Inflationary and
other cost increases. Cost increases must be
made up. These inflationary increases must
bhe offset just to get the oll companies back
to normal. I feel that a 25 cents per barrel
increase is not enough to offset inflationary
cost increases. This 25 cents per barrel in-
crease under investigation represents only
an 8 percent Increase in the price of crude
oil. Cost increases attributed to inflatlon
have increased more than 8 percent. So, not
only must operating profits increase, they
must increase enough to offset inflationary
and other cost increases.

(4) The amount of operating profit of
domestic oil exploration companles is the
primary factor which determines the amount
of exploration for reserves of oil that these
companies can perform.

Oil exploration 'companies must finance
exploration for new reserves from one of two
sources: Invested capltal or operating profit.
Thus, the amount which can be invested is
limited. The primary source of exploration
funds is operating profit. If operating profit
decreases, the amount of exploration must
be decreased. Thus, when the management
of these companies decides how much ex-
ploration that they can do, the primary fac-
tor which determines this is the amount of
operating profit.

(5) It follows, therefore, that increases in
the price of crude oil are prerequisites to in-
creasing the amount of exploration for new
reserves of oll and that increases in the price
of crude oil should result in increases in ex-
ploration, if these increases are large enough
to offset increased costs.

During the 1960's domestic exploration
companies spent an average of 7.2 billion
dollars per year searching for new reserves.
But between now and 1985, this country will
consume approximately 100 million barrels
of oil. It is estimated that, in order to find
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that quantity of mew oil, expenditures of
around 22 billion dollars per year through-
out the 1970's will have to be made. Thus,
our exploration expenditures must triple.

(6) Increased domestic exploration for oil
translates into increased productive capacity.

The reason this statement is true is that
fortunately this nation possesses the neces-
sary physical ingredients for successful oil
exploration.

First, we have the necessary undiscovered
reserves of crude oil. The U.8. Geological Sur-
vey estimated undiscovered crude oll in place
exceeded two trillion barrels of oll within the
United States and its continental shelves to
a depth of 200 isobaths. While our future
needs are great, our reserves are greater.

Secondly, we possess requlsite men, ma-
chinery and technology to convert domestic
exploration dollars into proven producing
capacity. We know this is so because, until
very recently, this nation enjoyed virtually
unlimited supplies of crude cil to meet the
increasing demand, The availability of large
guantities of crude oll is one of the main
reasons this nation holds a position of pre-
eminence in the world today. Abundance of
oil is one of the primary reasons we enjoy the
highest standard of living anywhere on earth.

So, we have the undiscovered reserves of
oil and the means to find them. Needed are
continued adequate economic incentives in
the form of operating profits.

(7) Adequate domestic oil producing ca-
pacity is necessary for the maintenance of
our national security.

National security demands that we have
available the reserves of oll necessary to pro-
pel our armed forces when needed and to
maintain the mobility which is so vital to
our military strength. But, national secu-
rity, as it relates to crude oil, means more
than that. It means, also, world-wide bar-
gaining power. We must maintain that inter-
national bargaining strength which is based
on the knowledge that this nation can sup-
ply its own energy needs and those required
to meet our commitments, Further, national
security includes the capability to provide
for our vital industrial and consumer needs.

It is estimated that unless new reserves
of crude oll are found, we will have used
up all our surplus producing capacity by
the end of 1971. This means that increases
in consumption will have to be met through
increased imports of crude oll from foreign
countries.

It has been recognized that it is not wise
to allow limited imports of crude oil to meet
our needs, In 1959, President Eisenhower
implemented the Mandatory Oil Import
Quota System. He sald that the new system
was “designed to insure a stable, healthy
(oil) industry in the United States capable
of exploring for and developing new hemi-
sphere reserves to replace those being de-
pleted. The basis of the new program as the
certified requirement of our national secu-
rity would make 1t necessary that we pre-
serve to the greatest extent possible a vig-
orous, healthy petroleum industry in the
United States.”

President Eisenhower correctly recognized
the national security aspects of the do-
mestic oll industry, that there were maxi-
mum safe import levels and that to exceed
these levels would impair the viability of the
domestic oil industry. The Presidents since
President Eisenhower, have similarly recog-
nized that vital relationship. Thus, we must
not allow ourselves to rely on imports of for-
elgn oil to the detrlment of our domestic
industry.

The events in the Near East in the past
few months have demonstrated again the
wisdom and necessity of maintaining a
strong domestic oll producing industry. The
relatively minor disruptions in the flow of
mideast oil produced serious repercussions
around the world. Yet, the deficiencies in
the United States supply of crude oil caused
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by these disruptions have largely been made
up by increasing the production of oil in
Texas and Louisiana. This higher level of
production from secure domestic sources
cannot be sustained indefinitely. We must
continue to add to our producing reserves.

(8) Maintaining our national security is
necessary. Can there be any serious argument
against the concept of this nation's maintain-
ing a strong national security posture? Can
there be any doubt that if this nation re-
duced its level of national security that other
hostile countries would not take advantage of
this reduced level of security? In my opinion,
we must continue to maintain a strong de-
fense posture. A vital link in this posture is a
viable domestic oil industry.

(9) Therefore, it follows from the fore-
going that increasing the price of domesti-
cally produced crude oil is necessary.

I realize that you already understand and
acknowledge much, if not all of what I have
submitted. However, this investigation seems
an appropriate time and place to review the
basic concepts which relate adequate prices
of domestic crude oll to our natlonal se-
curity.

HELICOPTERS FOR PAKISTAN

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, on
November 19, in a letter to the President,
I urged that:

Every helicopter and crew not now urgently
required in Vietnam be moved from the con-
flict to help in the Pakistani relief effort.
They should be accompanied by as many
fixed wing transport aircraft as can be spared
under the same standard, for collection and
delivery of supplies to airfields nearest the
points of need.

I suggested further that it would be
worth while at least exploring the chance
that:

North Vietnamese and National Liberation
Front forces might cooperate to allow an
even greater diversion than might otherwise
be the case, through a temporary cease-fire
or other arrangement.

Both prior to that time and since, news
reports on the dreadful catastrophe in
East Pakistan have been filled with evi-
dence of the need for the means to trans-
port relief supplies to remote areas of
suffering. There has never been any
doubt that the death toll would mount
far beyond the tens of thousands who
perished in the flood unless food, water,
and mediecal supplies were widely distrib-
uted within a very short period of time.

The most urgent need, in the words of
Pakistani Relief Commissioner A. M. Ani-
suazzaman, has been “helicopters, heli-
copters, and helicopters.”

I understand that we have some 4,000
helicopters in Southeast Asia, in the
range of 1,000 miles from East Pakistan.
Nearly 2 weeks after the disaster there
were six U.S. helicopters flying and four
being assembled in Pakistan. None came
from Southeast Asia. We supplied a total
of 10; other countries brought the num-
ber to something under 30.

On December 2 I received a reply to my
suggestion from Secretary of State Wil-
liam Rogers, in which he indicated that
we could supply helicopters from the
United States more quickly than they
could be diverted from the field in Viet-
nam. I do have some doubts about one of
the reasons he cited for that conclusion—
that those in Vietnam would have to be
taken apart for shipment—in light of the
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fact that at least a portion of those heli-
copters can fly at speeds of at least 200
miles per hour, and can be refueled in
flight.

But in any case, I appreciate the Sec-
retary’s attention to my proposal, and I
want to share his response with Mem-
bers of the Senate. I therefore ask unan-
imous consent that there be printed
in the Recorp an interim reply from the
White House, dated November 19, fol-
lowed by Secretary Roger’s letter of De-
cember 2.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TrE WaHITE HOUSE,
Washington, November 19, 1970.
Hon, Georce MCGOVERN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR McGovERN: This is to ac-
knowledge and thank you for your letter to
the President of today's date regarding the
disaster In East Pakistan. I shall call your
concern and suggestions to the President's
early attention.

With cordial regards,

Slncerely.
WinLiam B, TIMMONS,
Assistant to the President.

THE SECRETARY OF STATE,
Washington, December 2, 1970.
Hon. GeoRGE S. MCGOVERN,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SewaToR McGovERN: The President
ghares your deep concern over the tragle
reports about the disaster in East Pakistan,
From all indicatlions, it iz one of the greatest
natural disasters in modern history.

Your support for the moves that have been
taken to meet the immediate relief requests
of the Government of Pakistan is appreci-
ated. As these have been received, additional
military and commercial aircraft have been
sent with food, medicine, clothing and other
relief supplies for the victims of the cyclone
along with the means (hellcopters and boats)
to move the supplies into the disaster area.

Much more remains to be done, and the
Administration is firmly committed to do
whatever 1t can, both during the immediate
emergency relief phase and over the longer
term to assist In reconstruction and re-
habilitation of the devastated area. This
will be a long-term effort and will require
continuing support from the Congress.

The suggestion that as many helicopters
as possible be moved from Vietnam to East
Pakistan was taken fully into consideration
by the Department of Defense when it was
initially determined that airlift support was
needed, Evaluation at that time indicated
that helicopters could be moved to the dis-
aster area more quickly from the U.S., than
from the fleld in Vietnam We were able to
airlift 10 helicopters Into East Pakistan and
make them operational over the disaster area
within 2-3 days of the request for them,
whereas helicopters from Vietnam would
have had to be removed from the battle-
field, serviced and taken apart for shipment.
We were prepared to send more helicopters if
the Government of Pakistan determined that
they were needed.

Our objective in this entire operation is in
the true American humanitarian tradition of
helping save, and sustaln, as many lives as
possible. When and if it is feasible and nec-
essary, we are prepared to draw on our re-
sources in: the Pacific to ald in the war
against death in East Pakistan. For example,
& communieations support team for the heli-
copters operating in East Paklstan has been
sent from Vietnam.

Thank you again for your encouragement
for the Administration’s relief effort. Your
suggestions are appreciated and your con-
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cern reflects the bipartisan response Amerl-
cans have always given to others In need.
With best personal regards,
Sincerely,
Wiriam P. ROGERS.

FOREIGN POLICY AND THE
GENERATION GAP

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, in a
speech prepared for the Thomas C. Hen-
nings lecture at Washington University
in St. Louis, Mo., the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CEURCH) discussed one of our most
important problems, “Foreign Policy and
the Generation Gap.”

Mr. President, we have many problems
in our society. And like it or not, our
foreign policy greatly affects how these
problems are met.

The conduct of foreign policy offers a
nation the opportunity to put the prin-
ciples it expounds into practice. Unfor-
tunately, all too often policy falls short
of the rhetorie, leading to the disiliu-
sionment of many.

And when the conduct of foreign pol-
icy goes wrong, as it has in Vietnam, it
can affect the priorities of a nation.
Through a series of relatively insignifi-
cant, almost private, decisions, the
United States slowly became embroiled
in a war which exposed the difference
between our rhetoric and our actions,
and cost over 52,000 young men their
lives while crippling and maiming thou-
sands. It has cost the U.S. Government
over $135 billion dollars. Indeed, Vietnam
has diminished our available resources,
both human and financial, to meet our
urgent domestic problems.

Senator CHURCE eloguently sums up
the effects of foreign policy gone wrong
and suggests what can be done to cor-
rect it. He states:

I should think that the lessons of Vietnam
may have just as much impact on young peo=
ples’ conceptions of American foreign pollcy
in the future as the lessons of the Second
World War had upon the conceptions of their
parents. Having witnessed the involvement
of the United States. in both great wars of
this century, our contemporary leaders drew
the conclusion that since we couldn't with-
draw in isolation from the world, we must
therefore take charge of it. Thus the United
States, at the end of the SBecond World War,
stepped into the vacuum created by the re-
ceding European empires. Tommy Adkins was
replaced by G.I. Joe; American Marines oc-
cupied barracks once filled by the French
Foreign Legion. Though we belleved our mo-
tives to be pure—quite unrelated to the prac-
tice of neocolonialism with which we stand
charged—the obligations we assumed soon
came to exceed those of all the old western
empires combined. The United States, with-
out much forethought, pledged itself to over-
see the vast regions once occupled by the
bankrupt European nations, Overnight, we
became the policeman, banker and judge of
most of the world.

In place of the British fleet, the U.S. Navy
took up the deep-water patrol. From the
Mediterranean to the China Seas; American
troops were garrisoned at outposts so far-
flung as to dwarf the reach of Imperial Rome.
In our zeal as self-anointed protector of half
a hundred foreign governments, we retained
the draft to summon young Americans to
battle in places they had never heard of be-
fore, a compulsory duty never imposed on
French or British citizens, even at the height
of their colonial power.
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The obsessive fear which drove us to this
extremity—the specter of a monolithic com-
munism engulfing the globe—has long since
been shown to be illusory. Communist coun-
tries are deeply divided. President Nixon 1is
cheered in Bucharest and greeted with en-
thusiasm in Belgrade. The red titans, Russia
and China, hurl invective at one another and
engage in sporadic warfare along contested
borders.

While these developments outmoded our
old concepts, we kept on adhering to the same
engrained habits of thought. We continued
to see ourselves as the benevolent sentinel
of what we still call the "free world,” when
in truth it is mainly composed, like the
Communist world, of despotic governments
that are the very antithesis of all we stand
for as a nation.

So it happened that Amerlcan foreign pol-
icy fell out of touch with traditional Amer-
ican ideals, In the name of "pragmatism,”
we embraced every form of government on
our side of the tug-of-war. Their frontiers
became ours to defend, for which purpose we
stationed more than a million soldiers abroad;
their internal stability became ours to pro-
mote, for which purpose we dispensed more
than $150-billlon in foreign aid. To be sure,
we told ourselves we were financing develop-~
ment, but we decreed that it must take place
within the framework of the existing order.
Our principal concern, like that of all pre-
siding imperlal powers, became the preserva-
tion of the status quo.

This objective cannot be reconciled with
our historic conception of ourselves as an ex-
emplary soclety. Americans who belleve in
freedom at home will not wed themselves for
long to a foreign policy which supports des-
potism in other lands. When the United
States keeps sending arms to the Greek colo-
nels who strangled freedom in democracy's
home, when we subsidize the Fasclst Franco;
when we lavish money on a dictatorship in
Brazil which 1s known to countenance the
torture of 1ts own citizens, why in the name
of decency are we surprised when idealistic
young Americans question our purposes
abroad and doubt our words?

VI

The remedy—the only remedy—is to bring
America home again, not to a neolsolationism
of which I am sometimes accused; not to an
abandonment of the United Nations or those
alliances, such as NATO, which really con-
tribute to our security; not to a condition of
military weakness which might tempt our
enemies—but home again to the forgotten
truth that the first mission of the federal
government was never to declde which fac-
tion should govern some little country on the
fringes of China, but to attend to the genuine
needs of the American peoplel

For too long, our people’s problems have
gone unattended here at home. For too long,
our presidents have been mesmerized by the
quests of Caesar. For too long, our resources
have been poured into distant lands, with
which we have had no former link or eco-
nomic interest, no strateglc stake or post-
colonial responsibility.

The time has come to put right our priori-
ties, before we exhaust ourselves in futile
foreign adventures, as other great powers
have done before us. At song fests we raise
our volces to sing: “This land is our land.”
Well, it cries out for more attention. Amer-
fcan cities rot at their cores, the countryside
empties of people, family farms disappear.
Smog spreads Iits noxious mantle, water
turns rancld, and the problems of waste dis-
posal grow dally more severe. Race relations
worsen, the streets are shamefully unsafe.
Crime breeds on addictive drugs. And pov-
erty persists amidst plenty.

This gather crisis in our own land bears
far more importantly on the future of the
republic than anything we have now, or
have ever had at stake, in Indochina. Atten-
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tion to these festering problems on the
homefront, reinforced by an ironclad re-
solve to solve them, would do more than any-
thing else to enlist the energies, quicken the
interest, and restore the allegiance of the
doubting young.

Such a new direction requires a radical re-
vision of American foreign policy. Massive
intervention in other peoples’ affairs must
give way to priority attention for our own.
Military adventurism—which has kept this
country engaged in marathon warfare for the
past 30 years—must be replaced with suf-
ficlent self-discipline to restore our armed
forces to their legitimate role, the defense of
the United States. Above all, the American
forelgn policy tail must stop wagging the
American dog!

That accomplished, we could shift focus
back upon those internal problems which
80 deeply concern young people, such as at-

racial justice, eliminating poverty,
improving the quality of life and humaniz~
ing our institutions. With ecredibility, we
could then beckon young people back into
the mainstream of our political process.

It is fitting that Senator Caurcw’s
message to those honoring Tom Hen-
nings, a distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri, can be summed up by another
great American and distinguished Mis-
sourl Senator, Carl Schurz, who stated
almost a century ago:

Our country, right or wrong! When right,
:io be kept right; when wrong, to be put
ght!

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entirety of Senator
CrauRrcH's speech be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

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

ForEIGN POLICY AND THE GENERATION GAP:
THOMAS C, HENNINGS LECTURE, WASHING-
ToN UNiversity, Str. Lours, Mo., Dec. 3.
1870

(By U.S. Senator FPrank CHuURcH, D., Idaho,
Member, Senate Forelgn Relations Com-
mittee)

FOREIGN POLICY AND THE GENERATION GAP

You do me high honor in asking me to
deliver this Thomas C. Hennings, Jr. Me-
morial Lecture. Having served with the
Senator in the years immediately preceding
his death, I remember well the maladies
against which he fought during the Fifties:
wiretapping . . . unprincipled attacks upon
the Supreme Court and its Justices . »
racism . the filibuster, the legislative
weapon of recalcitrance . . . juvenile delin-
quency . ..and many more.

Tom Hennings turned his energies, for the
most part, upon those afflictions which
plagued our own body politic. He did so
during an era when our national leadership
was largely preoccupied with external af-
fairs, S0 his fight was uphill all the way.
And when he lost, as he often did, the thing
I would have you remember about Tom
Hennings is that he never quit. He never
threw up his hands and cried, “The system
must be trashed!”

In this connection, let me recite a personal
experience. A few weeks ago, I went to Pitts-
burgh to address the student body of Car-
negle-Mallon University. Though I was well
received, two plainelothesmen aczompanied
me the entire time I stayed on the campus,
and I was given a police escort back to the
airport. University officlals explained—almost
nonchalantly—that this had become “stand-
ard procedure.”

On returning to the alrport that evening,
we drove past the Hilton Hotel in down-
town Pittsburgh. Inside, hurling verbal
thunderbolts at the party faithful, was the
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Vice President of the United States; outside,
the hotel was surrounded by young people
shouting obscenities.

As I flew back to Washington in the gath-
ering gloom, I kept turning over in my mind
that memorable passage in President Nixon's
insugural address, delivered nearly two years
before, from the steps of the nation’s capitol.

“In these difficult years,” the new Presi-
dent had admonished, “America has suf-
fered from a fever of words; from Inflated
rhetoric that promises more than it can de-
liver; from angry rhetoric that fans discon-
tents Into hatreds; from bombastic rhetoric
that postures instead of persuading.

“We cannot learn from one another,” Mr,
Nixon had said, “until we stop shouting at
one another—until we speak quiletly enough
so that our words can be heard as well as our
volces.”

Today, 22 months later, the shouting is
louder than ever. We have grown not closer
together but farther apart. Angry Americans
clash in the streets, schools burn, armories
are sacked, courtrooms bombed. Startling
numbers of policemen and firemen are shot
in the performance of their duty. Fanatic new
groupings boast publicly that they are wag-
ing “guerrilla warfare” against their fellow
Americans. Violence stalks the land.

American campuses are in the midst of a
crisis unequalled in the history of the United
States, reports the President’s Commission on
Campus Unrest. This campus crisis, the com=
mission declared, reflects deep divisions in
American soclety and is seen in “violent acts
and harsh rhetoric and in the enmity of those
Americans who see themselves as occupying
opposing camps.”

No longer do we face our problems togeth-
er. Instead we divide into minority blocs
and special interest groups; student mili-
tants, hard hats and Black Panthers, to
name a few. Factionallsm is so much in
fashion that those who claim no particular
label are lumped together in & grouping of
thelr own and touted as the “forgotten
Americans.”

As the balkanization of our society worsens,
rational dialogue across the barriers all but
ceases. “Non-negotiable” demands are leveled
in language foul from faces flushed. Power
is the ubiquitous symbol and catchword:
white power, black power, red power, student
power, flower power.

Intolerant slogans depict the ugly mood:

“America, love 1t (my way) or leave it.”

“Off the pigs.”

“Tell it to Hanol.”

And on and on and on.

With Job, the time has come for America
to implore: “How long will ye vex my soul
and break me In pileces with words?”

I

The America of my boyhood was a poorer
land, marked by breadlines, bank faflures
and industrial strife. Parents worrled about
keeping meat and potatoes on the table. Yet
I grew up amidst friendly neighbors on se-
cure streets. To be sure, people took their
politics seriously. Times were hard. But I
can't recall anybody who didn’t believe his
country was the greatest in the world. Fail-
ure to stand up for the national anthem was
unheard of, and never did I witness disre-
spect for the flag.

This underlying bellef in the American
system-—call It old-fashioned patriotism if
you will—filled our history and literature,
“We are acting for all mankind,” Thomas
Jefferson had proclaimed, and Walt Whit-
man, poet of 8 self-confident republic, had
written:

“Myself, I sing. A single, separate person,
and praise the word, ‘democracy.’'”

Yes, when I was growing up, nearly every-
one accepted our union as the wonder and
envy of the world. Longfellow had earlier as-
sured us, from his gulet study in Cambridge,
that “humanity with all its fears, with all
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the hopes of future years,” hung breathless
on our fate.

Few doubted it.

On such readings did my generation im-
bibe the humane and hopeful spirit of Amer-
lca. Zestfully they informed us that our free
land represented a new beginning, a sanc-
tuary of escape from the anclent oppressions
of Europe.

Now I realize that some of my sophisticated
friends would scoff at these recollectlons,
They would brand them maudlin. They would
say that such days of innocence, If ever they
existed, are best put behind us. They would
claim to be glad the country has grown up at
last, and that the “now" generation Is mature
enough to “tell it 1lke it 15,” having freed
itself from the sentimental nonsense and
mythology of the past.

These “sophlsticates” may be partly right,
but mostly they are wrong. They forget that
any soclety, especlally one composed of s0
many diverse culfures, races and creeds as
our own, is mortared together by common
sentiment, by a basic bellef in the decency
of Its purposes, the virtue of its shared ldeals
and the soundness of its institutions.

When we turn scornful of these funda-
mentals; when we lose respect for each other
and grow definant of lawful authority; when
the accepted standard of conduct sinks to a
level no more demanding than *“doing your
own thing,"” then the country starts to come
unstuck.

That's what is happening to us today.

That's why we're in such deep trouble.

oI

The trouble stems from no physical disa-
bility. Our economic system is a cornucopia
of goods and services piled high. Adult
Americans prize its monumental productiv-
ity. Our sights were set, after all, during
sparse years of insecurity and depression.
Bmall wonder that material abundance
should have become the single-minded goal
and unique achievement—for our generation.

S0 we tend to diagnose today’s trauma in
superficial and self-serving ways. We tell
ourselves we have given our children too
much. They are spolled. They were ralsed
permissively. It's all Dr. Spock’s fault!

But, In moments of reflection, we grudg-
ingly concede that our children do have a
point. If they reject the shopping centers as
the hallmark of American culture; if they
resent the ubiquitous and deceitful adver-
tisements of beer, cigarettes, cosmetics and
deodorants that forever assault our eyes and
ears; if they object to how we have cheap-
ened our surroundings In an endless clutter
of billboards and neon signs; if they want
the air pure again, and the water running
clean, and the land given a little more lov-
ing care, are they really so awfully wrong?

Don’t mistake these for signs of sickness.
These are the symptoms of persisting na-
tional health. A new generation of Ameri-
cans, knowing that it cannot add to the
quantity in our lives, seeks rather to im-
prove the guality. In this they are right.
We should pitch in and help them.

For the generation gap which matters in-
volves no insuperable disagreement over goals,
nor does it consist primarily of the different
life style adopted by so many young people.
Indeed, when it comes to their long-term
beliefs, their aspirations for their country, or
their concept of ultimate justice, the views
of most young people are less different from
those of thelr parents than is commonly
supnosed.

The dangerous generation gap, as I see it,
has more to do with means than ends. Far
too many bright and sensitive college stu-
dents are “turned off,” Whatever word is
used for describing their negative mood,
whether it be allenated, disaffected, or disil-
lusioned, the fact is that alarming numbers
of young Americans are losing faith In the
American political process. They believe the
system is rigged for war, not peace; they sus-
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pect that representative government has lost
its vitality, with only the pocketbook inter-
ests enjoying representation, not the people.
Worst of all, they think that their entreaties,
when voiced in the regular manner, go un-
heeded and unheard.

This pervasive skepticism about our estab-
lished political order lies at the very heart
of the malalse on campus. It makes the cop-
out seem respectable; it accounts for the
ease with which self-indulgent pursults can
be justified. If nothing can be done anyway,
then why not “celebrate” life? Why not make
beads, beards and flowing locks the apparel
of deflance and dissent? Why not confront
the establishment? If it won't yleld, at least
it can be discomforted. Why not?

These are the disturbing questions stu-
dents asked. The malady is most apparent at
our foremost universities, where the faculty
itself is infected, but it is spreading rapldly
through all our institutions of higher learn-
ing, undermining confidence still further, en-
couraging coercion and infusing contempt.
If the affliction is to be cured, we must
honestly probe for, and eradicate, the under-
lying causes, Nothing less will suffice.

w

The charlatans hold that the remedy con-
slsts of a simple dose of discipline, a crack-
down on campus. It is easy for them to point
to any number of disorders which apparently
called for sterner measures than those taken.
Obviously, no academic institution—or so-
clety for that matter—can long tolerate or
endure conditions of anarchy. Force unloosed
must be met with sufficient counterforce to
restore good order. All law-breakers must be
held to account.

Nevertheless, while a gaping wound some-
times requires a compress to contain 1it, the
wound 1is healed, not by the tape with which
it is bound, but by the inner processes of
the body. Bo, if we are to find the deep-rooted
causes of our current afiliction, we must re-
examine our society, review our recent his-
tory, and reflect upon our charted course.

A starting place is to recognize that today’s
typical American parent and disaffected col-
lege student see the world abroad very dif-
ferently. The new generation never perceived
in Vietnam the demons their parents envi-
sioned. Unlike our Presidents who over-
learned the “lessons"” of World War II, most
perceptlve young Americans never could
swallow Ho Chi Minh as Adolph Hitler in
disguise, or belleve that our failure to fight
for a government we propped up in Saigon
would amount to another *“Munich.” They
sensed that Vietnam really had nothing to
do with American security, the safety of the
United States or the well-being of our people.
Inevitably, they came to view the conflict
as an unwarranted intervention on our part
in a civil war in Vietnam which wasn’t our
affair.

It does no good to tell these young people
that "our will and character are being
tested.” That we shall not be humiliated or
accept our first defeat. They do not belleve
a mistaken war should be won, They be-
lieve it should be stopped. That, for them,
is the path of honor.

So it happened that Vietnam, now the
longest war in our history, severed the line
of communication between our generation of
political leaders and the campus leaders of
student thought. The two groups move on
different plains; they speak in different
tongues. Their paths would never have col-
lided, but passed each other by like ships in
the night, except for the war. For we oldsters
insisted on drafting the youngsters to fight
a war which great numbers of them couldn’t
approve.

Thus, the disillusionment of so many col-
lege students in their country and its in-
stitutions has its roots in Vietnam. When
the power of the state is used to force young
men to fight a war they belleve to be unnec-
essary, at best, and wrongful, at worst (under
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penalty of imprisonment if they refuse), the
seeds of sedition are sown. From these roots,
every limb of authority is eventually chal-
lenged. Whenever a tree trunk is shaken,
all the leaves tremble. Once the legitimacy
of the government is rejected on an issue so
fundamental as an unacceptable war, every
lesser institution of authority is placed in
jeopardy. Every sacred principle, every tra-
ditional value, every settled policy becomes
a target for ridicule and repudiation. Cal-
drons of anarchy soon begin to boil.

Listen to what the President’s Commission
on Campus Unrest said about the war. Dis-
affected students see the war, the commis-
slon concluded, “as a symbol of moral crisis
in the nation which, in their eyes, deprives
even law of its legitimacy . . . Nothing is
more important than the end of the war In
Indochina."”

The war's fall-out has debased, on a far
broader front, the confidence of young peo-
ple in their government. The credibility of
the government, including the Presidency it-
self, has been greviously impaired. Moreover,
an awareness has developed—never known
to my generation—that the U.8. Government
has forfeited its claim to a morality above
that of other governments. The napalming of
defenseless Vietnamese villages, the devasta-
tion of large areas by free-dropping B-52's,
the massacres at My Lal—facts like these pre-
vent young Americans from sharing their
elders’ coveted belief in the superior moral-
ity of their country.

Finally, a recognition is forming that the
United States can “lose.” All American chil-
dren learn from their schoolbooks that the
United States has never lost a war. But the
gargantuan image of brave men, unlimited
money and massive modern technology
bogged down in & medleval quagmire will
not scon be forgotten. Shattered lles the
myth of American omnipotence and all other
premises on which we built our foreign policy
in the years following the Second World War.

v

I should think that the lessons of Vietnam
may have just as much impact on young peo-
ples’ conceptions of American foreign policy
in the future as the lessons of the Second
World War had upon the conceptions of their
parents. Having witnessed the involvement
of the United States in both great wars of
this century, our contemporary leaders drew
the conclusion that since we couldn't with-
draw in isolation from the world, we must
therefore take charge of it. Thus the United
States, at the end of the Second World War,
stepped into the vacuum created by the re-
ceding European empires. Tommy Adkins
was replaced by G.I. Joe; American Marines
occupied barracks once filled by the French
Forelgn Legion. Though we believed our mo-
tives to be pure—quite unrelated to the prac-
tice of neocolonialism with which we stand
charged—the obligations we assumed soon
came to exceed those of all the old western
empires combined. The United States, with-
out much forethough, pledged itself to over-
see the vast regions once occupied by the
bankrupt European nations. Overnight, we
became the policeman, banker and judge of
most of the world.

In place of the British fleet, the U.S. Navy
took up the deep-water patrol. From the
Mediterranean to the China Seas; American
troops were garrisoned at outposts so far
flung as to dwarf the reach of Imperial
Rome, In our zeal as self-anointed protector
of half a hundred foreign governments, we
retained the draft to summon young Ameri-
cans to battle in places they had never heard
of before, a compulsory duty never imposed
on French or British citizens, even at the
height of their colonial power.

The obsessive fear which drove us to this
extremity—the specter of a monolithie com-
munism engulfing the globe—has long since
been shown to be illusory. Communist coun=-
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tries are deeply divided. President Nixon is
cheered In Bucharest and greeted with en-
thusiasm in Belgrade. The red titans, Russia
and China, hurl invective at one another
and engage in sporadic warfare along con-
tested borders.

While these developments outmoded our
old concepts, we kept on adhering to the
same engrained habits of thought. We con-
tinued to see ourselves as the benevolent
sentinel of what we still call the "free
world,” when in truth it iz mainly com-
posed, like the Communist world, of despotic
governments that are the very antithesis of
all we stand for as a natlon.

So It happened that American foreign
policy fell out of touch with traditional
American ideals. In the name of “pragma-
tism,” we embraced every form of govern-
ment on our slde of the tug-of-war. Their
frontiers became ours to defend, for which
purpose we stationed more than a million
soldiers abroad; their internal stability be-
came ours to promote, for which purpose we
dispensed more than $150-billion in forelgn
ald. To be sure, we told ourselves we were
financing development, but we decreed that
it must take place within the framework of
the existing order. Our principal concern,
lke that of all presiding imperial powers,
became the preservation of the status quo.

This objective cannot be reconciled with
our historic conception of ourselves as an
exemplary soclety. Americans who belleve in
freedom at home will not wed themselves for
long to a foreign policy which supports
despotism in other lands. When the United
SBtates keeps sending arms to the Greek
colonels who strangled freedom in demoec-
racy’s home, when we subsidize the Fasclst
Franco; when we lavish money on a dictator-
ship in Brazil which is known to counte-
nance the torture of its own citizens, why
in the name of decency are we surprised
when idealistic young Americans question
our purposes abroad and doubt our words?

Vi

The remedy—the only remedy—is to bring
America home again, not to a neoisolation-
ism of which I am sometimes accused; not
to an abandonment of the United Nations
or those alliances, such as NATO, which
really contribute to our security; not to a
condition of military weakness which might
tempt our enemies—but home again to the
forgotten truth that the first mission of the
federal government was never to decide
which faction should govern some little
country on the fringes of China, but to at-
tend to the genuine needs of the American
people!

For too long, our people’s problems have
gone unattended here at home. For too long,
our presidents have been mesmerized by the
quests of Caesar. For too long, our resources
have been poured into distant lands, with
which we have had no former link or eco-
nomic interest, no strategic stake or post-
colonial responsibility.

The time has come to put right our pri-
orities, before we exhaust ourselves in futile
foreign adventures, as other great powers have
done before us. At song fests we raise our
voices to sing: ““This land is our land.” Well,
it cries out for more attention. American cit-
ies rot at thelr cores, the countryside emp-
ties of people, family farms disappear. Smog
spreads its noxious mantle, water turns ran-
cid, and the problems of waste disposal grow
daily more severe. Race relations worsen,
the streets are shamefully unsafe. Crime
breeds on addictive drugs. And poverty per-
sists amidst plenty.

This gathering crisis in our own land bears
far more importantly on the future of the
republic than anything we have now, or
have ever had at stake, in Indochina. Atten-
tion to these festering problems on the home-
front, reinforced by an ironclad resolve to
solve them, would do more than anything
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else to enlist the energies, quicken the inter-
est, and restore the alleglance of the doubt-
ing young.

Such a new direction requires a radical re-
vision of American foreign policy. Massive
intervention in other peoples’ affalrs must
give way to priority attention for our own.
Military adventurism—which has kept this
country engaged in marathon warfare for the
past 30 years—must be replaced with suf-
ficient self-discipline to restore our armed
forces to their legitimate rcole, the defense
of the United States. Above all, the Ameri-
can foreign policy tail must stop wagging the
American dog!

That accomplished, we could shift focus
back upon those internal problems which
80 deeply concern young people, such as
attaining raclal justice, eliminating poverty,
improving the quality of life and humaniz-
ing our institutions, With credibility, we
could then beckon young people back into
the mainstream of our political process. Let
them vote at 18; they know more than
we did at 21. Let them help us update our
horse-and-buggy politics by abolishing the
Electoral College, so that the people can di-
rectly elect the President, Let them assist in
the reform of our unrepresentative conven-
tion system, so that the voters can have a
larger voice in the selection of candidates.
Let them plunge in with fresh ideas about
changing our scandalous election laws, to
curtail sky-rocketing campalgn costs and
impose realistic spending limits, so that vic-
tories at the polls are fairly won, not bought.

That’s a start, And when we've made it,
even the most cynical young people may
begin listening again when we remind them
that no society of men will ever be perfect,
that every wrong can't be instantly righted,
and that the best instrument yet devised
for pursuing truth is freedom, But govern-
ments that tolerate freedom are rare. They
are hard to get, in the first place; and they

are hard to keep alive. That task, in a free
land like ours, must be assumed by each suc-
ceeding generation. Its performance is not
the prize of a short sprint, but the hard-
earned harvest of an endurance contest.

Out of that understanding, we would
come together again. The generation gap
wouldn't vanish—and we should be glad for
that—but it would np longer tear the coun-
try apart, Underlying confidence in the
soundness of our institutions would be re-
stored. And our horizons would brighten
once more with the promise that American
freedom will endure.

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE HONOLULU REDEVELOP-
MENT AGENCY

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, as the
Honolulu Redevelopment Agency cele-
brates its 20th anniversary this year, it
has much to be proud of. Its record of
accomplishment is a most impressive one.

In the last 20 years, HRA has acquired,
improved, and resold for urban renewal
purposes over T million square feet of

land at a total acquisition cost of $§13,-.

221,000; initiated or contracted for more
than $42,100,000 worth of construction:
aided in relocating 3,028 families, 2,699
individuals, and hundreds of businesses.
The estimatead total cost of all HRA proj-
ects undertaken amounts to over $112,-
500,000.

Two HRA projects deserving partic-
ular attention are the Kukui Gardens
housing project which received the AIA
Award of Excellence and the Kapahulu
rehabilitation project which was cited
by the Department of Housing and
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Urban Development as a ‘“‘Showcase of

Excellence.”

At this time, I am proud to salute the
Honolulu Redevelopment Agency for its
great contribution in lessening to a re-
markable degree the problems associated
with urban renewal in Honolulu. HRA’s
record has been one of excellence.

At this time, I should like to share a
report of the Honolulu Redevelopment
Agency’s accomplishments with the
Senate. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the RECORD.

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

BETTER LIVING IN A BETTER NEIGHBORHOOD
THROUGH URBAN RENEWAL UNDER THE
HoNOLULU REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF THE
CI1Ty AND COUNTY OF HoNoLULU, HONOLULD,
Hawarr, 1950-70

AGENCY MEMBERS

Five Member constituting a public corpo-
rate body provide programs for renewal of
slum, blighted and deteriorating areas
through clearance or conservation, or both;
determine overall policles and take legal ac-
tions to execute such programs and policles.

Joseph Lunasco, Chairman, Sherman N.
Dowsett, Vice-Chairman, Sunao Miyabara,
Secretary, Hung Leong Ching, Member, and
Paul M. Eurata, Member.

; ADMINISTRATION

Plans, develops and administers urban
renewsal programs and related affairs as ap-
proved by Agency Members.

Melvin Y. Shinn, Manager.

INTRODUCTION

The Honclulu Redevelopment Agency has
been actively functioning in its capacity of
implementing the urban renewal program
of the City and County of Honolulu since it
was established in 1949, The existing projects
in execution and the projects in planning are
calculated to implement the overall goals and
objectives of the Agency.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals and objectives of the Honolulu
Redevelopment Agency are consistent with
Federal alms and local community needs.

The overall goals and objectives of the
Honolulu Redevelopment Agency on which its
long-range program is based are the follow-
ing:

(a) The elimination of urban blight where
it exlsts, and the prevention of its further
spread, by a selective use of both redevelop-
ment and rehabilitation programs.

(b) The provision of diverse choice of hous-
ing for all income groups, with initial con-
cern for those lower income groups not pres-
ently served by the normal housing market.
Particular responsibility is assumed by HRA
for relocating those persons displaced by the
redevelopment process.

(c) The improvement and modernization
of commercial areas where betterment has
not come about through the efforts of indi-
vidual owners.

(d) Assistance in development of the cul-
tural life of the community by including cul-
tural facilities in redevelopment project
plans.

In the years ahead, these goals and ob-
jectives will determine the Agency's overall
policy, its major programs, and its individual
projects, as well.

The Federal Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) has clearly stated
certain National Goals to be attained in the
urban renewal, which will be prime factors
in establishing project priorities, Sum-
marized, these National Goals are:

1. Ezpansion of housing supply for low-
and moderate-income groups. This applies
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both to conserving and increasing such hous-
ing supply.

2. Development of areas of employment
opportunity. This applies to development of
centers of employment opportunity for job-
less, underemployed, and low-income persons
through commercial or industrial redevelop-
ment.

3. Renewal of areas with eritical and urgent
need. Priority is given to areas of physical
decay, high tension and great soclal need,
where all availlable resources are to be used
to improve conditions.

In addition, HUD has emphasized the need
for balanced programs: e.g. programs di-
rected toward eliminating blight and provid-
ing housing for all income levels, upgrading
and modernizing commercial areas and pro-
viding for the civic and cultural life of the
community.

Finally, HUD has pointed to the need for
Jull employment of every urban renewal dol-
lar, and evaluation of the responsible use
belng made of grant funds already com-
mitted.

The Honolulu Redevelopment Agency, in
its present and its projected programs, such
as the Model Cities program considers these
National Goals, locally applied, to be a part
of its own Goals and Objectives.

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

1. The objective of prevention and elimi-
nation of urban blight is implemented
through two different types of program;

a. Rehabilitation and Conservation—to
eliminate and prevent deterioration within
an area which is not yet beyond reclamation
through: removing only those structures
which cannot be salvaged; reorganizing and
expanding the public facilities to provide the
framework for a sound neighborhood: re-
habilitating private property—that is, re-
modeling and renovating those existing strue-
tures which do not conform to standards
prescribed for the area; and maintaining all
property in accordance with those stand-
ards.

b. Clearance and Redevelopment—the pro-
gram of redevelopment involves: the acqui-
sition of all or most of the land within a
designated area by a local public agency
through purchase or condemnation; the dem-
olitlon of structures on that land; the re-
location of displaced persons and businesses;
and the eventual conveyance of the cleared
parcel to a private entrepreneur, who is obli-
gated to redevelop it in accordance with a
municipally approved plan.

2. The objective of providing housing to
serve the needs of all income groups is im-
plemented through the following programs:

a. Clearance and Redevelopment—where
parcels of land are developed for multi-
family uses to meet low-, moderate- and
high-income groups.

b. Conservation and Rehabilitation—pre-
serve and upgrade existing housing stock
and eliminate environmental conditions
causing blight,

¢. Auriliary Redevelopment Housing Pro-
gram—where vacant land is acquired for
relocation of displaced persons caused by
public improvements.

d. Relocation program—where displacees
are assisted In housing needs through re-
ferrals to public and private housing sup-
plies.

3. The objective to improve blighted area’s
socio-cultural, commercial and employment
opportunities is all inextricably conjoined
with the programs as stated above, The prop-
er mix and arrangement of various land
uses are essential to maintain the organic
balance of a community.

SPECIFIC OBJECTIVE: (PROJECTS)

1. Rebahibilitation and Conservation—
Eapahulu General Neighborhood Renewal
Area.

a. Pakl Project

b. Hinano Project
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. Honolulu Project

. Olu-Kikeke Project

Clearance and Redevelopment

. Eukul Project

. Kauluwela Project

Chinatown GNR Area, Pauahl Project
. Auxiliary Redevelopment Housing Ha-
lawa Makalapa Manor by HCHA

4. Although Model City areas offer poten-
tial for projects, the type of treatments has
been determined at this time.

PROJECTS COMPLETED
A. Mayor John H. Wilson Project in Kalihi
Valley

Federally assisted clearance-redevelopment
project, 29.T7 acres.

This blighted residential area, predomi-
nantly open in nature and used for hog and
poultry raising and truck farming, was
cleared and transformed into a modern,
well-designed residential neighborhood of
162 single family dwellings, zoned Class A
residential of 5,000 square foot minimum lot
areas.

The project, the first undertaken by the
LPA, won distinction as the first federally-
guided renewal project to be completed in
the Western Reglon of the United States, was
one of the few to realize an immediate profit,
and most important, served to emphasize
both the need and the feasibility of revital-
izing other decayed and blighted nelghbor-
hoods.

Project execution began December 1953,
completed June 1959.

Gross cost—$1.2 million, net profit—8176.0
thousand.

B. Kokea auxiliary redevelopment project
in Palama

Non-federally assisted relocation housing
project for moderate-income families with
occupancy priority to families displaced from
urban renewal projects or from any other
governmental actions—3.7 acres.

Area was developed into 144 housing units
of one- to four-bedroom dwellings with local
funds under Act 101 of the 1957 Legislature,
which authorized the Agency to acquire “un-
developed vacant land” for development by
private enterprise into predominantly resl-
dential uses to provide dwelling units for
familles displaced from areas acquired by
governmental agencies for public uses, at
rents such familles can afford.

The first Increment of the project con-
sisted of 108 one- to four-bedroom, all-elec~
tric units and was completed in 1961. The
second increment of 36 one- to two-bedroom
units was completed a year later.

This type of project {s an excellent exam-
ple of what can be accomplished when gov-
ernment and private enterprise work in solv-
ing housing problems. Project was developed
through cooperative efforts of the property
owner, developer and the Agency.

Project execution began March 1959, com-
pleted June 1962,

Gross cost—=$10.0 thousand to Agency for
staff technical asslstance.

C. Kalihi triangle project in EKelihi Valley

Non-federally assisted clearance-redevel-
opment project, 8.5 acres.

This blighted area, adjacent to the Mayor
John H. Wilson Project across the highway
and consisting of similar blight and deterio-
ratlon as the Wilson Project, was the first
renewal project In the nation to be com-
pleted by means of private owner redevelop-
ment and rehabilitation.

Twelve of the 15 property owners of 22
multi-sized lots initiated and organized a
private development group, and placed their
properties in common trust. Area was cleared
and redeveloped under an improvement dis-
trict program into 40 residential parcels of
5,000 square foot minimum lot areas.

Gross cost—$86.0 thousand, net cost—
£16.0 thousand.

No cost to Agency except for staff technical
assistance.
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D, Queen Emma project in downtown
Homnolulu

Federally-assisted clearance-redevelopment
project, 73.8 acres.

First major undertaking of clearance and
redevelopment of a slum area, one of the
pockets of overcrowded and unsafe buildings
and tenement dwellings, located in Down-
town Honolulu within a few minutes walk
from the Central Business District. The area
was redeveloped into a major residential,
commercial and institutional complex.

Some of the outstanding developments are
the $12.5 milllon Queen Emma Gardens of
587 apartments for middle-income families—
(three high-rise buildings designed by the
world famous architect, Minoru Yamasaki),
Longs Drugs, SBafeway Shopping Center, Har-
ris Memorial Church, Hosol Garden Mortu-
ary, Kukul Mortuary, Borthwick Mortuary,
See Dal Doo Soclety, Nuuanu YMCA, New
Eamamalu Playground, and the Foster
Gardens Extension.

Project execution began September 1958,
completed June 1964,

Gross cost—$11.6 million, net cost—$4.0
milllon,

E. Aala Triangle Project in Downtoun

Homnolulu

Another federally assisted clearance-rede-
velopment project in Downtown Honolulu
urban renewal complex of five projects—4.1
acres.

One of the oldest and busiest slum sections
in Downtown Honolulu, the project area was
sold to the City and County Department of
Parks and Recreation for development into
a beautiful, open space park for use as a
passive recreational facllity, especlally for
the elderly.

Project execution began April 1962, com-
pleted December 1965.

Gross cost—$2.4 million, net cost—8$2.0
million,

F. Kewalo-Lunalilo Auziliary Redevelopment
Project in Makiki

Non-federally assisted relocation housing
project, 0.6 acre.

This vacant area was acquired by the
Agency end sold to a private developer for
construction of 38 two-bedroom apartments
for moderate-income families.

Project is the second of this type to be
developed, the first being the Kokea Project.

Project execution began March 1963; com-~
pleted April 1967.

Gross cost—$177.0 thousand, net cost—
£79.0 thousand,

PROJECTS IN EXECUTION
Projects in varlous stages of execution:
A. Kukui Project in Downtown Honolulu

The third of five federally-assisted clear-
ance-redevelopment projects in Downtown
Honolulu, 75.0 acres.

Another pocket of overcrowded, unsafe
buildings, dilapidated single dwellings and
tenement-type dwellings, mostly two-story
structures, is being developed into a neigh-
borhood harmoniously blended with residen-
tial dwellings and commercial, cultural, in-
stitutional, playground and educational fa-
cilities,

Completed are the York Bullding—profes-
sional and business offices; Kamalil Park—
open space; the Irumo Talshakyo—Shinto
Shrine; and the Hawall Tuberculosis and
Respiratory Disease Assoclation Health Cen-
ter bullding; and Kalanihula—150 unit pub=-
lie housing for the elderly.

Construction has been completed on the
822-unit, $16.0 million Kukul Gardens mod-
erate-income, multl-family housing. Full
occupancy was attained in mid-November,
1970. The project recelved National recogni-
tion by winning a National AIA Award of
Excellence in National competition In No-
vember, 1970,

Under consideration are the Ginza Plaza,
a commerclal shopping center complex with
Oriental motif; the Cultural Plaza, a planned
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unit development including housing, insti-
tutions, schools, shopping center also with
Oriental motif; and a low-rise commercial
development,

Project execution began September 1960—
to be completed December 1971.

Estimated gross cost—$27.4 million, esti-
mated net cost—§17.2 million.

B. Kauluwela Project in Downtown Honolulu

The fourth of five federally-assisted clear-
ance-redevelopment projects In the Down-
town Honolulu urban renewal complex, this
is another pocket of overcrowded, unsafe
bulldings, dilapidated single dwellings and
tenement-type dwellings, mostly two-story
wooden structures—29.9 acres.

The area ls belng developed into a planned
neighborhood including multi-famlly apart=-
ments for the elderly and moderate-income
“gap” group, & neighborhood shopping cen-
ter, school, library, park and institutional
facilities.

Completed in December 1966 is the Liliha
Branch Library under the State Department
of Education.

Now under construction are the Aloha
United Fund Community Service Center
scheduled for completion in January 1971,
and the 126-unit high-rise cooperative hous-
ing to be completed In December 1970—the
first in a series of high-rise and low-rise
housing developments of 383 apartments for
moderate-income families and the elderly
under the sponsorship of the monprofit
Hawall Councll for Housing Action. Improve-
ments to the Eauluwela School and Eaulu-
wela Playground are also in progress.

Project execution began March 1966, to be
completed December 1970.

Estimated gross cost—$7.6 million, esti-
mated net cost—$5.8 million.

C. Paki project in Kapahulu

The first of four federally-assisted re-
habilitation projects under the Kapahulu
General Neighborhood Renewal Plan
(GNRP)—43.3 acres.

The area is predominantly a nelghborhood
of neat, single family homes, and blighted
only to the extent that rehabillitation treat-
ment is required to restore the area to a
sound, attractive and desirable neighbor-
hood. As of August 31, 1970, of the 374
dwelling units in the project area, rehabili-
tation has been completed on 244 units, and
another 100 on which rehabilitation has
been started. Section 312 Loans and Grants,
and Sectlon 115 under the Housing Act of
1964, as amended, to 139 p! OWners
thus far amount to §713,050 and $90,175
respectively.

Project execution began July 1966, to be
completed January 1971,

Estimated gross cost—$4.5 million, esti-
mated net cost—§4.0 million.

D. Hinano project in Kapahulu

The second of the four federally-assisted
rehabilitation projects adjacent to the Paki
Project under the Kapahulu GNRP with
similar neighborhood characteristics as the
Paki Project—107.5 acres.

As of August 81, 1970, of the 898 dwelling
units in the project area, rehabilitation has
been completed on 401 units and was started
on another 273 units. Sectlon 812 Loans
and Grants and Section 115 grants under
the Housing Act of 1964, as amended, to
259 property owners thus far amount to
$1,395,350 and $118,435 respectively.

Project execution began July 1966, to be
completed July 1971.

Estimated gross cost—$11.4 million, esti-
mated net cost—$9.6 million.

E. Halaowa auziliay redevelopment project
in Halawa

The third non-federally-assisted relocation
housing project for moderate-income fam-
illes with occupancy priority to families In
Halawa displaced from the proposed Halawa
Stadium, Federal highway, Hawall Houslng
Authority, and others displaced by urban
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renewal projects or from any other govern-
mental actions—8.56 acres, Project is similar
to the Eokea and Kewalo-Lunalilo Projects.

Called “Makalapa Manor,” the 122-unit co-
operative townhouse development is being
jointly sponsored by the Pearl Harbor Memo-
rlal Church, Hawail Methodist Union, and
the Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers Local
No. 1, AFL-CIO, on a nonprofit basis,

Project execution began March 1969.
Groundbreaking ceremony was held on
March 28, 1970. Construction completion
schedule—June 30, 1971.

Estimated gross cost $1.3 million, esti-
mated net cost—§926,000.

PROJECT IN PLANNING
A. Hoolulu project in Kapahulu

The Hoolulu Project is the third of four
federally-assisted rehabilitation projects un-
der the EKapahulu GNRP. This project is
generally bounded by Kapahulu Avenue,
Olu Street, Alohea Avenue and the North
Boundary of the Paki and Hinano Projects
and contains an area of 126.9 acres.

The land use is predominantly reslden-
tial with over 80 acres zoned for residential
use and 13 acres zoned for business use.

The Part I Loan end Grant Application
was submitted to HUD on August 11, 1970.
The estimated net project cost is $21.05 mil-
lion with a federal capital grant of $15.28
million. Project execution is expected to be-
gin in May 1971 and completed in April 1977.

B. Chinatown GNRP in downtown Honolulu

Federally-assisted preparation of a General
Neighborhood Renewal Plan covering the
western portion of the Central Business Dis-
trict in Downtown Honolulu known as
“Chinatown"—36.0 acres. The Chinatown
GNR Area Is divided into four projects—
Pauahi, Nuuanu, Kekaullke and Maunakes
Projects.

Situated next to the waterfront and pler
areas, the area is one of the first sections of
Honolulu to be completely developed and
contains sufficient evidence of deterioration,
obsolescence and environmental deficiencies
including inharmonious mixture of commer-
cial and residential uses, primarily retail and
service oriented on the ground floor with
apartments and rooming houses above and
at the rear, small, irregular lot sizes, and
narrow alleys, to warrant some type of im-
provement and rebullding program. The area
also includes ethniec groups, social organiza-
tions and Oriental shops that give the area
an atmosphere of the Orient.

The goal of the renewal program Is to im-
prove the area where people may work and
live in a neighborhood that boasts a clean,
safe and healthy environment, provides de-
cent, safe and sanitary housing for single in-
dividuals, elderly and moderate-income fam-
illes, and preserves the atmosphere of the
present Oriental neighborhood including the
ethnic groups and soclal organlzations and
fish and meat markets, Oriental goods stores,
chop suey houses and restaurants, and other
small shops and stores.

The Chinatown GNRP application was ap-
proved on June 30, 1970. The preparation of
the GNRP is expected to be completed in
June 1072, The estimated net cost of renewal
in the Chinatown GNR Area is $62.5 million.

C. Pauahi Project in Chinatown

The Pauahl Project is the first of four proj-
ects in the implementation of urban renewal
in the Chinatown GNR Area.

The Pauahl Project consists of two blocks
situated on the North corner of the China-
town GNR Area, is bounded by Beretania,
Maunakea, Hotel and River Streets and con-
tains an area of 6.3 acres.

The general characteristics of the project
area are similar to the general characteristics
of the entire Chinatown GNR Area. The proj-
ect area contains physical deterloration,
obsolescence and environmental deficlencies
to & degree to warrant urban renewal.
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The Pauahi Project Survey and Planning
Application was approved on June 30, 1970
with project execution expected to begin in
September 1972. The estimated net project
cost is £11.52 million and the Federal capital
grant is $8.27 million.

PROJECTS IN PREPLANNING
A. Olu-Kikeke project in Kapahulu

The fourth and last increment of the fed-
erally-assisted rehabilitation projects under
the Kapahulu GNRP—126.9 acres,

Survey and P. Application, submit-

ted to HUD in July 1968 is still pending with
HUD in Washington, D.C.

Estimated gross cost—$14.8 million, esti-
mated net cost—§12.8 million.

B. Koko drive auxiliary redevelopment
project

The fourth non-federally-assisted reloca-
tion housing project for moderate-income
families similar to the Kokea, Kewalo-Luna-
Hlo, and Halawa Projects—27.9 acres.

Of the 27.9 acres, the plan is to
develop 10.7 acres for 200 apartment dwell-
ings and 8.2 acres for a neighborhood play-
ground under the Clty's Department of Parks
and Recreation.

Gross estimated cost is $459,300 to the
Agency plus cost of construction to the de-
veloper.

C. Model cities program

Agency is particlpating in the Model Clties
Program and will in due time be the operat-
ing agency for urban renewal in the Kallhi-
Palama (2,000 acres) and the Waianae (36,800
acres) Model Neighborhood Areas.

PRESIDENT SANFORD AND AMERI-
CAN YOUTH

Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. President, for-
mer Gov. Terry Sanford, of North Caro-
lina, now the president of Duke Uni-
versity, and one of the Nation’s most
respected and thoughtiul men, has writ-
ten an excellent article on the state of
our campuses and the present generation
of young people. His observations are, in
my view, wise and imaginative, and I
should like to share them, Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that Presi-
dent Sanford’s article, published in the
New York Times of November 17, 1970,
be printed in the Recorp.

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

A Memo TO0 MR. AGNEW

(By Terry Sanford)

DurHAM, N.C—They sald he won the TV
debate with the students. But he didn’t. He
lost it because he did not understand that a
real leader sometimes must rise above the
temptation to win a debate. And now it is
obvious that over the past year he has lost
much more than a TV debate. A national
leader, especially when his people are trou-
bled and disillusioned over the inadequacy
of leadership, must contribute something
more than the general disparagement of stu-
dents and the degradation of colleges and
universities.

It seems almost cruel to answer the Vice
President now, after his political technique
fared so badly at the polls. On the other
hand, at every opportunity we need to assert
8 faith in young people, in the integrity of
our colleges and universities, and in our own
abllity to conquer rather than succumb to
our fears.

It is sad that the Vice President could
not understand the fundamentals of leader-
ship at a time when all our natlon's people
needed coneiliation, trust and respect, crea-
tive ideas and constructive proposals, Instead
he led s spirited charge to our people to
choose up sldes, and implanted susplcion,
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distrust and alienation. As his intended ben-
eficlary in the Ceorgla Governor's race said
of him, “He’s echolng many of the frustra-
tions in American society.”

His effort to stir up doubts about our insti-
tutions, particularly higher education, has
hurt colleges and disillusioned students un-
Justly., The deep troubles of our society do
not begin on college campuses, are not bred
there, and are not centered there. Instead,
our possibilities for resolving these troubles
find their greatest hope on our college cam-
puses, In the resources of faculty and re-
search capacity, and in the hearts and minds
of the students. To damage the support of
colleges is to damage the very hopes of
goclety.

This college generation needs no apologist.
These students are more closely allied than
we might realize with the remarkable group
of men who rethought all prior concepts and
precepts of government, and then produced
our Constitution nearly two hundred years
ago. Their instinets are humanitarian. They
are convinced that the individual is the de-
nominator that counts. They take their free-
doms very seriously, although sometimes a
little too selfconsciously. In the students'
rethinking of our institutions and soclety
we may all be the beneficlaries.

It 1s true that there has been some unrest
on all good campuses, disruption and de-
structlon on a relatively few, and ineptness
by college administrations. As one of that
group lumped together as “driveling idlots™
by the Vice President and “stupid bastards"
by the Attorney General, I would contend
that college administrators have handled
their radiecals better than other community
leaders—including mayors, governors and
presidents.

We will not tolerate destruction on college
campuses, College administrators are stop-
ping the destructive minority, although it
did take a couple of years to design adequate
reaction to campus demonstrators. But in
fairness it should be recalled that when
street demonstrations against the abuse of
clvil rights were epidemie, it also took
mayors and governors some while to recover
from the initial shock. There were some
dreadful official counteractions, and consid-
erable official ineptness in those early days.
It would be fair, in this context, to recall
that the immediate past Governor of Mary-
land was himself caught by this kind of sur-
prise, and many felt that he did not do very
well in dealing with his demonstrators, And
recall too that no one charged the Governor
with “permissiveness” because in 19690 Balti-
more ranked seventh in the country in the
number of serious erimes, a hundredfold be-
yond the rate of college campuses.

In putting down destruction it is not ap-
propriate to put down dissent. Suppression
of dissent leads to destruction. Those who
call for forcing students out of school,
forcing peaceful pickets and protestors to
disperse, forcing compliance with arbitrary
rules, do not understand the problem. Al-
most all college administrators have dealt
with their problems and protected their in-
stitutions without resort to force, Resolution
of differences by the use of force is not a
lesson we need in the world. Any bully can
teach respect for force. It takes a much more
sensitive touch to teach rellance on reason.
Reason takes more patience, more love, and
greater understanding. It is the burden of
the university to illustrate by its conduct
that survival of mankind depends on con-
fidence in the rule of reason.

The most urgent lesson for this generation,
young and old, to learn may very well be that
force leads to escalated force, and that the
way of peace abroad and harmony at home
is the way of reason. It takes greater cour-
age, greater Iintelligence, greater under-
standing to rely on the moral force of reason
rather than on the phyiscal force of power.
Those institutions attempting to teach this
lesson should not be smeared for their efforts.




40050

PRISONERS OF WAR IN NORTH
VIETNAM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President at no
time in the past has the tragic plight of
American prisoners of war in North
Vietnam been a more frustrating or more
difficult problem than it is today. Frus-
trating, because so little has been
achieved, despite the we]l—int,entioz;ed
efforts of so many. Tragic because with
each passing day our men in prison suf-
fer while their families at home carry
an increasingly heavy burden.

But perhaps, worst of all is the fact
that today this difficult situation has
become all the more dangerous and in-
tractable with the abortive raid late last
month by U.S. forces on the Son Tay
Prison site near Hanoi. I say “danger-
ous,” Mr. President, because I fear that
with this raid a terrible precedent has
been set which will lead us not toward
securing humane treatment or the re-
lease of our men, but toward increased
risks on their lives and welfare.

For the precedent of the Son Tay raid
is that we can achieve the release and
safety of our POW’s by launching dar-
ing military operations—that we can
somehow achieve humanitarian ends
through military means. Yet the whole
history of our involvement in Vietnam
exposes the bankruptey of that approach,
for it is strewn with false optimism
about daring and courageous military
operations. Is it not time for us to set
our policy toward the safety of our pris-
onors of war—and toward the war it-
self—on a path of negotitiation rather
than brave military maneuvers?

To those who say that “negotiations”
have failed, I question whether they have
ever really been tried. To those who, in
their frustration, say “we must do some-
thing, anything to show concern for our
men,” I can only say that to show it
through such daring ventures as the
Son Tay raid, makes their ultimate fate
all the more uncertain.

Mr. President, I feel I must repeat
what I said in this Chamber several
months ago: that the increasing politici-
zation of the prisoners of war issue is
only leading us to further frustration.
It is time for us to remove the political
pressure and military operations from
this issue. Let us give credibility to our
legitimate humanitarian concerns by
foregoing the shouting and denuncia-
tions, and begin the quiet, private in-
ternational initiatives necessary to ac-
complish the objectives we seek.

To further emphasize this point, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of my
earlier statement, as well as other rele-
vant background information, be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 25, 1870]
THE Son Tay Mission

It was a daring mission, all right, and not
enough can be sald in appreciation of the
courage and the competence of the band of
volunteers who plunged into the camp at
Sontay in a futile effort to free an undeter-
mined number of American prisoners of war.
There can never be enough said, either, about
the agony of the POW's and their relatives,
for they live in a cruel limbo which touches
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the sensitivities of decent and responsible
people everywhere. The problem rightly tor-
ments the Nixon administration, as it tor-
mented the Johnson administration, so that
the impulse to try to do something to relieve
this agony is understandable. Contrary to a
statement by Secretary Laird, the raid at
Sontay may not even be the first attempt
that falled. It is, however, the first attempt
to turn a fallure into an attribute, to argue
that such a fiasco somehow demonstrates at
last that the country cares about its prison-
ers, and to suggest that there is something
unique about this administration’s concern.

“Back in March of 1869, shortly after I
became secretary of defense, this adminis-
tration Initiated a program of going public
on the prisoner of war matter,” Secretary
Laird sald in his Monday press conference
and yesterday he argued before Congress that
the Sontay mission “shows that the people
in this country do care about the prisoners
of war .. . ."

Well, there are several things to be said
about this, and the first is, of course, that
the Nixon administration, has nothing—and
perhaps somewhat less than nothing—to
show for its display of concern. “If there had
been prisoners in the compound at Sontay
they would be free men today,” Mr. Laird
declares, but there were not even any prison-
ers in the compound on Nov. 20, by the ad-
ministration’s own acknowledgement, when
the President gave his go-ahead for the raid.
That being the quality of the intelligence
upon which the President was acting, it is
dificult to accept with any confidence the
estimates of the administration about any
other aspects of the operation. It was, by
everyone's agreement, a high risk affair, to
the credit of those who carried it out. But
you have to ask yourself what sort of con-
cern we are showing for our prisoners when
we sweep them up in so chancy a mission,
what sort of cure for dying in a prison camp
you are offering, when you propose to involve
enfeebled POW'’s in a shootout at close quar-
ters and to pack them into helicopters and
fly them out across enempy-occupied terri-
tory in the dark of night.

You have to wonder, then, not just what
was galned by fallure, in terms of a show
of concern, but what would have been
gained if the prisoners had been there and
had been successfully freed. Any man freed,
it can be argued, is a plus. But a military
operation must be measured in terms of risk
and while we do not know how many might
have been freed at the most, because the
administration won't answer that question,
we do know that the lot of the great major-
ity that would still be in captivity would
hardly be improved. And now of course, we
must confront the almost certain prospect
that the lot of all our POW's is going, if
anything, to deteriorate; some are sick and
all are doubtless weak and underfed; six, we
are told, have died in recent weeks. The
chances of reprisals aside, they will surely
be moved around more frequently, subjected
to stricter security, perhaps treated even
more harshly than they have been.

So the administration can make such ar-
guments as it wishes about the odds, and
the risks, and the rightness of the chances
taken. They will be judged, as they have
judged others, on results. And the result of
the Sontay affair does nothing for the pros-
pects of liberating our captured men. It
precludes, one would suppose, further rescue
attempts. It can hardly enhance the pros-
pects of a negotiated release, for what this
says to ‘Hanoi, less than two months after
the President’s much-touted offer to bargain
for an exchange of prisoners, is that we have
lost all faith in bargaining.

So what are we to make of it? It is easy to
condemn the failure of a risky mission, or
even to ask whether success would have
justified the risk. For our part, it would not
have., But in fairness, it seems to us quite
conceivable that the prisoners and their
wives, in their dreadful desperation, might
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well see it otherwise, There Is some evidence
of this, not only in the support of the at-
tempt which has been voiced already by
some prisoners’ wives, but in the state of
mind of the prisoners as it has been de-
scribed to government officials by the hand-
ful who have been released. Tt is not easy
to put yourself in the place of men of action
now cruelly confined to an open-ended im-
prisonment and to know how they would
welgh a risk which other men might find
unacceptable,

In any case, the mission failed. And so we
are back at sguare one, or worse, and there
is no convincing way for the President or
Secretary of Defense to justify their judg-
ment or rationalize the results. By ‘going
public on the prisoner of war matter” they
have dramatized a fterrible dilemma—and
left it more than ever unresolved.

[From the Washington Star, Dec. 3, 1970]

“NeT PLus" oF POW Ram Yer To Be
DISCERNED
(By Crosby S. Noyes)

As a public relations exercise—and this
essentially is what it was—the recent com-
mando raid on a North Vietnamese priscner-
of-war camp hardly adds up to the “net plus”
that the administration claims for it.

Everything that has emerged since the raid
confirms the impression that its purpose was
primarily psychological. But the psychological
results were not deeply explored ahead of
time. And the piecemeal fashion in which the
administration has disclosed detalls of the
operation has increased doubts about the
motivation of the planners.

In any event, it is hard to swallow the as-
sertion that the fate of the 378 American
fiyers believed to be held in North Vietnam
was the chief consideration. Only a few of
them, at best, could have been expected to be
rescued in the raid on Son Tay, For the rest,
the psychological benefits would have been
doubtful, to say the least.

What is evident 1s that the administration
some time ago lost faith in the idea that the
prisoners could be freed through diplomatic
negotiation. And it also was concluded that,
as a matter of policy, it wouldn’t do to “stand
idly by" and make no show or trylng to rescue
the men.

The gesture, rather than the result, ap-
parently was of top importance. Last summer,
& camp was selected for the rescue attempt.
According to many witnesses, the determin-
ing factor in the selection was the accessi-
bility of this particular site to a helicopter
assault. Above all, the planners were confi-
dent of their ability to get into the compound
at Son Tay and get out again without dis-
astrous casualties.

This apparently was considered more im-
portant than the rescue of any prisoners.
From the evidence, some of the top planners
of the expedition had doubts that the camp
was occupied at the time of the raid, and ap-
parently no very serious effort was made to
find out whether it was or not.

In other words, the decision was made that,
with or without prisoners, the operation
would be a “net plus.” And it goes without
saying that, in assaulting an abandoned com-
pound, the risk to the rescue party was sub-
stantially reduced.

To say this is not to detract in any way
from the bravery of the men who took part
in the raid or that splendid precision with
which It was planned and executed. To
volunteer for any night-time operation deep
in enemy territory takes courage and dedi-
cation of very high quality. The question
here is what results could realistically have
been expected from an inevitably hazardous
venture.

‘What, In fact, have they turned out to
be?

Perhaps for the families of the captured
men there was momentary hope. But this
surely was balanced by the risks involved
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and the thought that this kind of rescue
operation could not easlly be repeated.

Perhaps it served to convince the prisoners
that they have not been abandoned and that
their government “still cares” about their
fate. But this undoubtedly genuine concern
has not Increased their chance of freedom
and may, on the contrary, have compromised
it.

Perhaps it was upsetting to the North
Vietnamese to discover the vulnerability of
thelr defenses and to learn just how far we
would go to free our men. But the discovery
is not likely to make the authorities in
Hanoi more tractable in negotiations for re-
lease of the prisoners. And it is certaln to
provoke the most strenuous efforts to pre-
vent a repetition of the Son Tay episode.

In short, if there is a plus to the exercise,
it is yet to come.

It might, as suggested earlier in this space,
take the form of a sober realization that
the great majority of the Amerlcan prisoners
cannot be rescued by spectacular and '‘un-
usual” methods. And, given the unlikeli-
hood of any negotiated settlement of the
war, the diplomatic efforts being made In
Paris and elsewhere hold very little promise
of success.

The best way—perhaps the only way of
freeing the prisoners, it would seem, is to
stop any further disengagement of Ameri-
can forces from Vietnam until an agreement
on the men is reached with the North Viet-
namese. They could not be expected to re-
lease them all at the same time, but gradual-
ly and in proportion to the rate of with-
drawal.

The North Vietnamese themselves have
suggested that such a deal could be made.
And if they are as concerned over the fate
of the prisoners as they say they are, the
leaders of the administration would do well
to explore this possibility.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 29, 1970]

POW PUBLICITY A CALCULATED CAMPAIGN
(By Haynes Johnson)

He didn’t look like “the U.S. pirate, one of
McNamara's strongmen,” that August night
of 1964 as he was paraded through the streets
of Hon Gal, a coastal clty 80 miles east of
Hanoi. As Radio Hanoi described the scene,
Everett Alvarez, a slight, dark-halred Cali-
fornian, was ‘“pale, weary and awe-stricken”
while he staggered along in his dirty uni-
form surrounded by a Vietnamese People's
Army escort. He was the first American pris-
oner of war taken by North Vietnam,

Alvarez was there in North Vietnam when
American combat troops first moved out into
the elephant grass on search-and-destroy
missions in 1965; there when Ho Chi Minh
threatened war crimes trials after intensive
bombings of the north in '66; there when
American officials began new peace initia-
tives through secret diplomatic channels
throughout '67; there when the war lssue led
to the overthrow of a powerful President in
'68; there when Richard Nixon became Pres-
ident in 69.

And now, 614 years later, Alvarez ls still
there. He is both the symbol of a personal
ordeal shared by all American prisoners of
war and the center of a new political debate
about the Vietnam war.

There was a time when American officlals
didn't say much in public about the 1,500
servicemen listed as missing in action or
known to be held captive in Southeast Asia.
Prisoners were a matter for private—and del-
icate—negotiations. All that changed after
Mr. Nixon became President.

As Melvin Laird said last week, in speaking
about the dramatic but futile attempt to
rescue American POWs from a compound
near Hanol, “back in March of 1969, shortly
after I became Secretary of Defense, the ad-
ministration initiated a program of going
public on the prisoner of war matter.”

“Going public,” as administration officials
explain it, represents a humanitarian effort
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to attempt to force the North Vietnamese,
through the pressure of public opinion, to
give the prisoners better treatment and
eventually to release them. But it also means
that the prisoners have become a major po-
litical issue, one of the key sticking points
on any final resolution of the Vietnam con-
flict.

The administration has stated clearly that
it *“will not draw its troop strength down
below an effective size as long as those pris-
oners are still in Vietnam"”; the North Viet-
namese have countered that the prisoners
will never be released until the United States
ceases “its war of aggression and withdraws
its troops from Vietnam.”

Such conflicting views have figured promi-
nently at the Paris negotiations since Mr.
Nizon became President. In a sense, the
prisoners are thus pawns in a propaganda
struggle.

It isn't an accident, for instance, that since
the Nixon administration decided to take its
POW case before American and world opin-
ion, a number of interrelated moves have
occurred. Wives and relatives of the prisoners
have organized and lobblied. They have trav-
eled in delegations around the world, talked
to congressmen and senators, to the Pope and
to the Paris peace talk delegates from Hanoi.

They have sought—successfully—to publi-
cize their cause through the news media.
They have mounted an intensive public re-
lations campaign and are trying to raise
$100,000 with the help of a professional fund-
raiser.

Plans call for Americans to be saturated
with radio and television public service com-
mercials during the Christmas season re-
minding them not to forget their imprisoned
fellow countrymen. One public relations man
associated with the undertaking says: “I'd
like to see an appeal that creates a sense cf
outrage on the part of Americans across the
country.”

REACTION FROM HANOI

Some 600,000 letters are being malled to
potential contributors. They bear the signa-
ture of Jimmy Stewart, the actor, and begin
with the question, “Mommy, will Daddy be
home for Christmas this year?” The appeal
contains the paragraph:

“For example, last year when Secretary of
Defense Melvin Laird brought the plight of
our POWs before the publie, the outraged
reaction of our countrymen had a dramatic
effect on Hanoi's previously unrelenting
stand. Up to last fall, a mere 600 letters had
been received from all our POWs during the
last five years. Since then, however, 1,500
letters have been received. And there are
other examples I could give to show that
Hanois is sensitive to public opinion."

Bumper stickers and slogans have been
printed (“"Have a Heart, Hanol"). All the
trappings of a familiar American mass media
campaign are under way. The contributor
who gives $10 or more will receive a “POW
Action Pak" detailing other ways to help the
cause.

Other reminders of the POW issue are
appearing daily. Just two days before Thanks-
giving, 185 million POW/MIA (for missing
in action) stamps went on sale at post offices
throughout the country. Full-page newspaper
ads bearing a picture of a forlorn prisoner
have appeared in newspapers and magazines
along with an appeal for citizens to write
Hanoil urging release of the POWs.

Civie, fraternal and veterans' organiza-
tions have begun their own efforts. The Dis-
abled American Veterans, for example, is
planning to send messages to 50 million
American homes telling people where they
can write on behalf of the prisoners.

An *“Operation 100 Tons” has been
launched. It calls for the delivery of 100
tons of mail (with the help of the Teamsters
and Longshoremen) to Paris during Christ-
mas week,
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“SHAMING" NORTH VIETNAM

All of this bears the blessings of the Nixon
administration. It is all a part of the con-
certed effort to make the POWs such a for-
midable issue that North Vietnam will be
able to ignore it only at the risk of alienating
American and world opinion.

It is a way, as one U.S. official expressed
it, to “shame”™ the North Vietnamese into
releasing the prisoners after all other means
have failed. In that way, he sald, it “puts
the monkey on Hanoi's back."”

The administration has helped in other
ways. It was encouraged congressmen and
senators to join in public statements on be-
half of the POWs; it has counseled and ad-
vised the families, sent top officlals around
the country to meet them and provided trans-
portation for them; it has cut red tape and
gained favorable tax rulings on behalf of
the POWs. American servicemen had been
limited to investing a maximum of $10,000,
drawing 10 percent interest, in foreign banks;
that ceiling has been lifted for POWs,

A blue-ribbon and bipartisan group of
eminent Americans—among them Clark
Clifford, Averell Harriman and George
Meany—serves voluntarily as advisers to the
National League of Families of American
Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asia, the
nonprofit, tax-exempt, charitable organisza-
tion formed to spearhead the public cam-
paign.

Whatever the political considerations or
the tactics employed, the main focus remains
on the prisoners. The ordeal of the men in
prison and the anguish of their families at
home hardly needs to be stated.

Since North Vietnam consistently has not
adhered to the Geneva convention, to which
it is a subscriber, there has been no certain
way to know the fate of any of the Ameri-
cans; no way to know whether they are alive
or dead, sick or wounded or even whether
they are in prison at all. The North Viet-
namese have taken the position that the men
held are not prisoners of war but criminals
or “alr pirates” subject only to the laws
of North Vietnam.

Treatment has been grim, K if not always
brutal. Prisoners are tied, beaten and dragged
along the ground after they are captured.
Some are known to have been tortured. The
United States says it has documented evi-
dence that 19 American prisoners were mur-
dered or allowed to die.

Life in the prison compounds consists in
many cases of total isolation, with no exer-
cise except an occasional chance to sweep
leaves. Two meals a day are served, one
of rice and squash soup, and in the evening
some pig fat.

In an attempt to stave off mental and
emotional deterioration while sitting in their
10x11-foot rooms, surrounded by brick walls
and covered by a tin roof, some of the Amer-
icans have resorted to mental gymnastics.
One prisoner spgnt his time mentally con-
structing a logarithm table. Another saved
bits of toilet paper and made himself a deck
of cards. He played solitaire until he was
discovered. The cards were destroyed.

As everyone knows, brutality is no stranger
to the war in Southeast Asla, nor is it re-
stricted to any slde. The South Vietnamese
have had their Con Son prisons with their
tiger cages; the Americans have had their
Mylal. In the past, it was considered unwise
for an American administration to raise the
POW question publicly, and particularly to
make accusations about the treatment of
Americans. An incident in September, 1969,
gives an inkling of some of the reasons for
the public switch as well as fresh insight
into the official thinking that dictated it.

Three Americans had been released by the
North Vietnamese a month before, making a
total of only nine prisoners freed during the
entire war. The other groups had refrained
from speaking out in public about what they
had endured. But in September, 1969, the
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Pentagon produced the latest POWs for a
widely publicized conference.

One of the prisoners, Navy Lt. Robert »
Frishman, told in detail of atrocities com-
mitted by his captors. His fingernails had
been pulled out, he sald, some men had been
hung from ceilings and medical treatment
was minimal or nonexistent.

Charles W. Havens III, then a key Penta-
gon official working on behalf of the pris-
oner problem and now counsel for the fam-
{lies’ organization, says the Pentagon was
aware of the risks In speaking out publicly
at that conference, but believed it might
help.

“We knew what they were doing, and they
knew we knew it,” Havens sald. “But if we
didn't say anything publicly, they might be-
lieve that we accepted that kind of treat-
ment, and they'd keep on doing it. If we sald
nothing, they might interpret that as mean-
ing we don't care. We do care. And we want
them to know that we aren't going fo sit
back passively and tolerate that kind of
treatment, We also had history in mind.”

By that, Havens meant the experience of
American POWs in the Eorean War. Treat-
ment of Americans improved after extensive
publicity about inhumane conditions. The
specter of Korea, with trials, germ warfare
confessions and “brainwashed” Americans,
has permeated official thinking about Viet-
nam POWSs. Three years ago, a chill went
through Washington when the North Viet-
namese produced American prisoners in
striped uniforms and showed how they bowed
servilely before their captors, impassive looks
on their faces.

By the end of the Johnson administration,
when the search for peace was at its most
intensive—and most hopeful—some officials
believe that the North Vietnamese might
have been willing to release the Americans as
a goodwill gesture in return for a final ne-
gotiated settlement. That hope faded in the
wrangling at Paris about such things as the
shape of the bargaining table.

After Mr, Nixon became President, the POW
issue was at a standstill, pessimism was grow-
ing about the entire Vietnam question and
there had been no more prisoners released,
no more flow of mail or Information. As one
senlor American officlal summed up the
situation, “By the spring of '69, the subject
was fully valid and ripe for public exposure.”
He added: “The issue was ready for presen-
tation.”

Aside from the humanitarian aspects and
a belief that everything else to help the pris-
oners had been tried and had failed, there
was another obvious aspect to the adminis-
tration decision: domestic considerations.
Using the prisoners as a public issue shifted
the burden to Hanoi; it also made it more
difficult inside the United States to criticize
what America was doing to wind down the
war and bring the soldiers—especlally the
prisoners—home.

A POWERFUL SPOTLIGHT

In the midst of the campaign, news of the
POW compound raid broke last week. What-
ever else the raid did, it made the prisoners
a matter of public discussion as never be-
fore. Many of the wives and relatives ex-
pressed jubllation, even though the effort
had failed. Their general theme was that at
least something had been tried, and some-
thing is better than nothing.

There was, though, at least one dissenter
among the group. In Santa Clara, Calif., Mrs.
Everett Alvarez Sr, saild she was In the midst
of getting a Christmas package ready for her
son, who now has been a prisoner of war
longer than any other American in our his-
tory. Her son will be 33 two days before
Christmas, she sald in a telephone inter-
view, and she was afraid that the raid might
affect the mail the prisoners are recelving
and possibly lead to reprisals.

Of the rald itself, Mrs. Alvarez sald sim-
ply: “I think some other type of negotiations
would be better.”
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That's a personal view about the prison-
ers. A political one is even harder to gauge.
One American who has been initimately in-
volved with the POW question put it this
way last week:

“We're in a box that has all four sides and
a top and a bottom."” Then, speaking about
the raid and its meaning, he added: “You
take that risk and pay that price con-
sciously, but still the only justification is
success, and when we got there, the cup-
board was bare.”

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECOED, June 2,
1970]

PRISONERS OF WAR

Mr. KenNEDY., Mr. President, a great deal
has been said and done In recent years re-
garding the young Americans being held as
prisoners of war by the North Vietnamese
and the Vietcong. Our own Government and
others, private groups and individuals, Mem-
bers of Congress, and the relatives of the
prisoners themselves, have gone to extraor-
dinary lengths and pursued every channel
in the hope of at least finding out the names
of the prisoners held.

My personal efforts in this regard go back
to the fall of 1965, and have continued un-
til the present time. In addition to a num-
ber of visits to the International Commit-
tee of the Red Cross in Geneva, and conver-
sations with representatives of various gov-
ernments and the United Nations, on three
separate occasions, I have addressed letters
to the President of North Vietnam. My pri-
mary concern was merely information on the
identity and condition of the prisoners, and
arrangements for the free flow of mall be-
tween these men and their families in the
United States. The first letter, sent in 1966,
was never answered. The second letter, sent
in 1067, was acknowledged through an alde
to the President of North Vietnam. The third
letter, sent last year, was answered by Pres-
ident Ho Chi Minh's successor. Ton Duc
Thang.

The negative response to my personal ef-
forts are a matter of record—so I share the
deep frustration of all Americans, on the
lack of any meaningful progress relating to
the prisoners of war issue.

Our .duty to these men, of course, and
to their families, is basically humanitar~
ian., And I strongly feel, that If we are to
successfully obtain humane and fair treat-
ment for them, we must stop tylng their
rights to unrelated political controversies,
both foreign and domestic. We must stop
exploiting their helpless plight to beat the
war drums in Southeast Asia. We must stop
using them as pawns in the Parls talks,
thereby evading the real issues involved in
reaching a political settlement—a negotiated
settlement—that will end the violence and
war in Indochina.

It i1s this increasing politicization of the
prisoners of war issue that concerns me to-
day. And so I say, as I have said In this
Chamber before, let us remove the political
pressures from the prisoner issue. Let us give
credibility to our legitimate humanitarian
concerns. Let us stop the shouting and de-
nunciations, and begin the quiet, private in-
ternational Initiatives necessary, I feel, to ac-
complish the objectives all of us seek.

A few months ago—in February—the
American National Red Cross began such an
effort. Chairman E. Roland Harriman wrote
letters appealing for the help of Red Cross
societies throughout the world. On April 9
I reported to Senators some pProgress on re-
sponses to his letters, Today I can report ad-
ditional progress, but I also want to urge
those National Red Cross socleties that have
not responded positively to do 8o now.

It is my understanding that at least 45
of the socleties have communicated with
Mr. Harriman. At least 30 of these have re-
sponded positively. Only three soclieties have
been negative so far—those in the Soviet
Union, Mainland China, and East Germany.
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I would certainly hope and urge that other
societles—the Red Cross being perhaps the
most universal of humanitarian agencles—
would respond positively to the pleas for
help from their counterpart in their coun-
try, and in turn work together to generate
some program on an issue of vital concern
to the American people and humanitarians
throughout the world.

It is my hope that other American volun-
tary organizations, with essentially humani-
tarian concerns, will support and join this
effort of the Red Cross. I appeal to these
other organizations—in the religious com-
munity and elsewhere—to encourage their
counterparts and related agencies overseas,
to raise the prisoners of war issue in other
countries.

The fact remains, Mr. President, that there
are & number of international agencies which
have shown themselves to be interested in
bhumanitarian efforts and concerns involv-
ing disadvantaged peoples—in Nigeria and
elsewhere. Some are concerned with such
things as the past massacres in Indonesia or
political prisoners in Brazil, for example. I do
not feel that these organizations have been
sufficiently activated to this issue of prison-
ers or war, and I would certainly be hopeful
that all the information that we have, that
is avallable to the Government, could be pre-
sented to these groups, religious groups and
others, and that we could actively implore
the use of thelr good offices in trying to reach
a solution to this very compelling humani-
tarian lssue of the American prisoners in
North Vietnam.

Perhaps such an Internationalization of
the prisoners of war issue, within the hu-
manlitarian context of these private organi-
zations, will persuade Hanol that even mod-
est steps to ease the anguish felt in the
hearts of so many Americans would be grate-
fully welcomed by people throughout the
world as a measure of respect for the dignity
of man and a meaningful contribution to-
ward peace.

Mr. President, I want to commend the dis-
tinguished floor leader, the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. CHUrCH), the distingulshed Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BaYH) and a num-
ber of others for thelr statements this after-
noon. I think they have reflected, as shown
by their past efforts, a very true, deep, and
passionate concern for the welfare and the
well-belng of these prisoners.

I think all of us feel the sense of frustra-
tlon from the fact that even efforts made by
well-intentioned people have failed to bring
about the kind of solution to this problem
which all of us in this body would like to see
achieved.

The prisoner of war issue, in its real hu-
manitarian aspects, has to be brought home
even further throughout the world commu-~
nity. I think we have to be unrelenting in
our efforts to achleve the ailms which all of
us would like to achieve. I think we can see
that in the very recent months, there have
been some very slight rays of light occasioned
by the exchange of some mall and packages.
Certainly this is not the whole story, but
there have been certain kinds of indications
which are a good deal more hopeful than
we ever expected In the past.

So I would hope that if we can get inter-
national humanitarian agencles to make the
necessary effort, we will have at least pro-
vided some additional and meaningful chan-
nels to meet what I know concerns every
Member of this body.

I thank the Senator for yilelding.

NATIONAL B'NAI B'RITH HUMANI-
TARIAN AWARD TO JOSEPH L.
HUDSON, JR.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it was a
personal pleasure last evening to have
been present at the National B'nai B'rith
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Hu;nanitarian Award Dinner held in De-
troit.

The award “for distinguished and en-
during contributions of a humanitarian
nature” was presented to Joseph L. Hud-
son, Jr., of Detroit.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from the dinner pro-
gram concerning the life and service of
Mr. Hudson be printed in the REecorb,
and that the text of an address delivered
by Mr. Hudson be printed thereafter in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
orp, as follows:

JoserE L, HUDSON, JR.

Joseph L. Hudson Jr., is President of the
J. L. Hudson Company, whose vision and
leadership have brought even greater distine-
tion to the heritage of a famous merchan-
dising dynasty. Through his participation in
the civic, cultural, soclal and industrial life
of our nation, his keen sense of community
responsibility for serving the needs of young
people everywhere, exemplify the best in
American tradition.

Growing out of a remarkable understand-
ing of people and an ability to work with and
inspire people, Mr. Hudson has a transcend-
ing sense of responsibility for the common
good and for the individual's right to free-
dom and opportunity. The spiritual, moral
and ethical values which have been founda-
tions of American life are deeply rooted in
his own life and philosophy.

The breadth of his activities testifies to
his community wide perspective. His zeal and
energies are manifest in a host of civie, wel-
fare and soclal action causes. He demonstrates
the committed citizen helping to get a com-
munity's work done.

Mr. Hudson is a Director of the National
Bank of Detroit, Detroit Edison Company,
past Chairman of The New Detroit Com-
mittee, Chairman Metropolitan Fund, Inc.,
Director Citizens Research Councll, Asso-
ciated Merchandising Corporation, National
Retall Merchants Assoclation, Michigan Re-
tallers Association, Retail Merchants Asso-
clation, Director and Vice President of United
Foundation, Trustee and Vice Chairman of
Harper Hospital and Trustee of Grosse Pointe
University School, Founders Soclety Detroit
Institute of Arts.

Mr. Hudson was named winner of the 1960
Detroilt Junior Board of Commerce *“Dis-
tinguished Service Award"” as Outstanding
Young Man of the Year. In 1968 he received
the Laymen's Special Civic Leadership Award
presented by the Metropolitan Detrelt Coun-
cil of Churches. He is a member and elder of
Grosse Pointe Memorial Church. He is a
graduate of Yale University and served in the
U.S. Army from 1954 to 19586.

Behind this obviously impressive 1ist of cre-
dentials, is an active sportsman, often taking
in skiing with his wife, Jean, and children
Joseph L. Hudson IV, Jeannie, Webber and
Louise. He is a fisherman, enjoys hunting, or
simply watching the pros play football, base-
ball and hockey. He is a man admired for his
candor, easy wit and inquiring mind.

Joseph L. Hudson, Jr., by virtue of his ex-
traordinary service to the community and his
many achievements, well merits his selection
as the recipient of the National B'nai B'rith
Humanitarian Award.

Have FAITH IN THE YOUTH OF AMERICA
(By Joseph L. Hudson, Jr.)
I'm greatly appreciative of the honor you've
given me. I accept it with some reluctance.

Not reluctance regarding the tribute itself,
nor the goals and work of B'nal B'rith. But
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because none of us can point to enough re-
sults from our efforts when measured against
the needs of our times, So little seems to be
going right with society despite all our con-
cern and effort. All of us in this room, in
these elegant surroundings, with this fine
food and good company, are aware that the
world outside is in trouble. Most of us know,
too, that we can’t much longer separate our-
selves from it by closed doors and closed
minds,

Detroit today is certainly a city on the
move. One need only quickly note New De-
troit, Detroit Renalssance 1970s, our housing
efforts through MDCDA, and the emergence
of new inner city small business develop-
ments through the Economic Development
Corporation. To support these activities the
men and women in this room tonight are
working like never before on the important
issues of our soclety.

Despite our frenzied activity, we are still
falling short. I classify our situation as a
leadership crisis.

Most all of us agree as to the priority
problems of our soclety. We're all attending
more meetings than ever before and doing
our homework, but still our local and na-
tional housing, education and community
health and welfare services are underdevel-
oped and inadequate to meet the needs of
today’s population,

Our public bodies—our congress, our state
legislature, our city councils, yes, even the
Presidency of the United States—are not
moving us ahead in these areas, and the
reason is primarily inadequate leadership
from us as cltizens at large.

Our recent reading lists, those books cur-
rently plled on -your bedside table such as
“Future Shock” and “The Greening of Amer-
ica,” show us some of the complexity and
confusion of the challenges before us. We're
filled with doubts and uncertainties. We're
upset about law and order, but how about
justice and progress?

The mood of the majority of the American
people is obviously not one of commitment
to expand our social programs, or to fur-
ther share our good fortune. But it is leader-
ship’s responsibility and obligation—yours
and mine—to point out that our housing,
education and social programs are so inade-
quate today that they dampen enthusiasm
for our capitalist system on the part of our
younger generations, and therefore jeopardize
our system's future.

Can we criticize the youth of America to-
day for finding fault with our system when all
about us we find such imperfect examples
of the American dream?

‘There are, however, a few organizations
who have been and are willing and able to
take battle with these forces of destruction
and through a truly dedicated effort strive
to preserve and perpetuate those spiritual
and moral elements of our society which have
given our lives strength and meaning in the
past. B'nal Brith stands out singularly as a
model of this type of dedlcated and effective
organization.

It may be a little trite to say that our
future depends on our youth, because this
has always been so. To paraphrase the slogan
of our United Foundation—"“Our youth are
all we've got."”

8o, I think it very proper that we are here
tonight not in honor one man, that just gives
a. reason for the gathering, but more im-
portantly, to honor and support the B'nal
B'rith organizations which have done and
are doing so much to give youth a sense of
direction and dedicatlon and to preserve the
rich traditions of the Jewish people. This is
A& monumental effort In frustrating times.
But that they can listen effectively and give
support to the desires of young people when
too many are turning a deaf ear, makes B'nai
B'rith an inspiration for more of us to listen
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with an open mind to the problems of our
fellow men.

We all must accept the challenge of the
future, but in doing so we must take account
of why we have the problems that we have
today.

With our desire to build things bigger,
better and faster and with the explosion in
technical knowledge, we have grown further
apart as individuals. As the demands on our
personal time to even keep up, let alone stay
ahead, are ever Increasing, we've lost sight
of, or perhaps just ignored, the consequences
of our actions on our environment and on
our fellow men. Most importantly, we have
ignored the ultimate effect of all this on our
youth.

Our young people are better informed and
better educated than at anytime in our na-
tion’s history. With an increasing awareness
of what is going on around them it is only
natural that they question some of our val-
ues. Why has affluent soclety permitted the
development of the ghettos in our larger
cities? Why has it so cruelly ignored and so
long assigned a second-class citizen's rank
to the minority groups within our country,
especially the black population? Why has it
permitted the pollution of our air, our water
and our land? These are tough questions to
answer. But, if we don't even attempt an an-
swer, then, are we not asking that all our
values, even the ones we assume are sound,
be questioned also?

I'm convinced that our youth intend to,
and will, be heard. I am equally convinced
that youth will listen to age—if age will only
lsten to youth in reasoned, compassionate
and searching fashion. The old attitude so
firmly entrenched in the minds of parents,
of executlves, of managers, or of any leader-
ship group, that says, “I know what's best
for you” just simply will not work now,

Our youth, whether black or white, Jew or
Christian, want a voice In determining their
future. If we shut them out, they will seek
organizations that provide this opportunity.

It’s not a sign of weakness to listen with
an open mind. It's not a sign of weakness
to change when conditions demand a differ-
ent course of action. Our young people face
a broader range of challenges and demands
than any before in history, not the least of
which is how to deal with us. Hopefully, we
can be a part of the solution or we will surely
become a part of the problem. This one is
too important for us to sit out. Today's
young people believe in themselves and their
abllity to make their world better. We've got
to believe in them, too. Let's have faith in
the youth of America.

THE RIGHT OF ASYLUM

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, 2 weeks
ago today our Government very crudely
denied the right of asylum to Soviet Sea-
man Simas Kudirka. It was a shameful
and humiliating and sickening inci-
dent—an incident which rightfully reg-
istered shock and dismay among all
Americans, and among people through-
out the world who look to our country
for comfort and hope.

This morning the White House issued
documents relating to the incident. Ini-
tial reading of the documents and other
commentary from the executive branch
seems to confirm that the denial of asy-
lum to Mr, Kudirka resulted from official
lethargy and the unfortunate lack of
sensitivity to humanitarian questions
within our bureaucracy—all of which is
surely against our best traditions and
capabilities and interests.

As chairman of the Judiciary Sub-




40054

committee on Refugees, I am sure I ex-
press the feeling of all Members of the
Senate and of our fellow citizens and
organizations in the private sector—in-
cluding hundreds of thousands of former
refugees, Lithuanian and other nation-
ality groups, the American Council of
Voluntary Agencies, the U.S. Commit-
tee for Refugees, and other organiza-
tions—in expressing the firm hope that
this country will not again compromise
its long history of granting asylum to
those who so desperately seek refuge on
our shores.

FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, there is
some misunderstanding and many valid
questions are currently circulating about
the family assistance plan which Pres-
ident Nixon proposed to Congress in Au-
gust of last year. Recently, however, Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare
Elliott Richardson presented a highly in-
formative and timely discussion of the
family assistance program before a
meeting of Common Cause. Secretary
Richardson was specifically responding
to several points raised in a letter from
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
Risicorr). 1 feel that the Secretary's
statement might be of interest to many
Senators who have followed the progress
of the family assistance plan through
the 91st Congress.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that Secretary Richardson’s remarks be
printed in the RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE, ELLIOTT L. RICHARDSON,
10 A MEETING ON WELFARE REFoRM, CON-
vENED BY Common Cavse, DECEMBER 3,
1870
I greatly appreclate your attendance this

morning because, with your help, the fight
for meaningful welfare reform this year can
be won. Never since the Social Security leg-
islation was first enacted have 50 many peo-
ple been able to agree on both the need for
reform and the principles of change.

There has been so much dispute in recent
weeks over possible amendments to the
President’'s proposed Family Asslstance Plan
that the wide areas of consensus have often
been obscured. Let me review for a moment
what I think we do agree on and what this
bill will accomplish.

First, the bill would establish a nation-
wide floor under assistance payments, and
national eligibility standards for both the
family and adult categories. This change
alone involves a massive reform by eliminat-
ing the geographic inequities present under
current law. Ten percent of present AFDC
recipients and 36 percent of the aged, blind
and disabled caseload would immediately re-
ceive higher benefits as a result of these
changes.

Second, the bill provides for strong move-
ment in the direction of Federal adminis-
tration of all income assistance programs.
The new working poor program would be
Federally administered in every State and at-
tractive options are created for the States to
delegate to the Federal Government admin-
istration of the full range of associated pro-
grams, Including State supplementation,
food stamps, general assistance, and Medic-
ald eligibility determination.

Third, we would for the first time extend
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assistance to the working poor—a group com-
prising over 409 of the poor which is now
ineligible for Federally-supported welfare.
This is the heart of the reform and combines
an important work incentive with effective
action against poverty.

Fourth, the plan would greatly expand
quality child care and manpower tralning
programs, with over $600 million in new
funds committed in the first full year of
operation.

Fifth, Family Assistance improves the work
incentive and work requirements provisions
of current law. The several work disincentive
notches now found in AFDC are eliminated,
and mothers with preschool children are
given the option to remain with their chil-
dren—which is not the case under current
law,

These are reforms that should not be per-
mitted to die. We have calculated that al-
most 14.56 million people will be eligible for
benefits that will make them better off than
under current law. Anyone who contends that
this bill is somehow worse than current law,
or should be defeated if it is not further lib-
eralized, must answer to these 14.5 million
people.

This is not to say, of course, that there are
no legitimate ways to improve the bill still
further. Indeed, I believe that the bill has
been much improved in the 13 months since
it was introduced. The Administration has
been discussing with a number of Senators
a range of possible additions to the so-called
“core bill” or October revision of Family
Assistance for the purpose of attaching it by
floor amendment to the Soclal Security Act.

In particular, you are probably familiar
with the list of 10 possible amendments
which Senator Ribicoff has suggested as a
result of his conversations with a number
of Senators. We have given most careful
attention to these ideas in an honest effort
to develop and acceptable compromise, It is
in that spirit that I can now present the
Administration’s response to those proposals:

1. We accept the idea that the bill should
state a national goal providing to every fam-
ily, through work or assistance, an income
adequate for their needs. This is a laudable
goal which fully befits a Nation of our ca-
pacity.

2. We agree that the language of the Presl-
dent’s original proposal, passed by the House
of Representatives, should be restored pro-
viding for mandatory coverage of families
headed by an unemployed father (AFDC-
OF).

3. We agree that the effect of section 452
of the House-passed bill, maintaining cur-
rent benefit levels for families with income,
should be restored. (The October revision of
Family Assistance had provided for a more
limited provision “grandfathering in" per-
sons now receiving payments at these higher
levels for a period of two years.)

4, We cannot fully accept the proposal
that no one be referred to a job under the
work requirement that pays less than the
Federal minimum wage of $1.60 per hour.
There are now, after all, about 7 million
persons who are working for less than this
wage, and to state that no welfare recipi-
ent had to take such a job would be most
inequitable to these low wage workers. Nev-
ertheless, there could be cases where referral
to jobs paying substantially less than the
minimum wage would be unconscionable.
Therefore, we would propose Iinstead an
amendment which would provide that no
person could be required to take a job pay-
ing less than $1.20 per hour, which is 75%
of the minimum wage. In any case, anyone
working for between $1.20 and $1.60 per
hour would be eligible for income supple-
mentation under Family Assistance which
would raise his {otal income from wages
plus assistance to a level comparable to the
Federal minimum wage.
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5. We agree that public service jobs should
be provided for welfare recipients, and will
support an earmarking of $150 million in
Labor Department funds for this purpose.
The Federal matching formula for these jobs
should be consistent with whatever formula
emerges from the Senate-House Conference
Committee now considering the Comprehen-
sive Manpower Act (the matching rate cur-
rently in that bill is 80% ).

6. We agree that programs that are fully
financed by the Federal Government should
be administered by the Federal Government.
This would apply to family assistance bene-
fits for female-headed families in those
States which have no State supplementation.

7. We agree that adequate protection
should be provided to local and State wel=-
fare employees tranferred to the Federal sys-
tem as a result of the bill, We have been
working with employee groups and the Civil
Service Commission for some weeks to de=
velop such a provision as an amendment to
the bill.

8. Family Assistance makes a major
change in current law regarding the impact
of the work requirement on female heads
of families. Under AFDC, women with pre-
school children may be required to take a
job; under Family Assistance, that manda-
tory feature is applied in the case of mothers
only to those with school age children. More-
over, priorities have been added to the bill
governing the order of referral of persons to
training and jJobs which indicate that all
male heads of familles and all women who
volunteer for employment are to be taken
before the nonvolunteering mothers are
reached. We feel, therefore, that the work
requirement is humane and responsible,
particularly in view of our latest proposals
with regard to the minimum wage. However,
there is a lack of clarity on the face of the
bill as to whether the arrangement of child
care is a precondition to requiring a mother
to take a job, and we would accept an
amendment clarifying that this precondition
must be met.

9. We would accept an amendment which
would continue the practice under AFDC in
following State court decisions as to whether
a step-parent has an obligation to support
step-children,

10. Budgetary limitations preclude the
Administration from accepting an increase
in the basic $1600 payment for a family of
four. An increase equal to the rise in the
cost of living between the date of enactment
and the 1972 implementation date could cost
as much as $400 million in additional funds.
In any case, the Administration’s original
proposal assumed an effective date of Janu-
ary 1972, so that no cost of living undating
is relevant.

In short, we are able to accept 7 of 10 of
the Senator’'s proposals, and to offer counter-
proposals on two others. Beyond this I do
not think we can go. I recognize that many
Senators may wish to go further on some
of these items, and we fully recognize their
right to offer such proposals through amend-
ments which are separate from this consoli-
dated floor amendment which we can accept.

I'know that Senators Ribicoff and Bennett
are working earnestly to prepare a biparti-
san amendment attaching Family Assistance
to the Social Security bill on the Senate
floor. I sincerely hope that these responses
by the Administration will provide a basis
for that amendment. I belleve that these two
Senators have been magnificent in their
commitment to welfare reform and their
continuing effort to seek a balanced bill
acceptable to a wide group of Senators. I
would also like particularly to note and
welcome Senator Hartke’s statement yester-
day that he will support a coalition effort.
I believe that this battle can be won; we
cannot afford to lose it.
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PERSONS BETTER OFF UNDER H.R. 16311 (OCTOBER VERSION) THAN UNDER CURRENT LAW

Number of
families

Client group

Number of  Percent of

recipients current cases Client group

Number of  Percent of
recipients current cases

Number of
families

Farml; assistance:
(1) Working poor..

(2) AFDC cases with benefit increases in the 91
jurisdictions with the lowest payments______

3) Statg supplemental cases not now eligible for
AFD

(%) Current AFDC cases benoﬁltlng Irom su'npllfred
payment standard__..__ =aTE

... 1,861,300
211,300
375, 300

(O]

Adult categories:

ment standard

Subtotal, family assistance..........

2,447,900

Total, all programs...

(1) Adult cases in the Statess paying less than
$110 monthly per recipient T
(2) New cases made eligible by the minimum pay-

(3) New APTD cases made eligible by the national
definition of disability

Subtotal, adult categories

-mnmm--- 14, 464, 800

! Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, South Carolina. Tennessee,

and Puerto Rico.

2 Sec. 45[ of the bill requlres lhat States sunpllfz need and payment standards in order to reduce
i

the and of such
ayway that henaﬂs will be computed on the basis of a hig

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry. Is there any pending
business?

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UR-
BAN DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIA-
TION BILL, 1971

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the unfinished
business be laid before the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title,

The assistant legislative clerk read the
bill by title, as follows:

A bill (H.R. 19830) making appropriations
for sundry independent executive bureaus,
boards, commissions, corporations, agencies,
officers, and the Department of Housing
and Urban Development for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll,

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

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

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

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the

pending measure, HR. 19830, replaces
H.R. 17548, the first independent offices

and Department of Housing and Urban
Development appropriation bill for 1971,
CXVI——2528—FPart 30

5 sumglmcatmn is likely to be resolv
er standard than that now used for many

ed in such

which was vetoed by the President on
August 11, 1970. The vetoed measure had
passed the House on May 12, was re-
ceived and referred in the Senate on
May 13, reported in the Senate on June
24, passed the Senate on July 7, and
was sent to conference on July 8. The
conference report was agreed to in the
House on July 29, and finally agreed
to in the Senate on August 4.

The vetoed message from the Presi-
dent, contained in House Document 91—
371, indicated that he was opposed to
H.R. 17548 because the total amount was
excessive. The House vote to override
failed to obtain the necessary two-thirds
and, thus, it was necessary for the pend-
ing replacement measure to come into
being.

The vetoed bill contained a total of
$18,009,525,300. The pending measure is
$300 million less than that amount—
namely, $17,709,525,300. This amount is
$241,301,400 above the President’s esti-
mate and compares with the vetoed
measure which was $541,301,400 over the
budget estimate. The pending bill con-
tains the identical sums and provisions
that were included in the vetoed
measure in every respect except for two
items contained in title IIT of the bill
for the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. These items are the
urban renewal programs and the grants
for basic water and sewer facilities. Each
of these has been reduced by $150 mil-
lion below the amounts carried in the
vetoed bill.

I might add, Mr. President, while this
bill exceeds the President’s budget esti-
mate by $241 million, included in this
$241 million is $105 million for veterans
medical care. Thus, if the additional sum
provided for medical care is excluded
from the bill, the increase over the
budget will aggregate $136,301,400.

Some of the areas where the reduc-
tions below the budget estimate have
been made include the budget for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration, which has been reduced by
$64,325,000 under the President’s budget
estimate.

Title ITI of the bill, which includes
items for the Space Council, the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, and Civil De-
fense, has been reduced by $5,750,000;
and interest adjustment payments in title
IV for the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board have been reduced by $165 million

current AFDC cases, but estimates of this impact cannot be made until such time as the Secretary
for this simplification of standards.

3 For old age assistance recipients, 22 out of 54 jurisdictions now pay less than $110 monthly to a
single recipient, and 47 jurisdictions now pay less than 3220 to an aged couple.

from a budget estimate of $250 million
to an allowance in this bill of $85 million.

Mr. President, I feel that we have met
the President more than halfway by re-
ducing the amount provided in the vetoed
measure by $300 million, and I feel that
we have a bill the President will be able
to sign. While the bill still contains
amounts that are above the President’s
budget estimate, the sums thus made
available may help to alleviate some of
the unemployment which has been rising
steadily all over our country.

Since this is a replacement bill and
since it is going through the congres-
sional mill for a second time, and since
the House has adopted the measure over-
whelmingly by a vote of 375 to 10, I hope
that we in the Senate would concur with
the recommendations of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee and adopt this
bill without amendment, thereby getting
this long delayed appropriation bill to
the White House for signature as quickly
as possible.

Mr, President, I wish to make one
point very clear to the Senate. The bill
before us is exactly like the bill that was
vetoed by the President except in two as-
pects under title III, urban development.
The estimate sent to Congress by the
President with reference to grants for
water and sewerage in rural areas was
$150 million. The Senate Appropriations
Committee reported out $200 million,
The Senator from New York (Mr.
GooDELL) moved that that amount be in-
creased to $500 million. We voted with
him, and his proposal carried by a very
large vote. So the amount was made $500
million instead of the budget estimate
of $150 million.

The urban renewal budget estimate
was $1 billion. A motion was made to in-
crease that amount, and as I recall, the
committee added $700 million, which was
short, even, of the total amount of the
authorization, which was $2,287 million.
When we went to conference, we reduced
the increase to $350 million over the
budget estimate of $1 billion.

In this bill, we have added $10 million
to keep alive section 202 of Housing Act
which provides housing for the elderly.
That has been preserved in the bill.

We have also added, as I have already
stated, $105 million over the budget es-
timate for veterans’ medical care.

In short, this is exactly the bill that
was agreed upon in conference. It was
voted by the Senate, and the conference
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report was approved as to these two
items, which total $300 million.

I have been in conference with Rep-
resentative MasoN, chairman of the
House Commiftee on Appropriations.
This is not a question of rubber-stamp-
ing the action of the House, There were
informal discussions back and forth as
to what reasonable amount we should
provide in order to meet with the ap-
proval of the President.

I have also talked with Representative
Evans, who is chairman of the House
subcommittee, and with the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado (Mr.
ArrorT) . Then the Senate subcommittee,
after consideration, presented our pro-
posal to the full committee, the full
committee agreed with the compromises
that were reached, and that is what is
before the Senate this afternoon.

In the course of our discussion today,
several attempts will be made on the floor
of the Senate to increase, to decrease, or
to make some other variances in the bill.
I give clear notice at this time that no
matter what those amendments are, I do
not/think we ought to be going over the
same ground again. Some proposals will
be made that I myself have voted for
previously; but under the circumstances,
in order to send a bill fo the President,
we believe we now have a bill that, I
think, has a reasonable chance of being
approved by him. We certainly do not
want to go through the exercise of going
to conference again and returning at this
late hour, just before Christmas, only to
have the President véto the bill again.

More than that—and I want to make
this very clear, and I shall say it all after-
noon—we have provided in the bill $105
million over the budget estimate for vet-
erans’ medical care as a result of the
amendment that was proposed by the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON).
This amount is to take care of para-
plegics and the spinal injuries of veter-
ans who have been wounded in Vietnam.
We cannot do this unless we get a bill.
That is the reason why we should ap-
prove a bill that the President will sign.
Something needs to be done very quickly
for these veterans, so I hope that when
motions to lay on the table are made, the
Senate will support the Committee on
Appropriations by supporting those mo-
tions and that we can send the bill to
the President.

I think this is a fair bill. If is the same
bill we agreed to in conference with the
two exceptions I have already enumer-
ated. I would hope that we might move
on with our business, get the job done,
and send the bill to the President within
a day or so.

I now yield to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GrAVEL). The Senator from Colorado.

. . Mr, President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island,
chairman of the subcommittee, has
stated the case plainly and adequately.
I should like to add two or three com-
ments.

It is unfortunate that we find ourselves
in two situations at this late hour—and
it is late—in legislating in these very im-
portant areas. However, I assure the
Senate that it was not the fault of the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
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land, the chairman of the subcommittee,
nor was it the fault of the Senator from
Colorado that we did not have a bill ear-
lier than we did this year. Compared
with past years, we were, relatively in
good time, But after the veto and the
sustaining of the veto by the House, the
situation developed that the House could
not seem to get moving again. So we find
ourselves in this position at this late
date,

The Senator from Rhode Island has
pointed out one area—the Veterans' Ad-
ministration—in which funds are badly
needed, because the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration can spend only those funds that
are based on the continuing resolution
pertaining to last year's appropriation.

By the same token, all the funds for
the space administration have been held
up.

I say to Senators who are interested
in water and sewerage facilities that if
they are genuinely interested in such fa-
cilities, they will do better to take this
bill rather than to let the Department
continue to operate in accordance with
the continuing resolution, under which
spending would be at a lower level, to
wit, $150 million a year.

I also want to be very explicit about
my. feelings with respect to the action
which the chairman of the committee
says he will take on any proposed
amendment, It is one in which I concur
wholeheartedly and in which the entire
Committee on Appropriations concurred
wholeheartedly. In fact, I believe the
committee instructed the Senator from
Rhode Island to take such action.

Mr. President, I have every reason to
believe that the pending bill as it is now
constituted, without any addition or any
deduction, will be acceptable to the
President and will be signed by him.

I must state the converse of that, that
if there are additions or deductions, we
will face the possibility of going through
this exercise again. Our colleagues in
the Senate ought to know that. The mat-
ter has been worked over at great length
in the House of Representatives. We
have studied the matter here, The chair-
man and I are of one mind on this mat-
ter.

I hope that we can proceed and get
the bill passed. If it passes in its present
form, it will not have to go to confer-
ence.

All of these various agencies could get
their appropriation and we could avoid
any further exacerbation of this situa-
tion which we experience each year
where the various entities within the ex-
ecutive branch and these areas in which
we are so interested, some of us—the field
of housing and the field of veterans—will
at last, in the 12th month of the calen-
dar year and the sixth month of the
fiscal year, know where they are, what
they can budget for, and perhaps make
some sensible plans for the last 6 months
of the fiscal year.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. I would
hope that the pages will inform the
cloakroom that they should get in touch
with the Senator from Massachusetts
(Mr. KenNepy) and the Senator from
New York (Mr. GOODELL) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

$10 MILLION IN FUNDING FOR SECTION 22

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I strongly urge passage of
H.R. 19830, the Independent Offices-
HUD Appropriations Act for fiscal 1971.

As chairman of the Senate Committee
on Aging, I shall direct my remarks to
funding for the section 202 housing for
the elderly program.

First, however, I wish to congratulate
the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PasTorE) for his outstanding
leadership in bringing this well-balanced
appropriations measure to the floor for
a vote. Moreover, I wish to compliment
him for his dedication and active role in
providing funding for the continuation
of the 202 program; This is another ex-
cellent example of his concern for our
Nation’s 20 million older Americans.

Last July I called for a bipartisan ef-
fort to rescue the section 202 program
when the administration decided to
abandon this approach and rely entirely
on the section 236 interest subsidy pro-
gram. The Senate approved my floor
amendment—also sponsored by the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss) and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. ProvuTy)—to
provide funding to continue the program.

In the conference committee the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE)
capably expressed the Senate’s position,
and noted that there was no money pro-
vided for section 202 in the original
House-passed bill. As a result of his lead-
ership, $10 million was provided for 202
in the conference proposal. However, this
measure was later vetoed.

In the proposal before us today, there
is also $10 million in funding for section
202—the same amount as provided in the
second House-passed bill.

At this time when low-cost housing is
such a critical problem for practically all
Americans, it is usually out of the reach
of the elderly who live on limited, fixed
incomes.

Today substantial numbers of older
people are being driven from their homes
because of rapidly rising property taxes
and maintenance costs. Yet, these per-
sons are finding it increasingly difficult
to locate suitable alternative units be-
cause present programs are inadequate
for their needs.

Section 202 has literally been a life-
saver for thousands of these individuals.

Under this program, the Federal Gov-
ernment makes long-term, low-interest
loans to nonprofit sponsors for the con-
struction of pleasant apartment units at
prices tenants can afford.

Section 202 has also been one of the
most successful housing programs ever
enacted. Since its enactment in 1959,
there has never been a default under the
Program.

Today there are approximately 43,000
units either completed or under construc-
tion—33,000 finished units and 10,000
being built. It is estimated that 45,000
aged persons occupy the completed units.

In my own State of New Jersey, I per-
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sonally have seen the oufstanding
achievements under the 202 program.
Nearly 2,100 units are now completed
or under construction—making New
Jersey the sixth-ranking State in the
number of section 202 units. Approxi-
mately 3,000 older persons live in these
pleasant, reasonably priced apartments.

Construction costs for these projects
are also very moderate, approximately
$12,000 per unit.

Moreover, 202 has its own architec-
tural criteria, specifically tailored for the
aged. Program regulations, for instance,
take into account the proximity with
regard to transportation, health facili-
ties, and shopping centers.

The need for the 202 program is well
documented in hearings held by the
Committee on Aging and letters to its
members.

At the committee’s hearings in June
on “Sources of Community Support for
Federal Programs Serving the Elderly,”
we heard much compelling evidence for
the continuation of the housing for the
elderly program.

Mr. Stanley Axelrod, an executive di-
rector for a 202 project in Miami, Fla.,
told us:

Limited incomes that are in our inflation-
ary society have made adequate housing for
senior Americans a catastrophic problem.
These people are prevented from getting de-
cent, dignified housing, so they rot away in
the hovels and slums without hope, without
being found by their community to see what
the community could do for them, without
their knowing how they can meet these
problems.

Obviously, senior housing could bring these
people together, to be identified, to be made
productiye. Bection 202 was a crown of
achievement for creative Federallsm. Red
tape, though considerable, was much less
than through other programs.

The 202 government agencles have the
attitude of family, that they were not there
to dictate but to help find answers,

The 202 programs turned out to be highly
successful, strongly motivated by nonprofit
sponsors. They continue to be highly suc-
cessful, beating all laws of average. This type
of nonprofit sponsorship guarantees more
service, less cost for buildings and manage-
ment, and great dedication.

Last year in the 1969 Housing Act, the
Congress enthusiastically supported the
extension of the 202 program by author-
izing $150 million for this purpose.

This clear expression of congressional
intent to continue the program should,
I believe, be fulfilled.

The $10 million in the committee bill
will be an important step forward. In
addition, there is money in the 202 re-
volving fund which can be used to build
housing for the aged.

With this approach, we can be more
confident that urgently needed housing
for the elderly will be built—not merely
to store them-—but to restore them to a
more active life in their communities.

Mr. President, I urge favorable action
on the Independent Offices-HUD appro-
priations proposal.

One of the reasons for appropriating
only $10 million for the 202 program
is that there is already some money in
the 202 revolving fund. For the record,
could the Senator from Rhode Island
tell us how much is in the revolving
fund.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. PASTORE. According to the most
recent data available, it is estimated that
there is approximately $40.7 million in
the 202 revolving fund. This money has
resulted from the repayment of loans
at 3 percent per year by nonprofit spon-
sors of housing for the aged. It is the
view of the committee that the $10 mil-
lion appropriated should be considered
as a supplement to the $40.7 million in
the section 202 revelving fund in order
that the desperate need of the elderly
for housing can be met to some extent.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. This
leads to my next questions. What are the
administration’s plans for spending the
$10 million appropriated for section 202
and the money in the revolving fund? Is
it the intent of Cengress that this money
should be spent?

Mr.. PASTORE. In an “in-house”
memorandum at HUD issued around the
first of July, the administration clearly
indicated its intent to phase out the 202
program. This memorandum made three
key points:

No new section 202 programs would
be funded after June 30, 1970.

No section 236 money would be avail-
able for new elderly housing proposals
submitted after June 30, 1970.

Section 236 would be available only
for backlog proposals submitted prior to
June 30, 1970.

However, it is the clear intent of the
committee that the $10 million for 202
be spent. Moreover, the committee urges
that the money in the revolving fund be
spent for additional housing units for
the elderly, since there is a critical need.

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. As I
understand it, the conference language
with regard to housing programs for the
elderly in the first HUD appropriations
bill was also incorporated in this fund-
ing measure. Moreover, I understand
that it is the intent of Congress that a
portion of the funding for the section
236 interest subsidy program be set aside
for housing for the elderly—as well as
for younger persons. Is my interpreta-
tion correct?

Mr. PASTORE, The Senator’s inter-
pretation is correct. In the original con-
ference report, the conferees stated:

The committee on conference directs that
housing for the elderly or handicapped be
given appropriate priority in allocating con-
tract authorization provided pursuant to
section 236 of the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Act of 1968, so an equitable portion
will be utilized for such housing where
needed in conjunction with the funds ap-
propriated for this revolving fund.

An equitable allocation under 236, it
seems to me, would be about 10 percent—
since the elderly represent that per-
centage of our total population.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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BILL ORDERED TO BE HELD AT THE
DESK

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the message
from the House on H.R. 19436, to provide
for the establishment of a national urban
growth policy, and so forth, be held at
the desk temporarily.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have no
objection.

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

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

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

INDEPENDENT OFFICES AND DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND UR-
BAN DEVELOPMENT APPROPRIA-
TIONS, 1971

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 19830) making
appropriations for sundry independent
executive bureaus, boards, commissions,
corporations, agencies, offices, and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, in my
opinion, the Senate is being made to look
ridiculous. Some Senators who have
amendments cannot be found. I am go-
ing to put in a quorum call at this time,
and it will either be a live quorum call
and these Senators will show up or we
will get to third reading.

I suggest the absence of a quorum, and
I would also ask the attaches to call Sen-
ators to get to the floor. This is a $17
billion bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment to H.R. 19830,
the independent offices appropriations
bill for fiscal year 1971, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 22, line 10, strike “$511,000,000"
and insert “$521,000,000";

On page 22, line 17, after “teachers:” in-
sert the following: “Provided further, That
of the foregoing amount not less than $10,-
000,000 shall be available for grants and con-
tracts in connection with a program of plan-
ning, research, and applied research to fa-
cilitate the conversion of sclentific, engi-
neering, and technical manpower and
resources from defense-re'-*ed to civilian-
related activities."

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is fo in-
crease the appropriation for the Na-
tional Science Foundation by $10 mil-
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lion. The additional $10,000,000 will pro-
vide NSF with funds to undertake ur-
gently needed planning, research, and
development in methods of converting
scientific manpower and resources from
defense and space activities to civilian-
oriented projects. It is imperative that
NSPF begin such a program immediately
if it is to have a meaningful impact on
the spiraling unemployment among the
Nation’'s scientists, engineers, and tech-
nicians.

The sum requested in the amendment
is modest, but the problem is critical,
and it is becoming more critical each
month. I believe that we must begin
now, in the current fiscal year, to allevi-
ate the crisis. The pending appropria-
tions bill offers us a major opportunity
to act.

There are many different aspects of
our current economic erisis, but one of
the serious is the urgent challenge we
face to convert our scientific talents and
resources from defense to civilian
activities.

Today, the problem of severe unem-
ployment in the economy as a whole is
being compounded by rising unemploy-
ment among many of our best educated
and best trained citizens—our scientists,
engineers, and technicians. There is deep
and growing unrest in the scientific com-
munity, and the unrest is becoming in-
creasing ominous.

We are all aware of the cutbacks in
defense and space spending which have
occurred throughout the country in re-
cent months and which are likely to con-
tinue for the foreseeable future. In
States like California, Connecticut, Flor-
ida, Georgia, Missouri, Washington, and
Massachusetts, where the economy is
especially oriented toward the defense
and space industries, unemployment is
soaring among our scientists, engineers,
and technicians.

The extensive unemployment result-
ing from defense and space cutbacks has
a severe impact on the scientific com-
munity, because of its special dependence
on federally financed programs. Of the
more than 2 million scientists, engi-
neers, and technicians employed at the
beginning of 1970, one in every four was
engaged in work generated by the De-
partment of Defense, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, or
the Atomic Energy Commission. Half of
those employed directly by the Federal
Government worked in DOD, NASA, or
AEC. Sixty-two percent of all physicists
and 88 percent of all scientists in the at-
mospheric and space sciences, have de-
pended on Federal programs for employ-
ment. Inevitably, therefore, cuts in Gov-
ernment programs have had a severe im-
pact on this highly skilled scientific work
force.

By last May, there was seven times as
much unemployment among the Nation's
engineers as there had been the year
before. Since that date the rate of un-
employment among engineers has been
increasing at an even more rapid pace.
Employment in the space industry has
fallen from a peak of 250,000 to 173,000,
and thousands more scientists and en-
gineers are expected to lose their jobs
in the months ahead. The aerospace in-
dustry alone has laid off over 10,000 men
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in the single specialty of electrical engi-
neering.

Recent Labor Department figures in-
dicate that more than 208,000 profes-
sional and technical personnel are un-
employed across the Nation. It has be-
come clear in recent months that the
burden of rising unemployment is fall-
ing especially heavily on the the scien-
tific community. Last week, in announc-
ing that unemployment in the Nation
had reached a new high of 5.8 percent,
Mr. Harold Goldstein, Assistant Com-
missioner of the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, emphasized that one of the most
significant factors influencing the rise
in unemployment in November was the
continuously increasing unemployment
in defense-related jobs.

Equally significant, the effect of de-
fense and space cutbacks is highly con-
centrated in particular communities,
where the human impact is much greater
than the national statistics would indi-
cate:

Of all scientists and engineers in the
aerospace industry, 44 percent are lo-
cated on the Pacific coast, and 24 per-
cent are located in the New England and
Middle Atlantic States. The remainder
are highly concentrated in such States as
Florida and Texas.

In Los Angeles County, as of Septem-
ber, there were more than 20,000 unem-
ployed scientists and engineers.

In the Washington, D.C. metropolitan
region, as of last month, the relative
demand for scientific and engineering
manpower was only 40 percent of what
it had been a decade ago.

The work force at the Eennedy Space
Center in Florida has dropped 40 per-
cent over the past year.

In New York City, unemployment
claims by professional personnel have
doubled over what they were a year ago.

For the Nation as a whole, it is esti-
mated that 500,000 defense workers have
lost their jobs because of defense and
space cutbacks since the peak of the
Vietnam war effort in June of 1968. It
is also estimated that another 500,000
jobs will be lost by next June. In addi-
tion, the job market has received an in-
flux of nearly 400,000 servicemen over
the past year, and another 200,000 will
leave miiltary service during the coming
year.

In my own State of Massachusetts the
problem is especially acute. Massachu-
setts ranks sixth in the Nation in the
amount of defense contracts received.
The unrivaled combination of universi-
ties, Government facilities, and the ex-
tensive research and development com-
munity centered along Route 128 have
made Massachusetts one of the leading
centers of the Nation's scientific effort.

Today, as in so many other parts of
the country, this vital national resource
is being jeopardized. The Arthur D. Little
Co. has recently estimated that defense
cutbacks will cause the loss of 25,000
jobs in Massachusetts over the next 3
years. Another 5,000 jobs will be lost by
civilian employees on military reserva-
tions in the State. Similar projections
have been made or are now being made
in dozens of other States.

These lost jobs represent a serious
hardship to the individuals and families
involved. The loss has a multiplier effect
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on entire neighborhoods and communi-
ties, as well as on the secientific commu-
nity at large.

Even apart from the immense human
suffering and personal tragedy that is
involved, however, the loss of these jobs
also represent a vast loss of technical
manpower for the Nation. A sizable na-
tional investment has gone into the
formal education and on-the-job training
of this highly skilled workforce.

We cannot afford to let these valuable
resources run to waste. The Nation
should and could be receiving a constant
stream of economic and social benefit
from its investment in this scientifie
manpower.

Moreover, scientific activity requires a
high level of continuity to achieve its
maximum return. Resuming interrupted
scientific projects after long delays often
entails considerable additional expense.
And, individual scientists who interrupt
their careers—as many are now forced
to do in seeking other employment—may
find it impossible to reenter the scientific
job market, in view of the rapidity with
wtl;iCh new scientific knowledge is gener-
ated.

Thus, each unemployed scientist repre-
sents a major loss of the considerable
investment the Nation has made in his
education. Even more important is the
loss of his potential contribution to the
resolution of our urgent domestic social
problems, especially in areas like pollu-
tion, transportation, housing, education,
and medical care. Without the help of
the scientific community, we cannot hope
to make significant headway against
these problems.

The scientists, engineers, and techni-
cians of America have a crucial role fo
play in converting our national energies
and imagination to these tasks. Scien-
tists have always been held in high
esteem in America, but it is only in recent
years that they have moved to the center
of our technological civilization.

As a nation, we must apply our finest
resources and talents to the tasks which
are facing us. We need the application
of our best scientific and technical talent
to cope with these problems. It is na-
tional folly for tens of thousands of
highly trained individuals to lie idle, at a
time when problems of enormous com-
plexity demand the skills they have.

The solution to the problem of scien-
tific and technical unemployment is not
to stem the cutbacks in defense and space
spending. As in the case of the rejection
of the SST, these cutbacks are essential
to redireet our national priorities and
resources to meet the needs of our
citizens. Nor is the solution to provide an
updated WPA to provide make-work for
scientific personnel. Rather, the solution
to such unemployment lies in the econ-
version of our technical talent and re-
sources from defense and space to civil-
ian, socially useful programs—programs
which can lead to a genuine improve-
ment in the quality of our lives.

But such conversion of scientific talent
cannot be accomplished merely by giving
a scientist a new assignment. Consider-
able retraining is generally required.
There is no doubt that, with adequate
retraining, scientists skilled in the prob-
lems of defense could make valuable
contributions to the resolution of civilian
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problems. Seen in this light, conversion
is not just an economic challenge. It is
also a human and social opportunity.

To provide for such retraining, and to
facilitate the conversion of pur scientific
talent and resources, I have already
introduced S. 4241, the Conversion Re-
search and Education Act of 1970. This
bill would authorize the appropriation of
$450 million over a 3-year period for
specific research and educational pro-
grams in national economic conversion.
The bulk of these programs would be
administered by the National Science
Foundation.

In essense, the bill asks Congress to
establish three national policies in the
area of economic conversion:

First, scientists should have continuing
opportunities for employment, in posi-
tions commensurate with their profes-
sional and technical skill.

Second, Federal spending for civilian
research and development should be
raised to a level equivalent to defense-
related research and development.

Third, the total Federal investment in
science and technology should continue
to grow annually in proportion to in-
creases in our gross national product.

Because of the limited time available
in this post-election session, however, it
will not be possible to complete action on
such legislation before Congress ad-
journs. Early in the next Congress, I in-
tend to push forward with legislation to
establish the comprehensive conversion
programs we need.

For the present, however, it is urgent
that we make a beginning. As the expe-
rience of recent months demonstrates,
the problems of conversion and unem-
ployment are growing too rapidly for
the timetable we now have. These prob-
lems require immediate action if we are
to alleviate the human hardships in-
flicted by defense and space cutbacks,
and maximize the potential contribution
which scientific talent and resources can
make to the resolution of the Nation's
social problems.

The National Science Foundation is
the ideal agency to make this beginning
because the Foundation will undoubt-
edly play a major role in any future pro-
gram of economic conversion., Already,
despite its limited financial resources,
the National Science Foundation has
made a commendable beginning. It has
launched a $150,000 pilot project to re-
train unemployed scientists and engi-
neers, so that they can contribute to the
resolution of contemporary social prob-
lems. But this project will retrain only
15 scientists and engineers. NSF simply
does not now have the resources within
its current recommended appropriation
to launch more than a token project of
this sort, however meritorious the project
may be.

Under the amendment I have intro-
duced, NSF would receive an additional
$10,000,000 to enable it to begin an im-
mediate program of planning, research,
and development, in economic conver-
slon.

In this manner, NSF can begin now
to develop policy guidelines for conver-
sion in the difficult months ahead. At the
same time, NSF will thereby become pre-
pared to move rapidly and effectively in
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mounting a major conversion program,
as soon as appropriate legislation has
been enacted in the next Congress.

We cannot afford to sit back and wait
for the 92d Congress to begin the at-
tack on these problems. We must act
now, before the problem becomes even
more acute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I sin-
cerely hope that my distinguished and
illustrious colleague will not press his
amendment at this time.

Last Thursday, the majority leader
announced that this bill would be the
pending business immediately after the
morning hour on this date, Monday, De-
cember 7. I sat in this chair at a quarter
past 12, and when the proper time came,
I rose and made my preliminary state-
ment; and I found myself talking to an
empty Chamber, with the exception of
two or three Senators who chanced to be
present.

I explained at that time—and that is
the reason why I am making this pre-
liminary remark, because this is the ar-
gument I have against this amendment
at this time—the situation that confronts
us at this moment.

This is not a new matter. This is the
follow-up of a bill that was vetoed by the
President, and the veto was sustained by
the House of Representatives. The Pres-
ident vetoed the bill because it was $541
million more than the budget estimate.
He said the fiscal situation was such that
he could not tolerate that amount at this
time. He sent it back, and the House sus-
tained him. That meant that we had to
begin our job all over again, more or less.

Here we are, 2 or 3 weeks before
Christmas, with the end of the session
almost in sight, and we need an appro-
priation bill for independent offices. This
bill is $105 million more than the budget
estimate for medical care for the veter-
ans of Vietnam who have received spinal
injuries. Many of them cannot even light
their own cigarette. Unless we pass this
bill, those human beings are going to
suffer more than some of these scientists

This bill contains $10 million that was
never sent up as a budget estimate for
housing for the elderly. We will not be
able to help them unless we pass this bill,
The bill is exactly like the bill we agreed
to in conference and was approved by the
Senate; with two exceptions, we knocked
off $150 million for water and sewage in
rural areas and $150 million under urban
renewal, still leaving each of these items
$200 million over the budget estimate.

I am not questioning the merits of the
amendment, nor am I questioning the
need for the amendment, but I certainly
am questioning its timing. If this amend-
ment is going to be pursued at all it
should be pursued in a supplemental bill.
I think I would be amendable to it then.

Let us look at the facts. Last year, the
National Science Foundation was given,
I think, $440 million. This year the
budget request was $513 million—$511
million of new money and $2 million in
foreign currencies.

We agreed to the full amount in con-
ference. We are up to the budget esti-
mate. What is going to happen if we
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change the bill now in any way? We will
be confronted with another conference,
which will take some time and, over
above it all, we might end up with a
pocket veto, and then where will we be
with our veterans and with housing for
the elderly?

I am pleading with the Senate fo go
along with the Appropriations Commit-
tee on this bill and leave it exactly the
way it was reported by the committee so
that we can get the bill signed by the
President.

I plead with my distinguished col-
league from Massachusetts not to press
the amendment at this time because if he
does, it will open up the floodgates, and
if we open up the floodgates, everyone
else has a pet amendment and will wish
to offer it.

We have agreed in committee that we
would move to lay on the table any
amendments. I do not want to get to that
point with the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts that I would
move to lay it on the table, just so that
we can avoid a conference, so that we
can get the bill signed by the President.

I again plead with my colleague from
Massachusetts that I will give him every
assistance possible at a later time, even
on a supplemental bill, but please do
not do it now.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. GORE. The Senator from Rhode
Island has made an eloquent statement.
I understood him to say that the bill is
identical with that which the Senate
previously passed but which was vetoed,
except that there are two reductions, one
for $150 million for community facilities,
particularly water and sewer develop-
ments, and $150 million for another cate-
gory for

Mr. PASTORE. Urban renewal.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, there is
something upside down about the priori-
ties of the administration because there
is pending on the calendar a bill to com-
mit the United States to $1 billion for
soft loans to communities in Latin Amer-
ica, and $100 million for soft loans
through the Asian Development Bank—
or whatever it is; including the building
of a power line in Cambodia.

What is wrong with the priorities of
the Senate and the President, that we
can commit ourselves to vast amounts
for projects unknown, unseen, uniden-
tified, far away, in other lands, but we
must face a veto when communities in
the United States, now unable to sell
their own bonds, need some money to
build water facilities and sewage disposal
faeilities to prevent the pollution of their
communities?

Mr. PASTORE. That is right.

Mr. GORE. What is wrong? It is all
upside down.

Mr. PASTORE. Of course, it is upside
down, but the Senator from Tennessee is
making his speech to the wrong man. I
am not President Nixon.

When the time comes for these bills
to be called up that the Senator is come
plaining about, I am going to join him,
but I am not talking on that subject.
There is no one in the Senate who is
more concerned about priorities than
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the senior Senator from Rhode Island;
but I think I am giving you the facts of
life, Mr. President and, somehow, we are
old enough to understand the facts of
life, that this is a bill vetoed by the Pres-
ident and sustained by the House of Rep-
resentatives. So, what do we do? What
are we going to say to the veterans in
the Bronx, who cannot even light their
own cigarettes, that they have to wait
until we get through fussing around here,
as to whether we are or are not geing to
give them $105 million? They will not
be able to spend this money until or un-
less we pass this bill.

What I am pleading for is fo pass this
bill. That is all. The time has come when
either we will do it now or we will blow
this whole thing into smithereens.

Does not the Senator think that I
agree something needs to be done about
the National Science Foundation? Of
course I do. I fought for the full amount
in committee and I fought for it in con-
ference. I came back with the full esti-
mate. I did my job.

All T am asking now is that we not
interfere with the bill now, because our
veterans and the elderly need this bill,
and the longer we take to pass it, it will
hurt them that mueh more. That is all
I am saying.

I am not quarreling about the aid we
want to give Cambodia. I am for a do-
mestic desk down there in the State
Department. I am for a domestic aid pro-
gram. I am for all that. But I do not
want to be chastized, or criticized, or
pointed to, as though I like to take these
things away from people. My heart is as
big as anyone’s in the Senate, as small
as I am. [Laughter],

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boces). The Senator from Massachu-
setts will state it.

Mr. KENNEDY. I understand that the
amendment I am proposing contains two
parts. First, it increases the NSF appro-
priation by $10 million. Second, it con-
tains a proviso requiring that the addi-
tional $10 million will be spent by the
NSF for programs of economic conver-
sion. Is that statement correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. I should like to ad-
dress an inquiry to the manager of the
bill. If we were to eliminate the first pro-
vision of the amendment, which would
inerease the NSF appropriation by $10
million, and retain the second part, which
would require $10 million to be spent for
economic conversion, would the attitude
of the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island change?

Mr. PASTORE. No. I could not change,
for the simple reason that the House
would have to act on it again and we
would have to go to conference, and that
is what I want to avoid.

I repeat, that last year we appropriated
$440 million for the National Science
Foundation and this year they asked for
$513 million. We gave them $513 million.
Now they are operating under the old
appropriation, under a continuing reso-
lution, and therefore they will have some
spillover. If the Senator wants to write a
joint letter, I will sign it with him, so
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that they can use the spillover money to
do what they want it to do, and we can
put it in separately later, but I do not
want to have it in this bill.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in light
of the points made here by the distin-
guished Senator from Rhode Island, I
would like to reserve action on disposi-
tion of my amendment until the Senate
acts on other amendments to this bill, If
there are no other amendments approved
on the current legislation, I certainly
would not press this amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. Why does not the Sen-
ator withdraw the amendment and I will
ask unanimous consent that he can re-
new it in case anyone else later breaks
the dike.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Boces) . The Senator from Massachusetts
may withdraw his amendment.

Mr, EENNEDY, With the understand-
ing that it can be brought up——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator does not have to have any under-
standing on it.

The amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I did
not understand that this was to be pre-
sented as a take-it-or-leave-it bill, that
no amendments of any kind would be
given consideration, and that they would
be tabled.

I have great respect for the Senator
from Rhode Island. He handled the bill
extremely well when it was before the
Senate once before. I refer to the bill
that was vetoed. I supported the bill,
and I think that the Senator from Rhode
Island did. I do not question for a mo-
ment that his views on the priorities
concerning what is important in this
country are just as sound or perhaps
sounder than mine,

Mr, President, there is another aspect
of the matter that is very difficult for
me to accept. We have already allowed
the Chief Executive in other areas to ap-
propriate to himself the constitutional
rights and responsibilities of the Senate
in the field of war making and the de-
ployment of troops and so forth, We come
now into the area concerning the domes-
tic needs of our people. Through this
device of the veto we have to come back
with a bill in which we have adapted to
the views of the Executive.

We are about to give up what little
power and independence of view we have
with regard to domestic affairs.

It is said that we will allow the chair-
man of the committee to move to table
the amendments. That is his privilege. I
am, however, bound to offer the amend-
ment as a matter of good practice with
regard to supplying a decent amount of
money for sewers and water. If my vote
is the only vote, I will still have to do it.

Mr. President, when the Senate con-
sidered this bill last July, the junior Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. GOODELL) was
the pri.ncipal sponsor of an amendment
to fund the basic water and sewer grant
program at its authorization level of
$500 million. This amendment passed by
a vote of 55 to 17. I am delighted to have
the Senator from New York, who has
worked so diligently in this matter, join
me as a cosponsor. I know of his deep
interest in this issue.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I cannot
stop the Senator from offering the
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amendment. I will not do that. I am not
trying to threaten anyone.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I am not quarreling
with the Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the
budget amount was $150 million. It is
now $350 million. We just knocked off the
$150 million. We are now $200 million
over the budget estimate. I insisted upon
that. And that was no small struggle, I
say to my friend the Senafor from
Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
hope that my friend, the Senator from
Rhode Island, understands that nothing
I have to say is meant in criticism of
the Senator from Rhode Island. He
played & most valiant part in the en-
deavor. I approve of everything that he
said and did when this matter was con-
sidered on the fiocor.

The matter of the budget estimate is
not impressive to me. This is one further
example of how we abdicate to the Budg-
et Bureau one of the principal elements
of government. The budget becomes
nothing but the fiscal hand of the Presi-
dent. It is the Executive again telling the
Congress that we have nothing but a
ceremonial duty to approve of what the
Executive wishes.

This is becoming so clear now that
even the dullest people can understand
it. This is an example of giving to the
executive a dictatorship in a demoecracy.
The influence of our legislative body in
the Government has been reduced to a
very pitiful state indeed when we can-
not even get adequate amounts of money
for sewers.

I know just as much or more about the
need for sewers in Arkansas than does
the Budget Bureau. Mr. Shultz and the
Bureau of the Budget do not have any
understanding of the matter. They do
not associate with people who need sewer
systems. The people they consult with
already have sewers. The people in the
Pentagon and the Shoreham Hotel have
not the slightest ideas concerning people
in a small town who need sewers.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, the un-
fortunate thing about it is that the
House supported the President. If the
House had overridden the veto, there is
no question that the Senate would have
overridden the veto.

The bill that was reported out after
the veto was passed by a vote of 375 to
10. So when the Senator says that the
Congress of the United States sustained
the President of the United States, that
refers to the House, The House did.

I regretted that, and I said that on the
floor of the Senate. I repeat it again. I
am not trying to shackle anyone. I am
not trying to put handcuffs on anyone.

I am saying what we should do if we
expect to come up with a bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let
me say again that I am not criticizing the
Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. I did not take it as a
ecriticism.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
Senator from Rhode Island takes his duty
very seriously, and properly so. However,
I still think that we are gradually allow=-
ing the remnants of the influence that
Congress should have pass to the Execu~
tive. I always hesitate to say anything
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about the House. Under the rules, we are
not supposed to say anything derogatory
about the other body. However, the other
body, I regret, is so complacent, that it
accepts whatever the Executive recom-
mends.

This is not the first matter on which
this has occurred. This is done with all
matters dealing with the military and
the AEC, matters that involve most of
the money. The small items are lost in
the shuffle.

Mr. President, I am bound to send to
the desk the same amendment we voted
on before. In effect, it would simply in-
crease the amount of money for sewers
and water by $150 million.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows: The Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
ForericHT) for himself and Mr, Goob-
ELL, proposes an amendment as follows:

On page 38, lines 6 and 7, strike out “$350,-
000,000" and insert in lieu thereof “8500,-
000,000,

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr, President, there
is not very much new to be said about this
matter, I said it when we dealt with this
some 3 or 4 months ago. In the State of
Arkansas, which I know very well, there
are 16 unfunded projects with a total re-
quest of $4,408,000. There are many more
which are waiting to be supplied.

I give this type of activity the highest
priority. This is not only for the con-
venience and the help of the individuals
in our smaller communities. It is also an
opportunity to try to control the pollu-
tion of our waters, in this case the under-
ground waters. It is essential if we are
going to enable people to continue to live
in the small towns and to give them a
reasonable opportunity to have a decent
life so that they will not go to the big
cities and get on relief and live under
ghetto conditions.

I do not think there is much more to
be said. It comes down to a matter of
priorities. I am sympathetic with the
ideas of the Senator from Rhode Island.
The President sees this matter different-
ly. However, at some stage the Senate is
under a very heavy obligation to consider
what is necessary to improve the lives of
our constituents.

There is great difference about the
space programs—which have been talked
about—and going to the moon. I was very
impressed 10 days ago that one single
shot of a missile carrying a telescope to
go to the outer spaces fell into the ocean.
It cost well over 50 percent, about 75 per-
cent, of the amount of money contained
in the amendment. It did not cause a
ripple. It did not cause any question.
Everyone said, “In big, expensive pro-
grams, we can expect such things to hap-
pen.” I suppose that it could happen once
a week for the next year and that no one
would take it seriously any more than
they did when the new submarine sank
at the dock. I think that cost about $75
or $100 million. No one thought very
much of that. It was dismissed by saying,
“What do you expect with a big pro-
gram?” However, when they get into
matters of this kind, they are extremely
parsimonious. We have to be most care-
ful about creating a water and sewer
system.
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Muech has been said recently in the
debate about the supersonie transport.
Someone characterized it as a WPA proj-
ect for the west coast., The principal
sponsor of that measure, after it was de-
feated in the; Senate, emphasized the
number of jobs it would have given, Yet
we would have created a large number of
jobs for.the dollars invested in a water
and sewer system. And we would be doing
something useful. The whole problem of
Jjobs would seem to be of eminent impor-
tance with regard to the SST matter but
of little importance in a bill to create
water and sewer systems which do not
contaminate the water supply, but con-
tribute to the betterment of our environ-
ment.

So it comes back to a simple matter,
What do we think is important? Is it
important to travel at a.speed of 2,000
miles an hour and is it more important
to send up telescopes to look at outer
space than to have pure water and sewer
systems on the earth? This is a simple
proposition that has been. debated at
great length. I do not wish to delay the
Senate. Let the Senate vote on the mat-
ter up or down. I merely wish to present
the Senate with the opportunity to ex-
press its desire in this matter.

Mr, ATKEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized,

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, the Senator
from Arkansas is correct in saying that
there are innumerable small communi-
ties in the United States badly in need
of water and sewer systems. But one
thing that we overlook and one thing
that has been overlooked for some
months is that pending in the Committee
on Finance is H.R. 15979, which passed
the House unanimously and which would
authorize the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration to insure loans to public bodies,
which they cannot do at present.

I would suggest that the way to meet
the need of the small communities, all
those with populations under 5,500, would
be to get that bill out of the Committee
on Finance and onto the floor of the
Senate where I think it would be passed
unanimously. As far as I know there is
no opposition to the bill. That bill would
take care—not of the big cities, and I
agree they should be taken care of under
another heading—but of the rural com-
munities that are badly in need of water
and sewer systems at this time.

Mr. PASTORE. I voted for the $500
million when the bill came before us. I
repeat again that the President saw fit
to veto the bill. Unfortunately, the House
sustained that veto. Now, we are con-
fronted with a pragmatic situation.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not correct that
as contained in this bill the item for
this very worthwhile objective is more
than twice as big as the budget estimate,
the budget estimate having been for $150
million and the item in this bill now
having been stated at $350 million?

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is cor-
rect. I would like to have seen it at $500
million but I repeat again that this is a
new ball game, a different situation, an-
other day. Here we are nearly ready to
adjourn, with all this money being held
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up and all these projects being held up,
projects for the elderly, veterans, and so
forth. I do not think we should chance
another veto at this time. I do think we
made a reasonable compromise. We cut
the difference in two and I think we are
satisfying the President and I think we
should be satisfled, as well. Even if $500
million were appropriated at this time, I
doubt the money could be used in a busi-
nesslike fashion. I hope this matter will
be pursued later. They will have my sup-
port, but not today. « |

Mr. HOLLAND. As a matter of fact,
$200 million of the $350 million in this
bill for this worthy objective represents
the view of Congress, contrasted with the
view of the administration. Is that cor-
rect? ;

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is correct.
As a result of informal conversations
back and forth we reached this figure.
With respect to water and sewer facilities
and. urban renewal programs the com-
mittee recommendation in each instance
is $200 million over the budget estimate.

Mr. HOLLAND. I was especially ap-
preciative of the Senator mentioning
that $105 million in this bill is for a
peculiarly disastrously affected group of
veterans, which is correct. I also call to
the attention of Senators the fact that
the total amount in this bill for veterans
is $9,065,528,000. On this day, Pearl Har-
bor Day, it seems to me that the veterans
are entitled to the very great attention
that is given them by this bill, this being
by far the largest item in the bill. Does
the Senator agree?

Mr. PASTORE. I do agree. It is the
largest appropriation bill for that depart-
ment in the history of the department.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.
The Senator is correct.

Mr. ALLEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr, ALLEN. Mr. President, I agree
with the distinguished Senator from
Arkansas that one of the great needs
for the rural areas and the cities and
towns of this country is adequate water
and sewer facilities. The junior Senator
from Alabama believes that the water
and sewerage grant program in the HUD
appropriation bill is one of the most
popular Federal programs that Congress
has ever enacted. We have dozens of
applications by cities and towns and
other public bodies in Alabama for water
and sewerage grants.

I realize and recognize that even the
amount proposed by the distinguished
Senator from Arkansas is not adeguate
fo meet the need. However, taking into
account the fact that the appropriation
bill for the last fiscal year was only
$135 million, and the amount embraced
in the bill as it comes to us from the
committee is $350 million, it seems to
the junior Senator from Alabama that
it would be the better part of wisdom
to accept the $350 million that seems
to be relatively assured, than to run the
risk of operating under a continuing ap-
propriation which would leave us at the
$135 million figure.

The junior Senator from Alabama also
takes note of the fact that we have been
operating under a continuing appropria-
tion at the $135 million level, which
would have caused us fo expend up to
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this time somewhat less than $70 million.
Subtracting that from the $350 million
provided in the bill as it comes to us from
committee would leave approximately
$280 million unexpended, so that we
would be able to expend for the remain-
der of this fiscal year at the rate of more
than a half billion dollars per year. It
is the opinion of the junior Senator from
Alabama that it is in the best interest
of the cities and towns that need water
and sewerage programs to accept the
committee bill and to get the $215 million
annual increase rather than to run the
risk of losing that increase.

The junior Senator from Alabama does
not feel that any Senator in this Cham-
ber is more interested in seeing this pro-
gram fully, completely, and adeguately
financed, but he will accept the $350
million proposed by the committee. He
would rather take that than run the risk
of having to go back to $135 million.

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

Mr. ALLEN, I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. I might add that if we
put back exactly what was in the bill
when the President vetoed the bill, we
will end up winning the battle but losing
the war. That is about the size of it.

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I wish to inquire of the
able Senator if he has not noticed a
change in administration fiscal policy or
attitude toward fiscal matters since the
exercise of the right of veto. It seems to
me I had noticed, from a speech that
President Nixon made last week and in-
dications in articles and public state-
ments of the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board and other administration
officials, that the administration now
sees the error of its ways and that they
now seek ways to provide jobs for mil-
lions of the unemployed, that they now
seek to rectify the mistakes they have
made.

Would not approval of funds for com-
munity facilities which have already
been authorized, on which loan applica-
tions are pending and ready, be the most
appropriate way to provide employment
for unemployed Americans?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is ab-
solutely right. There has been an almost
complete turnaround in the attitude of
the administration toward inflation and
the control of inflation. At the time the
President vetoed the bill, the adminis-
tration was pursuing a hard money
policy, with high interest rates and re-
strictions on the supply of money, and
all that goes with that. That having
failed, they have now reversed the field
and, as the Senator knows, there has
been a dramatic decline in interest rates.
The price of bonds has been booming,
reflecting lower interest rates, and bond
prices have been going up since the elec-
tion, in the last month.

I think it is very likely that the Presi-
dent would not bring himself to veto the
bill because of the emphasis on jobs, as
the Senator has said.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

I was struck by the reaction to the SST
defeat. It was the only time I can think
of since I have been here when I have
seen the Congress, or the Senate at least,
succeed in winning a battle on one of
these exotic gimmicks which we are pre-
sented with either in the field of weap-
onry, such as the ABM, or the SST both
of them highly questionable projects.

The reaction, as I have already said,
was that this defeat would have a ter-
rific impact on jobs—as if justification
for continuing the SST was to give jobs,
like leaf raking. I think leaf raking was
about as justifiable as the SST would be.
I heard on the radio the allegation that
30,000 jobs would be lost as a result. I
am only submitting that the application
of those jobs to water and sewer systems
would be much more usefu] than some of
these other activities.

I agree with the Senator that if there
were any consistency at all in the Presi-
dent’s present policy, he would not veto
this bill; that the infusion of more money
into these activities would be entirely
consistent with the turnaround attitude
toward our economy that has taken place
as between the attitude before the elec-
tion and presently.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I would like to get into
this debate. My suggestion is, why not do
it on the supplemental bill when it comes
up? Why take a chance on veterans and
housing? If there has been a change in
attitude because of the fiscal situation
and there may be a policy for creating
more jobs through some public works
projects, I am amenabie to that, but I
think it should be done on a supplemen-
tal bill, and not on this one, by compelling
the President to backtrack or retreat or
admit at this juncture that perhaps he
was wrong when he vetoed the bill. I
would not expect the President to do that
any more than I would expect the Sen-
ator from Tennessee to do that. I think
we are fooling around with danger on a
bill involving $17 billion, or almost $18
billion.

If there is a necessity to add $150 mil-
lion, which would be $350 million over
the budget estimate—and I have no ob-
jection to that, because I voted for it—the
supplemental bill would be the better
place to do that. I suggest that that
amount be put in that bill, but do not put
it in this bill, which provides benefits for
veterans and housing, and which has
been delayed for 6 months. That is my
argument. I am in favor of the $500 mil-
lion. I voted for it. But I think we ought
to be realistic and practical if we are go-
ing to have a bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I appreciate the
Senator's feeling. Having charge of the
bill, he naturally feels a great responsi-
bility for it because that is his immediate
duty, but, after all, I remind him the de-
lay of 6 months was not the Senate's
fault. It was the President's fault. The
Senate did not delay the bill. We passed
it 3 or 4 months ago. I believe the veto
was in August, certainly a substantial
time ago. So the responsibility for the
delay affecting veterans and all these
other items is at the White House.

The Senator says it is dangerous to
continue this. I say it is dangerous for
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the Senate to give way on every matter
of consequence. When we have matters
involving the making of war, we are told
that the President is the Commander in
Chief and we should give way on it.
‘When matters have to do with any phase
of foreign relations, even the making of a
treaty with Spain, and even though it is
unconstitutional and clearly against the
Constitution to make such arrangements
with Spain without consulting this body,
we are told, well, he is the Commander
in Chief and in matters of war and de-
fense we should leave it to him. Now we
come down to purely domestic legisla-
tion, and again we are told it is danger-
ous for the Senate to say, no, we do not
agree with you on priorities as between
sewer systems and the space agency.

Actually, in this bill what they have
really done is put in $300 million, as I
recall, for space and then had it taken out
of urban renewal and sewer and water.
So, in effect, they are saying that space
expenditures or going to the Moon or go-
ing to Mars or some place else is more
important.

Mention was made of the Budget Bu-
reau. The Budget Bureau has allowed
over $300 million for these fantastic op-~
erations that have not the slightest rela-
tion to the welfare of our own people. The
space program was started at a time
when we were a nation that thought it
had everything. It is like the man who
has everything; you cannot find anything
to give him for Christmas. So you find a
toothbrush with a mink handle and give
it to him for Christmas. It makes a good
conversation piece for the man who had
everything. This space program came
about after sputnik. We got excited
about keeping up with the Joneses and
we got into the space program. Now it is
out of hand.

I have great sympathy for the Senator
from Rhode Island, who is managing the
bill, but I think it is the Senate’s respon-
sibility to try to have the Senate function
as a legislative body, and not have it be-
come merely a ceremonial body, like the
House of Lords and nearly every other
Senate in the world, and gradually be
eliminated from having anything except
ceremonial functions.

That is about where we are now. If
we accept the idea that, on a matter in-
volving the wisdom of giving sewer and
water systems to our people, the execu-
tive and the Budget Bureau know more
about it than we do, I do not know what
there is left for the Senate to do other
than create or provide a facade for an
executive dictatorship posing as a democ-
racy. If the Senate is not to have any
more influence than that, I think it is
about time for us to recognize it, and we
should proceed on toward becoming an
obsolete House of Lords.

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If the Senator
wirhes to speak, I withhold that.

Mr. ALLOTT.Ido.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I have
just a few words to say. The proponent
of this amendment has covered the full
gamut of everything from foreign rela-
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tions to the space program and fiscal re-
sponsibility. Very little has been said
about sewers and water systems, which is
the meat of the issue. But one of the
main points the Senator has made—and
I rise only to make this clear—is the con-
stant attempt—of course, this is the Sen-
ator’s belief, and he has a right to it—
to make Senators think that the Chief
Executive is trying to usurp all the
powers of Congress,

I did nof, during the last administra-
tion, except in the latter days of the
Vietnam war, hear the Senator from
Arkansas making any such allegations.
I do not recall, during the first formative
years when we decided to go to the moon,
that he voted against any of those ap-
propriations. I do not recall his ever tak-
ing the floor and speaking vociferously
against it.

But I want to help the Senator out. I
seriously want to help him out, because
I am sure, in his mind, he finds himself
in a deep quandary. If the Senator will
refer to title 31 of the United States
Code, he will find a title called “Money
and Finance,” chapter 1 of which covers
the national budget and audit system.

Under section 11 of that chapter,
he will see that it says:

The President shall transmit to Congress
during the first fifteen days of each regular
session, the Budget, which shall set forth his
Budget message, summary data and text, and
supporting detail. The Budget shall set forth
in such form and detall as the President may
determine—

And then it lists some 11 different

items.
Now, as I said, I want to help the

Senator. If he really thinks that the
Congress of this Nation is under the lash
and choke of the President because of
the budget and budget policy, he has the
easiest way in the world to seek to make
the Senate and Congress absolutely pre-
eminent in this field. He can simply offer
an amendment to strike section 11 of the
first chapter of title 31 of the United
States Code. I do not say that I would
join him in that. I would not. But if he is
really concerned about executive coer-
eion he has a very easy way to attempt
to correct it.

Mr. President, I wish to make the
Recorp clear, too. The budget figure on
sewers was $150 million. It was the Sen-
ator from Colorado who made the mo-
tion, in committee, to raise that amount
$50 million over the budget, and make it
$200 million; and that, I believe, is the
form in which the bill came to the
Senate.

It was then that the junior Senator
from New York offered the amendment
raising the amount to $500 million.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. What happened was
that we made it $500 million, exactly the
House figure. Therefore, it was not an
item in conference.

Mr. ALLOTT. That is quite correct.
But I wanted to make the point that it
was the Senator from Colorado who
raised the amount from $150 to $200 mil-
lon in committee in the first instance.

Mr. PASTORE. Yes.

Mr. ALLOTT. No State has any mo-
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nopoly on the need for these things. I
think it is interesting that it was the
junior Senator from Alabama who saw
the real point at issue here so clearly: at
the rate that we are spending now, we
have spent in this past half year less
than $70 million on this program. If we
pass this measure now, we can spend in
the water and sewer arena, during the
last half of this fiscal year, at a rate in
excess of the amount contained in the
vetoed bill. The $280 million will be avail-
able for use, which is an annual rate of
$560 million.

We can get this bill through. It is not
a matter, alone, of getting these moneys
into the pipeline. It is not a matter alone
of spending money for veterans. It is not
a matter alone of saving the overall
money in the budget which we are wast-
ing by the billions of dollars, simply be-
cause this Congress has not gotten its
appropriations bills out in time for the
departments of the Government to start
their planning and to get their money at
the beginning of the fiscal year.

I am sure that the distinguished chair-
man of the committee will agree with
me that we did as well as we could on
the bill this year. We were held up by
lack of some authorizations. The bill, I
believe, went through the Senate in Au-
gust. It has not been the President who
has held the matter up. If this bill has
been held up, it must be charged to one
branch of Congress or the other; and 1
will say, as for the part of the chairman
and this particular Senator, that we have
done everything we could to expedite
these appropriations and get them passed
as guickly as possible.

I think that is about all that need be
said, Mr. President. The issues are very
clear: Do we want a bill or not? Do we
want to make this a ruptured duck ses-
sion, not just a lame duck session? We
can make it either one here this after-
noon. I think the time has come to act
upon this matter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will ecall the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, dur-
ing the consideration of the original ap-
propriation measure, HR. 17548, I of-
fered an amendment fo increase the
funds for this purpose by $300 million,
raising the appropriation to the level
passed by the House of Representatives.
The amendment passed this body over-
whelmingly by a vote of 55 to 17.

Today we are debating the second fis-
cal 1971 appropriation bill for HUD and
the various independent agencies, H.R.
19830. The time is late, and there is an
urgent need to approve funds for HUD
and the other agencies without delay.

I recognize fully what has been re-
ferred to here in the debate: The practi-
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cal implications of a potential Presiden-
tial veto, and the limitations that places
on the actions of the Senate today.

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I think
each of us recognizes that the reductions
made by the House of Representatives
and the Senate committees in the HUD
basic water and sewer grant program are
extremely serious in terms of the com-
mitment we have made to reverse the de-
terioration of our environment.

As my colleagues will recall, the budget
request for this program was $150 mil-
lion. That is a ridiculously low figure in
terms of the need. The House Appropria-
tions Committee approved that request,
but the funding level was raised to $500
million by an amendment agreed to on
the House floor. The Senate committee
recommended $200 million, but we raised
it to $500 million in the Senate.

‘We do not have to belabor the fact that
there is a grave crisis in terms of water
and sewer facilities in the communities
of this Nation. Because of serious under-
funding, thousands of localities have
been deterred from providing adequate
water and sewer facilities for the people
of the community. In some cases—I am
sure each Senator is familiar with spe-
cific cases of this nature; I could name
a number in New York State—they have
been forced to rely on old, out-of-date
systems, or, worse, no system at all. Each
city, town, or village without adequate
water and sewer treatment facilities
creates an environmental hazard in its
vicinity and for those communities that
are located on the same waterways.

And it is not a local problem. Water
that is polluted in a local community
moves to other communities polluted, and
then there is an accumulation from com-
munity to community.

In addition, the lack of treatment fa-
cilities presents serious impediments to
the economic development of a com-
munity. Without adequate systems, these
communities are unable to attract indus-
try so that they might grow; are unable
to persuade their young people to look
forward to a bright future by coming
back or remsaining in their communities,

For the information of Senators, I ask
unanimous consent that a list of back-
logged applications, compiled State by
State, be printed in the Recorbp.

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

LOCAL GOVERNMENT GRANT APPLICATIONS FOR WATER

AND SEWER ASSISTANCE NOT FUNDED BY DEPARTMENT
OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT

Grant

appli-

Number  cations
of grant  amount
appli- (in
cations  millions)

Total
project
cost (in

State millions)

Alabama....c..ccominaneas
Alaska. ..

Arizona..

Arkansas.

California.

Colorado.

Connecticut_

Idaho._ .
Hilinois.
Indiana
lowa. .
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Gr;;;t
appli-
cations
amount

mlllingl;

Number
of grant
appli-
cations

Total
project
cost (in

State millions)

Kentucky 28 55, 89
Louisiana. . ihe 70.17
Maine. ... - 8 8.31
Maryland.. . 4 7 22,44
Massachuse 93,33
Michigan___ Z
Minnesota.

w
o

ERs.mn

= B
SwiSe

Oklahoma. .
Oregon ...
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island...
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee.

CRERESRI2NREBLERE

sigs :
SERR SRR ERESNEBEERRE

T R R

S
2
Bl
S popo

Utah. ...
Vermont_...
Virginia....
Washington._ .
West Virginia.
Wisconsin
Wyomin,

Puerto Rico. ..
Virgin Islands__.

Mr. GOODELL. Congress did respond
to this need by approving the full au-
thorization of $500 million. Unfortunate-
ly, the President felt that this item was
one of two—the other being funds for
the urban renewal program—that made
it impossible to sign the bill. Respond-
ing to the President’s requests, the ap-
propriations for the basic water and
sewer program have been cut. The
House approved a funding level of $350
million, and we have before the Senate
today the identical figure.

Mr. President, I understand the pres-
sures to which the chairman has refer-
red—to which the committee members
responded—to report a bill that met the
objections of the administration. I firm-
1y believe, however, that the initial ac-
tion of Congress committing the full au-
thorization to the program was and is the
proper course to take.

I do not know how long we are going
to go on talking about problems of great
immensity and great proportion and then
appropriating money at 5 or 10 percent
of the level needed to cope adequately
with those problems; appropriating
money at a level that inevitably man-
dates that we are going to be further
behind next year than we are now. It is
not a question of catching up gradually,
moving a little faster. The truth is that
funding at this level means that we are
going to be in worse shape next year
than we are now. We are not even going
to hold even in this critical problem.

I commend the Senator from Rhode
Island, who is very committed to solving
this problem. I recognize the practical
considerations in bringing these appro-
priations to the floor at this level. But
I would hope that the Senate would not
be satisfied with the superficial argu-
ments—they are real in the parliamen-
tary situation; they are superficial in

terms of the people’s need—that this is
the highest level that we can get through.
I think the Senate should assert itself
in this instance.

I do not believe the President would
veto this measure with an additional
$150 million. I believe that other ways
will be presented to us in which we can
cut at least that amount of money out
of the appropriations before the Senate.

When we are talking about a need of
$2 to $3 billion in appropriations, is it
not rather a sad commentary that the
budget request is $150 million and that
we have an argument here about increas-
ing this appropriation to a level that is
clearly only one-fifth of the amount
needed? No one in this country is argu-
ing for polluted water. But, a great many
people are unwilling to pay the price to
clean up that water.

I offered the original amendment,
which was agreed to overwhelmingly in
the Senate, to increase the amount to
$500 million, and I commend the Sen-
ator from Arkansas for seeking this
higher level—I believe a reasonable in-
crease—which can be supported. I be-
lieve it is a reasonable level of increase
over what came out of the committee
and I believe it is reasonable to push the
administration as far as we can push
it. We all want to see this bill passed. We
want the money appropriated for a
variety of other purposes. But I would
hope that the Senate today would make
the determination that we are going to
push the administration at least to the
point where they will be exerting one-
fifth of the effort necessary to begin to
cope with this problem. That is about all
we will be doing if we add this $150 mil-
lion.

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

Mr. GOODELL. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. The Senator from New
York was not in the Chamber a short
time ago when I pointed out that there is
a bill which has rested in our Finance
Committee for some months now, H.R.
15979. I believe it has a Senate counter-
part. This bill passed the House unan-
imously, It would authorize the Farm-
ers Home Administration to insure loans
made to publie bodies for water and sew-
age programs in rural communities up
to 5,500 in population.

At the present time, I believe the
Farmers Home Administration has ap-
preximately $40 million which can be
given as grants. They can make loans
up to a certain hopelessly inadequate
amount. Because of the technicality of
the law, they cannot insure loans as is
done for other Government projects on
the part of the Federal Government.

If we could get this bill out of the
Finance Committee onto the floor of the
Senate, where I am sure there would be
no opposition to it, I think the $1590 mil-
lion lag which is worrying the Senator
from New York—and I think rightly sc—
could be taken care of that way, without
adding it to the appropriation bill.

So I think that instead of pressuring
the President at this time, we should—
I do not know what word to use—beg,
tease. I certainly would not pressure our
Finance Committee under any circum-

December 7, 1970

stances. But if they would only report
this bill, to which there is absolutely no
opposition, to the best of my knowledge,
it would take care of the situation for all
communities of not over 5,500 population.

Mr. GOODELL. I appreciate the com-
ments of my esteemed colleague from
Vermont, but I must say, I do not think
the bill would take care of the situation.

Mr. ATKEN. It would not take care of
it in Albany or Schenectady.

Mr. GOODELL. No, it would not take
care of the problem in Albany or
Schenectady and it would not take care
of a great many other communities,

I must say that insured loans are good
and I am for that program. I hope that
we can bring that forward as a supple-
mental approach. But we are dealing
here with a situation where many com-
munities just do not have the tax base
to support a loan. They do not have the
tax base to borrow the money unless the
Federa] Government can make grants
available in sufficient quantity. Thus, I
do not think it is an either/or proposi-
tion. We need grant programs at a far
higher level, actually four or five times
the level we are talking about today, in
addition to the loan programs, so that
the local community can provide its
share.

Mr. AIKEN. The Farmers Home Ad-
ministration assures me that if the bill
now in the Finance Committee is enacted
they have water and sewer applications
enough on hand so that they can double
or triple their program. This would bring
the present level of $86 million in insured
loans up to $350 million. I do not recall
exactly, but I think the agriculture ap-
propriations bill carries $100 million in
grants. Would the Senator from Florida
know that? Is not the Farmers Home
Administration, under the appropriations
bill, authorized to grant up to $100 mil-
lion for water and sewage programs?

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do
not recall exactly the amount, but it has
a large authorization. Besides, it has a
large revolving fund. It is always prefer-
able to have the Federal Government in-
sure. The Farmers Home Administration
insurance program has been a success-
ful one. It has not had to pay out any ap-
preciable portion of the amount of the
loans insured.

Mr. ATKEN. My understanding, ac-
cording to the Treasury, is that they can-
not insure loans for sewage or water pro-
grams to public bodies—that is, the
Farmers Home Administration; because
under a quirk of the law, I believe that
the income from such loans would be ex-
empt from taxation, and, of course, that
is not the thing to do these days.

I believe that the pending bill in the
Finance Committee, which passed the
House, would provide that income from
the bonds would be subject to taxation.
I may be mistaken about that, but I do
not believe so.

Mr. GOODELL. My understanding is
the same as the Senator's.

Mr. ATKEN. The Faimers Home Ad-
ministration feels they are handicapped
until the bill which is now pending in the
Finance Committee is brought out and
paszed, There was no opposition in the
House. To the best of my knowledge,
tasre is no opposition in the Senate. I
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has simply been put to rest, gone to sleep,
or something has happened to it.

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I join
the Senator from Vermont in desiring to
have this legislation come to a vote from
the Finance Committee but not as an
alternative to this program. I do not
think it is a substitute, by any means. It
is a program which the Senator from
Vermont says is limited to communities
of 5,500 population or less. I did intro-
duce an amendment last summer, which
passed the Senate, to increase the funds
for that program.

We are dealing here with a situation
across the country where many commu-
nities literally are facing bankruptey.
They may not be able to meet their bills,
The local governments, businesses, and
individuals, are facing bankruptcy, the
Senator is absolutely right. But the local
communities cannot meet this problem
alone. They cannot raise their taxes, in
many cases, because they do not have
the tax base to do it. I think the time has
come when we must recognize the Fed-
eral Government is the only one that can
provide the substantial part of the
wherewithal necessary to do this job. It
is not enough any more to say to the
local communities, “Raise your own
money, your own revenue, for this kind
of problem.”

It would be one thing if we were talk-
ing about a projected need of $500 mil-
lion a year from the Federal Govern-
ment and compromising out at $350 mil-
lion. The truth of the matter is, if we
put this in perspective, we are talking
about a projected need from the Federal
Government of about $2 billion and we
are coming forth with a program at $350
million this fiscal year. That is not
enough.

Mr. President, I have no wish to de-
tain the Senate longer. The record is
clear from the debate last summer and
the debate here today. I know there is
not a Senator in this Chamber today who
does not wish we could put more money
in the bill. I know that is particularly
true of the senior Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. Pastore). He, too, wishes
that we had more money in the bill—a
bill that would be signed by the Presi-
dent. But I would hope, recognizing the
proporticns of the need, thiat Senators
will not back away from what I would
call a minor confrontation with the
President on this issue. I do not believe
that $150 million represents a major con-
frontation when we are talking about an
area of critical need. The longer we ne-
glect it, the more difficult it will be to
solve.

I know that the distinguished Sen-
ators from Rhode Island and Colorado
will be seeking as much money as possible
next yvear in this appropriation. The au-
thorization for the program for fiscal
1972 is $1 billion. That figure is inade-
quate. It represents only about one-third
of the funds needed to meet the present
backlog of more than $2.5 billion. Never-
theless, I think it represents a good be-
ginning in the fight to fund the water
and sewer grant program at more realis-
tic levels.

Now, however, I think that we should
take the first step; adopt this amend-
ment,
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if no
one else desires to speak on this amend-
ment, let me say that we have already
had a confrontation and the veto by the
President which the House sustained.

For those reasons now, and for the
reasons already given, I move to lay the
amendment on the table.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

There was not a sufficient second.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER
DoLg). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dore). The question is on agreeing to
the motion to lay on the table the amend-
ment (No. 412) of the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Baym), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Doop),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Michigan (Mr.
HarT), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGee), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
RusserLL), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SparkMAN), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. STEVENSON), the Senator from
Maryland (Mr. Typincs) and the Sena-
tor from New Jersey (Mr. WILrLiams),
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorDAN), is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON), is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MaGgNUsoN), the Senator from Illi-
nois (Mr. StevensonN) would each vote
“Fea."

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. Winriams) would vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cooxk), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DomMmi-
NICcK), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
GorLpwATER and Mr. Fannin), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOwER) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Case) and the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Hatr1eLp) are absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt), is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Maryland (Mr.
Matr1As) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CurTtis), the Sen-
ator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK), the

(Mr.
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Senator from Arizona (Mr, FanniN) and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
MunpTr) would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Texas
(Mr. ToweRr) is paired with the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HarFieLp), If present
and voting, the Senator from Texas
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Oregon would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 25, as follows:

[No. 412 Leg.]

YEAS—52
Fong
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Inouye
Jackson Spong
Jordan, Idaho Stennis
Long Stevens
Mansfield Symington
McClellan Talmadge
McIntyre Thurmond
Miller Williams, Del.
Montoya Young, N. Dak.
Murphy Young, Ohio
Pastore
Pearson

NAYS—25

Hartke
Hollings
Hughes
Javits
Kennedy
McCarthy
MeGovern
Metcalf
Mondale
NOT VOTING—23
Goldwater Percy
Hart Russell
Hatfield Sparkman
Jordan, N.C. Stevenson
Magnuson Tower
Dominick Mathias Tydings
Eastland McGee Williams, N.J.
Fannin Mundt

So Mr. Pastore’s motion to lay Mr.
FuLeriGHT'S amendment on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with, and that
the amendment be printed in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment ordered to be printed
in the REcoORD, is as follows:

On page:19, line 19, strike out "“$2,565,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof *“$2,455,000,-
On page 19, line 20, insert before the period
a colon and the following: “Provided, That
this appropriation shall not be available for
the design or definition of any space shuttle
or space station’.

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

Mr. MONDALE, I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate on
this amendment be limited to 1 hour, 30
minutes to each side, under the usual
rules.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bellmon

Pell
Prouty
Randolph
Baxbe
Bchweiker
Scott

Smith

Ellender

Moss
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Proxmire
Ribicoff
Yarborough

Brooke
Burdick
Church
Cranston
Fulbright
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Harris

Bayh
Case
Cook
Curtls
Dodd
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and it is so ordered. The agreement will
be in the usual form, with time to be
controlled by the mover of the amend-
ment and the manager of the bill.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may need.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend until we have order.
The Senate will be in order. Senators will
please be seafed.

The Senator from Minnesota may pro-
ceed.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
called up my amendment to strike $110
million found in this appropriation bill
for hardening the design, as it is called,
of the space shuttle station program.

This amendment, jointly sponsored by
Senators Casg, JaviTs, PROXMIRE, and
myself, would reduce the NASA fiscal
year 1971 appropriation for research and
development by $110 million—the
amount requested by NASA for design
and definition of the space shuttle sta-
tion The amendment also would prohibit
the use of any part of the NASA appro-
priation for that purpose.

The space shuttle station represents
what NASA itself calls “a new epoch in
manned space flight.” It is the beginning
of a new phase of the manned space
program—a phase as large or larger in
scope than the Apollo program.

The first aspect of this project is to
develop a chemically fueled, two-stage
reuseable shuttle, which will operate be-
tween the surface of the earth and low
earth orbit. The second is to develop a
space station as a permanent strucfure
in orbit designed initially for the support
of 6 to 12 occupants; ultimately, NASA
hopes to erect a space base by joining
together these space stations, and this
base will be capable of supporting be-
tween 50 and 100 men in earth orbit.

The $110 million requested for the
coming fiscal year is only a small part of
the project’s ultimate cost. NASA’s pre-
liminary cost estimates for development
of the space shuttle station total almost
$14 billion. The original $6 billion esti-
mates for the shuttle alone has now risen
to $10 billion, and NASA officials readily
concede that these preliminary esti-
mates are unreliable. Indeed, preliminary
cost estimates in the space field are uni-
formly low, often only a fraction of ulti-
mate cost. It is quite likely, therefore,
that the ultimate cost of this project will
greatly exceed $14 billion.

The shuttle station is intimately re-
lated to an even more ambitious effort.
NASA proposes to embark this year upon
a new space program based upon new
hardware, almost entirely in support of
manned missions, with a manned Mars
landing as the ultimate objective. The
shuttle station is the first step toward
this objective.

Without the shuttle and without the
100-man space station to assemble the
various spacecraft and other parapher-
nalia to get men to Mars, no manned
Mars program is possible. NASA has
testified that as soon as the shuttle and
station have been developed, it plans to
spend for a manned Mars exploration
program $100 million in fiscal year 1977,
$300 million in fiscal 1978, and $1 billion
in fiscal 1979.

If this is so, the shuttle station will be
the initial phase of a program with an
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estimated cost of $50 to $100 billion over
the next 15 years.

Proponents of this project strongly
deny that its approval in any way
amounts to approval of a manned flight
to Mars. But they concede that the
shuttle and station are essential first
steps for such a flight.

We might be reminded that a year ago
the Vice President announced we should
begin a manned program to Mars,

To make the case for our amendment,
however, it is not necessary to demon-
strate the relationship between the shut-
tle station and a planned manned land-
ing on Mars. For no one denies that the
shuttle station is the beginning of a new
and expanded manned space program.
Thus, our approval of this appropriation
must be considered as initial congres-
sional approval of this “new epoch in
manned space flight.”

Our amendment is a bipartisan effort
to prevent Congress from sliding into
such a commitment—a commitment
which eventually will cost the American
taxpayer billions of dollars.

The amendment would strike from this
program one of the most wasteful and
indefensible items in the budget; one that
bears no relation to our many compelling
domestic and human needs in our society;
one which has little scientific yield; one
which would take enormous amounts of
money from that part of the program
which does have great scientific yield:
and one which has little or no military
significance, as demonstrated by the
abandonment of the MOL program by
the Air Force.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I would like to be
listed as a cosponsor of the amendment.

Mr., MONDALE. I thank the Senator.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the Senator from
Arkansas be added as a cosponsor of the
amendment.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator from
Minnesota mentioned that part of the
space program has yielded great scien-
tific results. Which part did he have in
mind?

Mr. MONDALE. The unmanned space
effort. That part of the space program—
which has admittedly contributed to our
knowledge in the fields of international
communication, navigation, astronomy,
discovery of the Van Allen Belt—has all
been the result of unmanned instru-
mented flights, which has been done at
a much cheaper cost than the manned
space program. That is exactly the area
where the Russians are outdoing us, and
at a cost of what is said to be one-twen-
tieth of the cost of our manned effort.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That kind of pro-
gram does not make as good a television
program as a manned space program
does. Is that correct?

Mr. MONDALE. It makes a very poor
television show, but if one is a scientist,
it is of great significance. That is why
Dr. Van Allen, Dr. Gold, and others fa-
vor a change in orientation. That is why
so many top scientists have quit the
space program—because it is a great
show, with very little scientific yield.
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Mr, FULBRIGHT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. MONDALE. The proponents of the
shuttle station insist that the $110 mil-
lion requested for design and definition
does not commit us to its development.
They contend that this money is for fur-
ther study, not development, and that
the crucial decision whether to proceed
with this project will be made next year
by NASA and the Congress,

Implicit in this argument is the notion
that $110 million is a minor expendi-
ture. It is not—%$110 million is more than
the administration has budgeted in fiscal
year 1971 to combat air pollution; it is
more than the $84 million special milk
program, which the President wanted to
terminate as an ‘“economy measure”;
and it is twice what we spend for one of
our most effective antipoverty efforts,
OEQO’s legal services programs.

Bear in mind that we just decided
against giving grants for water and sew-
age systems that would be of great assist~
ance to our communities. We decided to
cut out several hundred million dollars
for urban renewal. But we decided to add
the full amount of $110 million for design
and definition of the space shuttle station
Prograim,

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.

Mr., FULBRIGHT. In the context of
that program, $110 million is not very
much.

Mr, MONDALE. No; it is not very
much.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. A few days ago we
saw the failure of the $98.5 million
stargazer telescope experiment. They say,
“Oh, well, in a program like this, we have
to expect that.” They get accustomed to
thinking that $110 million is not much to
talk about, so long as it is in the space
program.

Mr. MONDALE, One wonders what the
reaction would be if $95 million were lost
in the Headstart program or any of the
other education programs, but a loss of
$95 million involving a space telescope
is insignificant when measured against
the total cost of the space program. More
than that, if we go ahead with the space
shuttle station, it really will be peanuts.
The $110 million is just a downpay-
ment. As we have often seen here, the
way we back into multimillion-dollar
programs is not really facing up to issues
at the appropriate time; but we add a
bit here and there, and then when Con-
gress sees the tremendous obligations to
which we have committed ourselves, we
say, “It is too late. We have already spent
$200 or $300 million. It would be a waste
to stop now.”

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is exactly
what was said about the SST, when we
were asked to spend another $1 billion.
Somewhat the same argument was made
with respect to the ABM.

Mr. MONDALE. The main argument
made during the earrier debate was that
we had already spent $140 million on an
aircraft carrier and that we would be
wasting that money by stopping the car-
rier. It that correct?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. MONDALE. Furthermore, it is
clear that the requested funding for de-
sign and definition of this project is for
more than basic research—conducted in
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NASA's own laboratories.- Design and
definition is what NASA calls phase B
of a planned project. In fiscal year 1970,
NASA spent $18.5 million to complete
phase A, that is, to determine the fea-
sibility of the shuttle and station. NASA
now wants to move to phase B, and it
has already awarded contracts for this
purpose to several aerospace companies.

An $18.5 million expenditure has thus
escalated into a request to spend an ad-
ditional $110 million, Private contractors
are involved. Industry is eagerly antici-
pating large contracts in the future.

And if the past is any guide, NASA
will ask Congress next year for several
hundred million more for this project,
and return again and again for hundreds
of millions to continue its development.
Congress will then be told that it is too
late to stop the project—too late because
of the enormous funds already invested.

It does not make a great deal of differ-
ence, then, whether you characterize the
$110 million in this bill as *“develop-
ment” or a “study.” In either case, the
approval of these funds will put us on
the road toward another multibillion
dollar manned space program.

So we will find ourselves in this posi-
tion: to save a few hundred million dol-
lars, we will proceed to spend some $20
billion.

The budgetary implications of such a
commitment are staggering. If develop-
ment of the shuttle/station proceeds,
NASA projects a space budget of ap-
proximately $7 billion in fiscal year
1979—more than double this year’'s
budget.

The President's successful veto of the
HUD—Independent Offices appropriation
bill in August—on the grounds that
Congress had added approximately $700
million to his budget for urban renewal
and water and sewer grants—dramati-

cally raises an issue of mnational
priorities.

It is tragic enough that we cannot
find the resources for urgent domestic
needs when we are spending $3.2 bil-
lion on space. What will happen when
that budget rises to $7 billion? The Con-
gress should answer this question be-
fore approving these funds.

While maintaining that no commit-
ment is involved in approving this ap-
propriation, the project’s proponents
also argue that the shuttle will actually
save the taxpayer’s money. They contend
that the shuttle, unlike present boosters,
will be reuseable, and could thereby re-
duce the cost per pound of payload in
orbit by a factor of 10.

But this reasoning overlooks the fact
that it will cost billions of dollars to
develop the space shuttle. Once devel-
oped, it has been estimated that the
shuttle will cost hundreds of millions to
procure, whereas the launch vehicles to
be replaced by the shuttle—Delta
through Titan—cost from $3.5 million to
$20 million for each vehicle. Given these
extremely high development and pro-
curement costs, the alleged savings from
use of the shutile will occur only if
the scope of U.S. space activities is
greatly expanded in future years.

NABSA officials are relying on such ex-
pansion. They anticipate a minimum of
30 fligchts per year by NASA and an
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equivalent number in support of DOD
programs.

The leading House opponent of the
shuttle/station—Congressman  JoserH
KarTH of Minnesota, who is chairman of
the Subcommitiee on Space Science and
Applications and a strong supporter of
the space program—made the following
observation about NASA's calculations:

During the entire decade of the sixties,
NASA exceeded 30 launches per year only
once—36 In 1966—including Scouts and
Saturn V's which are not to be replaced by
the space shuttle. Assuming the space shut-
tle’s payload capacity (of placing 50,000
pounds in orbit) would be fully utilized on
each of the projected 60 yearly flights, this
adds up to 3 million pounds of payload
launched into orbit each year.

How do 3 million pounds of payload in
orbit compare with the space program of
the past? In terms of cumulative payload
launched, 1969 was NASA's biggest year with
442 358 pounds, over 97 percent of which was
attributed to the four Apollo flights.

Congressman KaArTH notes that the
NASA budget—which has declined an-
nually since 1965—must increase dra-
matically during the next few years to
support this project if the space shuttle
is to fly by 1977; and their budget would
have to increase even more after the
shuttle becomes operational in order to
support the kind of ambitious program
it is designed to serve.

The United States cannot afford such
an ambitious space program and the
American taxpayer should not have to
bear the burden. Rather than testing the
taxpayer’s endurance, we should follow
the course recommended by seven mem-
bers of the House Committee on Science
and Astronautics—that is, cost effective-
ness studies should be conducted com-
paring the operation of the space shuttle
with the continued use of existing ex-
pendable launch vehicles before siz-
able amounts of money are applied to
the project.

It is clear that if we appropriate the
funds requested here, we will be commit-
ting this Nation to a vastly more expen-
sive and ambitious effort than the proj-
ecl’s proponents would have us believe.
But aside from the potential cost of both
the shuttle and station, there are other
basic reasons for opposing this project.

To begin with, the shuttle/station will
insure the continued dominance of
manned flights over unmanned flichts—
despite the fact that many of our most
prominent space scientists strongly favor
an unmanned, instrumented program.
The recent success of the Soviet un-
manned flights to the moon—Luna 16
and Luna 17—has reinforced the increas-
ing objections in the scientific commu-
nity to another massive U.S. commitment
to manned space flight.

To these scientists, unmanned flights
are far more economical than manned
flights and produce more advantageous
applications of space technology.

For example, Dr. Thomas Gold, chair-
man of the ad hoc Space Scienece Panel
of the President’s Science Advisory Com-
mittee, made the following observation
about the relative value of manned and
unmanned space flight:

The unmanned space program is more eco-
nomical by far and can be more effective
than a manned program in both scientific
exploration and the economically advanta-
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geous applications of space technology. We
have recently seen that sample return from
the moon can be done unmanned. There
is little question that the sample return
from Mars and the other planets will be
achieved by unmanned means long before
there is any serious question of manned
fiights to these bodies. Very important con-
sequences for our understanding of the solar
system and possibly of the origin of life will
come from such sample return missions.

Similarly, in the applications program
there is no case for the expense of manned
flight. All tasks now contemplated can be
done by remotely controlled instruments
much more economically.

Dr. James A. Van Allen, one of our
most prominent space scientists, has
often advocated a reorientation of our
space program toward unmanned flights.
In 'a recent statement supporting our
amendment, Dr. Van Allen said:

I am totally unpersuaded that men in
spacecraft are important or even useful in
any way that is commensurate with the
effort required to maintaln them there. In
fact, their presence degrades almost all of
the objectives in space that I consider im-
portant. And I hold this view despite the
fact that I am a devoted admirer of astro-
nauts at the level of personal courage and
professional competence. I favor the indefi-
nite deferral of major engineering studies of
space shuttle and other space transportation
systems which contemplate the establishment
of manned space stations and other facil-
ties of this nature.

Brian O’Leary, a former scientist as-
tronaut and now an astronomy profes-
sor at Cornell, recently wrote that:

We should encourage science looking for
a mission rather than a mission looking for
sclence; we should ask how we can best per-
form a mission manned or unmanned, not
what we can do with the man.

In these times of conflicting, uncertain
goals both inside and outside NASA, I think
the unmanned planetary program provides
a8 good example of what can be done. The
Mariner 6 and 7 flyby missions gave us re-
markable pictures and valuable scientific in-
formation, yet each cost less than 15 percent
of the price of sending two test pllots to
the moon.

And Max Born, a distinguished physi-
cist and Nobel prize winner, has com-
mented that the manned space program
was a “triumph of intellect but a failure
of reason.” To him, the manned missions
are senseless, because their cost so far
outweighs their scientific value and the
money is so badly needed elsewhere,

NASA has ignored this type of criti-
cism and is making no effort to redress
the present imbalance between manned
and unmanned flights, While NASA’s
projected budeets go from $4 billion in
fiscal year 1972 to $6.8 billion in fiseal
yvear 1979, the unmanned effort will re-
main at a constant level. In fiscal year
1979, it is estimated that 68 percent of
NASA’s total budget will be spent on
manned flight missions—including the
shuttle/station and the planning for a
manned Mars landing.

It is clear that a meaningful and sci-
entifically productive unmanned space
program would place much less of a
strain on national resources than the
manned program envisioned by advo-
cates of the shuttle/station. The Rus-
sians claim that an unmanned flight
costs one-twentieth as much as a
manned flight designed for the same
task—and our own experts agree that
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unmanned flights are far cheaper than
manned operations.

Dr. Van Allen has estimated that a
fully adequate unmanned space program
would cost more than $2 billion a year.
This should be compared with NASA’s
projected space budget of almost $7 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1979 if development of
the shuttle/station proceeds. Such an
inerease in our annual space budget will
further limit the availability of funds for
vital domestic programs.

Dr. Van Allen recently observed:

Space exploration is experimental. There is
ample room for imaginative effort. But re-
sponsible publie policy does not, at this stage
of history, permit all-out, money-is-no-ob-
ject attack.

However, even if a new, ambitious
manned space effort could be justified, it
is premature to begin development of the
shuttle/station now. For this project is
based on the assumption that man can
function effectively in a space environ-
ment for long periods of time. But at
this point, we simply do not know the
feasibility of long-duration operations in
such an environment,

A 1969 report by the House Subcom-
mitee on Space Science and Applications
stated that:

If there is an ultimate limiting factor (to
exploring space), it may well be the length
of time through which man can endure the
influences of the hostile environments en-
countered beyond the earth. The extent and
limits of human frailty or endurance have
not yet been established.

Weightlessness and other special ef-
fects of the space environment may be
extremely deleterious and even fatal to
man after extended space flight. The
Biosatellite III mission resulted in the
death of a monkey after 85 days of a
scheduled 30-day flight. Medical experts
believe that the monkey died of an ex-
cessive loss of body fluids due to weight-
lessness,

According to news accounts, the So-
viet cosmonauts aboard Soyuz 9 have
been troubled with instability of the
cardiovascular system and difficulty in
sleeping after their record space flight
of nearly 18 days. A number of Ameri-
can scientists feel that the medical re-
sults of this flight reinforce their view
that many unanswered questions remain
about the biomedical effects of long-
duration space flight.

NASA, of course, is most concerned
about these important medical prob-
lems, The Sky Lab project, scheduled to
begin in 1972, will be an earth orbiting
manned station designed to determine
the feasibility of manned operations in
a space environment over extended pe-
riods of time. This project will utilize
modified hardware already developed in
the Apollo program.

The Sky Lab will be placed into earth
orbit and each of three manned mis-
sions will rendevous and dock with the
workshop. The first of these missions
will last for 28 days, and the second and
third will each last for 56 days. Accord-
ing to the report of the House Space
Committee, these missions “‘are a prelude
to the operation of a space station and
space shuttle” and their “greatest im-
portance will be to demonstrate during
long-duration manned flights the inter-
association of man and his experiments.”
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These Sky Lab missions are crucial
to the future of long-duration manned
space flight. For after hearing the tes-
timony of a series of medical experts,
the House Subcommittee on Space Sci-
ence and Applications found that “the
warning flags are already flying” with
respect to the possible deleterious effects
on men exposed to the hazards of long-
duration flight. The subcommittee’s re-
port came to the following conclusion:

The ability to predict man's enduring tol-
erance to the environment of space, par-
ticularly prolonged weightlessness, is lim-
ited. The consensus is that current knowledge
based on flights up to 14 days is adequate
to proceed with planning the proposed 28-
day Sky Lab mission. But it 1s illogical to
conclude from the results of successful short
flights that long duration flights can be
scheduled without risk of unacceptable con-
sequences. Accordingly, present knowledge
is consldered inadequate to safely proceed
with the proposed 56-day flight, or longer
flights to the planets, without adequate test-
ing and satisfactory monitoring of astro-
nauts on the 28-day flights, in carefully
planned sclentific experiments beyond any
yet undertaken in manned flight.

In short, until this sky lab experi-
ment is completed in 1973, we will not
know whether or not man will be able fo
use the shuttle/station. If the sky lab
missions demonstrate that man cannot
operate effectively in space for long pe-
riods of time, then the enormous funds
allocated for the space shuttle/station
will have been wasted—regardless of
whether the expenditure is labeled as a
“study” or as development.

And even if it is demonstrated that
man can survive in such an environment,
the station will undoubtedly have to be
tailored to solve various biomedical prob-
lems. It is, therefore, senseless to spend
millions of dollars on design and defini-
tion before we know the answers to these
problems.

As one Congressman noted, it is
strange, indeed, to begin funding for a
giant space station before we have even
flown the small one which is supposed to
test the concept of space station flight.

In addition to the unknowns about
man’s adaptability to Ilong-duration
space flight, extremely complex techni-
cal problems are posed by the shuttle and
station. NASA acknowledges that design
and development of the shuttle repre-
sents a new and formidable technical
challenge, which will require maximum
innovation on the part of the aerospace
industry. Congressman EarTH pointed
out that, before the shuttle can become a
reality, many difficult technological ad-
vances must occur in such areas as con-
figuration and aserodynamics, heat pro-
tection, guidance and control, and pro-
pulsion. As a result of these technical
complexities, a recent issue of Aviation
Week and Space Technology notes that—

There has developed within NASA a schism

in approach to deslgn-in size, configuration
and operational requirements.

NASA originally planned to complete
design and definition of the shuttle in
11 months. But, according to recent news
stories, this phase of the shuttle has been
extended by another 6 months or per-
haps longer in order to solve any per-
sistent problems.
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If it is true, as NASA claims, that the
shuttle/station is not a “crash project,”
then the results of the sky lab experi-
ments should be considered and these
technical problems should be resolved
before moving to design and definition.

It should be emphasized that the de-
cision to delete funds for design and
definition of the space shuttle/station
will not kill the project. NASA officials
have testified that approximately $80
million will be spent during fiscal year
1971 in direct support of this project by
NASA's Office of Advanced Research and
Technology. This research is aimed at
solving the difficult technical problems
presented by the shuttle/station.

For all of these reasons, then, we
should prohibit the use of any funds for
design and definition of the space shut-
tle/station—pending the completion of
the sky lab missions, the solution of
technical problems, and a complete ex-
amination of the proper balance between
manned and unmanned flights in the
space program of the future.

In the final analysis, I would hope that
the decision will be made to cancel this
project.

Let us be very clear about the impli-
cations of voting against the shuttle/
station.

This is not a matter of sacrificing real
scientific advantage. Our best space sci-
entists have told us this program is an
unnecessary luxury.

It is a matter of beginning the work of
reordering our national priorities.

The Congress and the country simply
cannot afford a new manned space ex-
travaganza while the desperate needs of
millions of Americans are still unmet.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp four letters and
two statements from distinguished scien-
tists—Dr. Van Allen, Dr. Adey, and Dr.
Gold, as well as another letter from Dr.
Brian O'Leary, a former scientist-astro-
naut, who resigned from the space pro-
gram because of his objections to the
lack of scientific direction in the space
program,

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

THE UNIVERSITY OF IOoWaA,
Iowa City, Iowa, June 29, 1970.
Hon. WALTER MONDALE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MonNDALE: I am writing to
give you my views on the proposed space
shuttle program of the National Aeronuatics
and Space Administration, as outlined in
testimony before the Committee on Aero-

nautical and Space Sciences of the United
States Senate on 20 and 27 February 1870.

During over 24 years of professional ex-
perience in space research, I have come to
the consldered view that automated, com-
mandable space equipment provides & much
more economical method thaan do manned
systems for the conduct of both utilitarian
and scientific missions. Nothing within the
Mercury, Gemini, and Appollo programs has
changed my mind. On the contrary they have
reinforced my stand in a massive way.

The current and proposed space shuttle
studies are being conducted on a competent
engineering basis and may very well dem-
onstrate the technical feasibility of develop=-
ing such a system for $6,000,000,000 or there-
abouts.

The real questions are, however, the fol-
lowing:




December 7, 1970

(a) Do manned systems possess any
unique, useful capabilities in space that an
unmanned system cannot be built to possess?

(b) Are manned systems at present or in
the foreseeable future economically competi-
tive for any specific purpose with automated,
commandable systems?

(c) Can men operate alertly, intelligently,
and healthfully for long periods of space
flight?

I believe that the answers to Questions
(a) and (b) are almost certainly “No"”. The
answer to Question (c) is still unclear.

On these grounds I hold that large scale
engineering studies looking toward the de-
velopment of a space shuttle are not suffi-
ciently well grounded in purpose or signifi-
cance to justify a substantial commitment of
national resources at this time.

Sincerely yours,
J. A. VAN ALLEN,
Head of Department.

STATEMENT BY DR. JAMES A, VAN ALLEN CoN-
CERNING THE SPACE PROGRAM OF THE UNITED
STATES

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

Within a period of some 15 years, space
exploration has enriched human life im-
mensely and has ylelded technical advances
of far-reaching Iimportance. The United
States and indeed the whole of civilization
would be much the poorer without it.

Yet at this date, the temper of the times
is such that the scope and character of the
entire effort are under critical review.
Thoughtful and sincere persons have widely
different views on how we should go forward
from this point.

I am a durable and devoted advocate of
the space program of the United States. As
such, I consider it of the utmost importance
to devise a national program that is (a)
soundly based in its purposes and (b) at
such a level of effort as will be generally
regarded as a stable and appropriate ele-
ment of public policy. To be more specifie, I
am suggesting that the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration be placed in
roughly the same context as the Atomic
Energy Commission as a durable agency of
the federal government.

NATURE OF THE SPACE PROGRAM

Isolated, spectacular achievements in
space, inspiring as they have been during
the past several years, are dificult if not im=-
possible to sustain and form, at best, a frag-
ile and elusive basis for long term effort.

There is ample room for imagination and
brilliance in our future program, but solid
competence and integrity of effort must be
counted as the most vital ingredients.

With these thoughts In mind, I urge for
the next decade:

(a) that we cease regarding the space
flight of men as an objective for its own
sake and

(b) that we organize and focus our efforts
toward two, and, only two, objectives.

Both objectives are central to the post-in-
dustrial revolution in which modern civili-
zation finds itself.

First. There are many applications of space
technology which have immense utilitarian
potential. Rapid and efficient radio com-
munication with all of its ramifications is
perhaps the most important. Satellite relay
systems already have a significant role in
routine transoceanic communications—both
civil and military. It is reasonable to expect
that within the next decade they can be ex-
panded to convey basic education, as well
as current information and cultural ad-
vancement, to hundreds of millions of per-
sons, young and old, throughout the world.
Alrcraft traffic control and the processing of
data by centralized computers are other
significant applications of satellite relays.

Comprehensive and continuous study of
the earth from orbiting observatories is a
second major application of space tech-
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nology. Meteorological satellites already have
a vital role in weather forecast and in ad-
vancing our understanding of the dynamics
of the earth’s atmosphere. Broad-scale satel-
lite surveys of the surface of the earth in
analytical detail and from many different
points of view are now getting underway.
Within the next few years the power of these
techniques will be assessed In an imagina-
tive and critical way. There is ample reason
to expect that they will be of great value
for studying the surface and sub-surface
flow of water, the health of forests and crops,
the existence of mineral deposits, the nature
of ocean currents, the persence of icebergs in
sea lanes, and other matters of economic im-
portance,

There is no visible alternative to an agency
of the federal government for undertaking
the basic development of all of the above
mentioned applications of space technology.

Second. Space exploration has already pro-
duced 8 new era in the advancement of
sclentific knowledge. Through its own labo-
ratories and through ite diverse alliances
with university and industrial laboratories,
NASA has created a national scientific estab-
lishment that is the envy of every other
nation. It is powerful and productive, yet
flexible and diverse. My own belief is that the
enlargement of man’s perception of the
physical universe and of his role therein
should be and can be one of the solid com-
ponents of the post-industrial revolution, as
it was at a primitive level during the ren-
alssance.

Sclence is sophisticated and subtle in its
workings but its substance is deeply perva-
sive and it provides the solid footings for an
infinite diversity of useful applications. In-
deed, sclence is one of the central objectives
of our vast national commitment to higher
education.

Space sclence ranges over the entire uni-
verse from the earth as a sclentific object,
to the moon, to the sun, to the planets and
the other components of our solar system,
and outward to the most remote astronomi-
cal entlties.

There is no doubt in my mind that from
the perspective of a hundred years hence,
our civilization will be, or at least can be,
known as an era of unprecedented advance-
ment of sclentific knowledge.

I urge that space science be adopted ex-
plicitly and forthrightly as a national goal.

PRACTICALITIES

Even If one accepts everything that I have
written above, there remain the practical
questions of the appropriate scale and pace
of the effort.

Here, I adopt an altogether pragmatic
stand.

Space exploration is experimental. There
is ample room for imaginative effort. But
responsible public policy does not, at this
stage of history, permit an all-out, money-
is-no-object attack.

Every fresh result must be thoroughly as-
sessed as a foundation for the next major
step.

As a specific example, I am unable to en-
vision the soundness of planning on the de-
livery into space of even as much as one
ton of spacecraft per week during the next
decade. In the context of my earlier discus-
sion, my own assessment is considerably less.

Secondly, I am totally unpersuaded that
men in spacecraft are important or even use~
ful in any way that is commensurate with the
effort required to maintaln them there. In
fact, their presence degrades almost all of
the objectives in space that I consider im-
portant. And I hold this view desplite the fact
that I am a devoted admirer of astronauts
at the level of personal courage and pro-
fessional competence.

With these assessments in mind I come to
several specific conclusions that are pertl-
nent to the current season of congressional
consideration:
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(a) I fully support the on-going and pro-

NASA program of space sclence and

applications, in the spirit of my introductory
remarks,

(b) I favor the phasing out of manned
space flight during the next three years, after
completion of the currently planned Apollo
and Skylab A missions.

(¢) I favor the indefinite deferral of major
engineering studies of space shuttle and
other space transportation systems which
contemplate the establishment of manned
space stations and other facilities of this
nature.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,
Los ANGELES,
Los Angeles, Calif.,, June 29, 1970.
Senator WALTER F. MONDALE
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR MONDALE: With Senate ac-
tion now pending on the Space Shuttle, I
submit for your consideration the Tollowing
viewpoints as important in the determina-
tion of priorities in the space program in the
coming decade. I write as a concerned blo-
medical sclentist who has participated in
the space program for the past ten years,
both as an investigator in manned and un-
manned flights, and as a member of com-
mittees and review bodies with an advisory
role to both government and NASA,

Priorities in the space since its
inception have placed major emphasis on
manned programs, with particular emphasis
on the engineering aspects of needed hard-
ware for reliable mission accomplishment.
Although there can be no quarrel with the
development of spacecraft engineering with
relability assured for manned flight, the
price paid has been very high, so high that
it appears to have been markedly detrimental
to a balance between manned and unmanned
space developments. Moreover,
within the manned program has been on
man as a test pilot in evaluation of engineer-
ing goals, rather than as a biological system
himself, requiring the same careful long-
term and detailed evaluation if the goal of
long-term space flight is to be accomplished.

Biomedical information currently available
is not adequate in critically important areas
for the design or construction of Space sta-
tions or interplanetary spacecraft. Specifi-
cally, we do not know whether it will be
nhecessary to provide artificial gravity by some
form of rotation of part or all of the space=-
craft. Blomedical evidence from the U.S.
manned program, and particularly from the
recent U.8. monkey biosatellite flight, and
from the Soviet Soyuz—9 manned flight, all
indicate that there are significant problems
of cardiovascular instability, body weight
loss, and assoclated disturbances in daily
body rhythms and certain nervous Tunctions,

Yet to bulld spacecraft with a full arti-
ficial gravity as on earth, provided by rota-
tion, predicates systems of Very large dimen-
sions for acceptable human comfort. More-
over, levels of gravity much less than 1 G
may be adequate to prevent medical deterio-
ration, and it is possible that drug and hor-
mone therapy, properly developed, may
greatly assist on long missions,

No adequate blomedical basis for these
engineering systems is now avallable, elther
in the NASA or in the biomedical commu-
nlty. Therefore, it is imperative that NASA
collect comprehensive biomedical data as an
engineering baseline for design of future
spacecraft for prolonged human occupancy.

It 1s here that there are grounds for con-
cern. NASA has a long history of making
commitments to biomedical investigations,
which have been repeatedly reduced or even
shelved in favor of mission goals of a pri-
marily engineering character, The proposed
medical studles in the S8kylab missions were
initlally designed to overcome many defi-
clencles in the current status of space medi-
cine and physiology. Every effort should be
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made to safeguard the prime importance of
the biomedical aspects of these missions.

In this context, development of a Space
Shuttle should be reviewed in terms of its
potential contribution to acquisition of
needed biomedical Information, Its use as an
adjunct to physical and life science investi-
gations should be evaluated against lkely
progress of biomedical research in the Sky-
lab program in the absence of such a vehicle,
Medical and psychological studies planned
for Skylab will provide much neeeded infor-
mation relevant to design of spacecraft for
prolonged human occupancy. They are ex-
pected to settle many basic issues concerning
needs for artificial gravity.

Therefore, it ‘is submitted that the pro-
gram for a Space Shuttle might well remain
in the phase of fundamental research and
feasibility studies, pending the outcome of
medical investigations in the Skylab pro-
gram. At the same time, avolding commit-
ment to heavy expenditure in this area
wbuld afford an excellent opportunity to re-
dress the traditional imbalance between
manned spaceflight programs and other more
modest but highly important developments.
These include fundamental space biology re-
lated to medical problems of man-in space,
and studies In the physical sclences In plane-
tary programs, as well as in areas of the
NASA Space Applications program.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
W.Ross AvEy, M.D.,
Director, Space Blology Laboratory.
CorNELL UNIVERSITY,
Ithaca, N.Y., July 3, 1970.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeEnwaTor MonpaLe: This is to present
briefly my views as to the future importance
to exploration, science, and technological de-
velopment of manned and unmanned, in-
strumented space flight.

1. The exploration and sclience of the
planets is, in the foreseeable future, wholly
in the hands of the unmanned instrumented
Space Program.

The reason for this is that space flight by
means of the presently known technology to
the planet Mars will involve a round trip of
more than 114 years. This is so far removed
from present day capabilities, and the uncer-
tainties of prolonged manned space flight are
so great, that no space program at the pres-
ent time should be based on such a prospect.
The suggestion that this prospect is a driv-
ing force behind the present space program
has been made, but it is, in my view, irre-
sponsible.

Planets other than Mars have clrcum-
stances that make a manned visit quite im-
practicable, and for the most part much
longer travel times still would be involved.
Asterolds and the satellites of the major
planets are, it is true, no more inhospitable
than the moon, but both because of their
distance and the smaller intrinsic interest
they have for us, the prospect for a manned
visit 1s even smaller than for Mars,

On the other hand, complex remotely con-
trolled instrumentation can be devised and
is indeed being devised to perform almost
all the actlons in a remote location that a
man could perform working under the con-
straints of space or Martian environment.
One foresees a very successful period of in-
strumented discoveries In space, perhaps in
the long run of great value to mankind,

2. Manned earth orbital flight is of very
doubtful value for elther sclence or applica-
tions. The prestige value, once no doubt very
great, is by now very low also and will not be
heightened very much by merely increasing
the number of men or the size of the ship.

Many attempts have been made to find
real uses for a group of men in earth orbital
flight, but these have largely failed. Man in
& spaceship Is capable only of a rather limited
and well-defined set of actlons, and almost
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in all cases remote control mechanisms can
be provided whereby all the information that
would be available to him is equally avail-
able to the man on the ground, and whereby
the actions that he could have taken can
equally be initiated by the man on the
ground. The man on the ground has, so to
speak, remote eyes and hands in the space
vehicle.

It is my opinion that all scientific experi-
ments proposed for earth orbit can be done
both more cheaply and better with suitable
instruments. Repair and updating of expen-
8ive Instruments 1s the one area where the
methods of remote control would have to be
advanced the most before they would be su-
perior to the presence of a man in the re-
mote location. Economically this will not
make a case for a large manned space flight
program. In any case, the remote conirol can
be improved to take over this activity also.

3. The Apollo program was devised firstly
as a great demonstration of capability and
secondly for the exploration of the moon.
Once this decision was taken, there was no
point in competing in the lunar exploration
with remotely controlled instrumentation.
There will be good reasons, however, in con-
tinuing the exploration of the moon by un-
manned devices at the end of the Apollo
program.

When the success of the first Apollo land-
ing had been achieved and when the end of
the program was in sight, the whole ques-
tion of the justification for a large manned
operation should have been reviewed. The
inertia of a large organization is a poor rea-
son for the continuation of a program. I am
sure this view is shared by most of the scien-
tific community and even by many people
within NASA, The argument only has been
that the availability of funds is so dependent
on the popular appeal of manned flight that
the alternatives were to do a job that is
worth doing by uneconomical means or not
at all. That of course 1s a situation which
the Congress could rectify,

4. Money spent on manned and on un-
manned space flight has totally different
consequences for general technological evo-
lution and the economy. A large fraction
of the money spent on manned flight goes
into devising very large vehicles and the en-
vironment required by man. Comparatively
little of this technology is applicable in other
flelds.

Sophisticated instrumentation, complex
electronics, computers and remote control
devices appear now to be the major line of
evolution of technology, an evolution that
promises to improve greatly all of industry.
The economic value of these advances will be
immense, and the leadership of the United
States In these areas is essentlal if the coun-
try is to remain the major economic and
military power in the world. The space pro-
gram has significantly contributed in the
last ten years to this technological evolu-
tion, and a large instrumented space pro-
gram would be a decisive factor in the future.

In the fleld of economically valuable ap-
plications no case has been made for manned
flight. Communication satellites and, before
very long, direct broadcasting and TV to the
individual consumer would provide a very
large political and economic stimulus for
instrumented space technology. Meteorolog-
ical satellites and other sensing systems from
orbit will of course also improve, but almost
certainly without any need for the presence
of a man in orbit.

5. The biomedical problems of prolonged
space flight are almost certainly severe. The
fact that short duration flights have not in-
capacitated men serlously must not be taken
to mean that very long duration flights will
be safe. The indications are Indeed that ma-
Jor problems do arise, and medical sclence
cannot at the present time foresee thelr solu-
tion. From this point of view also it would
be foolish to commit large sums to the devel-
opment of space technology for long dura-
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tion manned flights, which it may then not
be possible to undertake.

I hope these remarks are helpful to you,
and I would of course be happy to give you
and your colleagues in Congress more de-
talls and substantially for them if this were
desired.

Yours sincerely,
T. GoLp,
Director, Center jfor Radiophysics and
Space Research.
CorNELL UNIVERSITY,
Ithaca, N.Y., September 29, 1970.
Senator WALTER MONDALE,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MowparLE: The development
of science and technology is in deep trouble
in this country as a result of the devastating
cutbacks in Federal funding for such pro-
grams. The pre-eminence of our country in
these flelds is being challenged, and I believe
that this will have serious consequences on
our position in world affairs as well as on our
economlic and military strength. It is in this
background that I think one should evaluate
the present space program so see whether the
very limited funds available will do the most
to correct the situation.

There is no question that the space pro-
gram in the past has done a lot to accelerate
technology. The benefits from space men-
tioned in the report “For the benefit of all
mankind” (Unlon Calendar Number 699) are
for the major part quite genuine; the long
and impressive list reflects the fact that
money spent on advancing technology gen-
erally produces many benefits to industry,
medical sclence, and indeed also to the proper
control of the environment. There are, I
think, unanswerable arguments that the
country should spend a much larger propor-
tion of its growing wealth on galning new
scientific and technological competence.

If, however, we are working with budgets
in these areas which are quite inadequate,
then we must at least direct the funds in the
best possible way. It 1s here that the differ-
ence between manned and unmanned space
activities is very great. Funds spent for man=-
ned flight have been spent for the con-
struction of very large rockets, very large
launch facilities, and on solving many of
the problems of life support for man in the
space circumstances. This part of the pro-
gram is of little assistance to other space
activities or to the general advancement of
sclence and technology. There are of course
some areas where the manned pro has
had important technological spinoffs, such
as in the extreme quality control which was
demanded there. However, in the field of un=-
manned spacecraft a much larger proportion
of funds goes into the actual design of com-
plex, sophisticated modern instruments. Less
is spent on the mere extension of known
techniques, like bullding very large concrete
structures, very large machine shops, etc.
More engineers are trained to do a modern
type of engin , and this has important
benefits to industrial eficiency. New products
are created that become economically impor-
tant—the computer industry, for example,
has benefited immensely from such develop-
ments.

The unmanned space program Is more eco-
nomical by far and can be more effective than
a manned program in both scientific explora~-
tion and the economically advantageous ap-
plications of space technology. We have re-
cently seen that sample return from the moon
can be done unmanned. There is little ques-
tion that the sample return from Mars and
other planets will be achlieved by unmanned
means long before there is any serlous ques-
tion of manned flights to these bodies, Very
important consequences for our understand-
ing of the solar system and possibly of the
origin of life will come from such sample
return missions.

Similarly, in the applications program there
is no case for the expense of manned flight.
All tasks now contemplated can be done by
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remotely controlled instruments much more
economically.

The concellation by NASA of two of the
remaining Apollo missions is seen by many
as a further case against embarking now on
new manned programs. Here one seems to be
unwilling to shoulder even the incremental
expense of applying the expensively devised
system to the task of exploration and dis-
covery for which it was built; why then build
yet another expensive system?

Now, after Apollo, NASA Is anxious to
develop a new Institutional program Ifor
which it judges the country will be willing
to find the funds. Large manned earth orbital
enterprises were selected, mnot because of
their merit, but because only manned exer-
clses were thought to have the necessary
popular appeal, and because nothing further
than earth orbit can at the present time
be seriously contemplated for manned mis-
slons.,

No doubt man will one day fly to other
planets, but when he does it will be by
means of a technology much superior to the
present. The earth orbital flights now being
planned are insignificant In preparing for
manned flights to other planets.

If a massive manned earth orbital program
comes into being, I fear that the large coets
will make it a focal point of antagonism to
space, and indeed to all of sclence and tech-
nology. Unlike the case of the Apollo pro-
gram, there will now be no scientific opinion
standing behind it, no case will be made
for the epoch-making advances, no sense of
history will grip the imagination of the
public. Instead the sclentists will eomplain
that the program is empty and meaningless
and that it diverts funds from more signifi-
cant work. No one can then maintain even
a pretense of high purpose.

It is my principal concern that in that
situation not only the ill-conceived manned
program will suffer but that the result would
be such an opposition to all that NASA stands
for that the value of the programs that serve
sclence, applications, national prestige and
national self-esteem will all be abandoned.
For all these reasons I think we should now
make the decision to pursue the instru-
mented programs in space with great vigor
and diligence, but not divert resources to
further exercises and displays of manned
flights. SBuch displays are no longer desired
by the public, and there is no real purpose
for them that can now be seen. If at a later
date a case for manned space flight arises,
it can be started up again with whatever
improvements in the technology have by
then taken place. Meanwhile, let us make
progress along the lines that we can now
clearly see, and let us not have our tech-
nology diverted by what are probably false
estimates of the publie's preoccupation with
manned flight.

The proposed space shuttle may of course
be a perfectly sensible approach if it is the
cheapest way of putting the desired instru-
mentation into orbit. The case for the shuttle
has, however, been argued largely on its
being an instrument for large manned space
stations. If it turns out that the shuttle
is economically advantageous even without
the manned statlons, then the case for it
should be made on those terms; if without
the space stations the transportation re-
quirements into orbit are very much too
small to make the shuttle a viable concept,
then it should be abandoned.

Yours sincerely,
T. GoLn,
Director.

STATEMENT OF Dr. T. GoLp

I am enthusiastic about space—what it
has to offer in knowledge—understanding
the world we live in—and in applications
such as improving communications, welding
the world more closely together, and obser=
vations of the earth that inform us better of
what nature has in store for us and of any
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damage we may be doing to our earth, These
matters ought, in my view, be pursued at
high priority and with larger funds that
are now available for them. The rewards in
terms of knowledge, new capabilities and
economlically valuable technical advances
will be great, and amply justify the expense,

Space, however, is no longer a showplace
for mere demonstrations. The world has seen
thcse and progressed to the next step—real
performance.

Manned flights to the moon had a real
purpose—voyages of great discovery. A return
now to mere earth orbital flights with men,
even in larger ships and longer flight times,
cannot be justified. Manned flight to Mars
is too far off yet—it will not be done with
the means that we would now know how to
develop. Testing whether man can endure
long duration flight has no urgency.

At a time when science and technology is

being damaged severely by the drastic cur-
tailment of federal funding in these fields
generally, we cannot afford to waste funds
on manned flight exercises and demonstra-
tions. It is clear that for all the science and
applications unmanned, instrumented and
remotely controlled flight is much cheaper
and more effective. It alsc has by far the
greater impact on the advancement of tech-
nology, dollar for dollar, spent.in the two
areas.

We are now not even willing to complete
the remaining Apollo flights to the moon,
for which the equipment'is largely built. The
extra expense of launching them is too great.
Here there would be real purpose and the
great prestige of understanding the nature
of the solar system. If we cannot even fly out
the remaining Apollo missions, what busi-
ness have we to stay in manned flight at all?
Why spend money on the development of
another manned system, much less purpose=
ful, namely the space station?

If the proposed Space Shuttle can be justi-
fied for the transportation to and from
space of the many useful instrumented craft
that will be fiown, then, in my view, it
should be pursued. This is a trucking system
and should be justified as that. At present
the NASA justification for it links it however
with the Space Station proposal, and an ex-
pansion of the manned flight program. NASA
needs a large program to support a large
organization, and thinks that manned flight
is the only area where it can get the required
degree of support. I think they are wrong.
The country is intelligent enough and anx-
fous to see results, and manned flight excite-
ment is no longer a driving force. For results
there is no question that the instrumented
route is far superior,

The Soviets have a large space program.
While we clearly should not copy them, we
must nevertheless see that we are not left
behind in discovery and applications., If we
fritter away our lmied resources on un-
wanted further demonstrations of manned
flights they may, with much smaller means,
get way ahead in all the areas that really
count,

CORNELL UNIVERSITY,
Ithaca, N.Y., October 16, 1970.
Hon WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DeEar SENATOR MoNDALE: As a former sci-
entist-astronaut with NASA, I would like to
add my concurrence with your doubts about
the usefulness of manned space flight. I
agree that the space station and shuttle sys-
tem are far too costly to start at this time.

An unmanned space program emphasizing
applications satellites and the exploration
of the planets would be both economical and
fundamental in our quest for knowledge.

As you undoubtedly know, there are very
strong vested interests in manned space
flight in NASA which have effectively cut off
debate on future priorities in space.

40071

I am happy to see you speak out on the
issue and would be glad to assist you in
your efforts at any time.

Sincerely,
Brian O'LEARY,
Assistant Professor of Astronomy and
Space Sciences.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, all of
these scientists—and they represent the
independent scientists not under the
control of NASA or space-related indus-
try—strongly and clearly argue for a
rapid reorientation of the space program,
away from space extravaganzas, to so-
phisticated, highly scientific, instru-
mental experiments returning high sei-
entific yields.

The significance of that decision for us,
in reordering our priorities for better sci-
entific return, are enormous; and all of
the arguments are on the side of reject-
ing this space shuttle station before it
gets out of hand.

Dr. Van Allen of the University of Towa,
who I think everyone will concede is
one of the Nation’s most eminent space
scientists, estimates that a full-fledged,
sophisticated unmanned instrumented
space effort could be undertaken for $2
billion a year; but if we move off into
the manned space flight program now
endorsed by NASA, the space budget will
rise to almost $7 billion a year by the
end of this decade—according to NASA's
own estimates—and we will receive less
by way of secientific yield than we would
receive for the $2 billion.

What is happening, in my opinion, is
that the space industry and NASA has
withheld this project until completion of
the Apollo program; now it wants some-
thing else to do, and all it will cost is $20
billion, and that is all they are asking.

I can understand their problem, but
the people of this country have problems,
too. Congress has a problem, and we had
better start dealing with the people’s
problems pretty soon. We had better
start letting these scientists and en-
gineers use their genius to start helping
us solve those problems before our prob-
lems overwhelm us.

There is no area that I know of where
We can reorient our priorities and obtain
a higher yield for science than this; and
I hope the Senate will agree to our
amendment to strike this $110 million.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. As the Senator knows, I
am a cosponsor of this preposal. I do
not pretend to understand as much about
the space satellite program as the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, but I do know
about the need for reordering our na-
tional priorities, and reassessing the
value of the space program with a
seemly regard for our other national
requirements. Because of that, I join
with the Senator in believing that this
effort needs to be slowed down.

There is no rush about it. We will get
to Mars a little bit later. Indeed, we may
be able to do it in cooperation with the
Soviet Union. There is no need to dupli-
cate this expensive and meaningless race.
Competition for what? We can share the
Joy of reaching outer space together.

I hope Senators will have clearly in
mind, in voting on the proposed motion
to table, that this is an amendment to
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save money, not to spend it. I hope the
Senate may see its way clear to endorse
a philosophy which says, “Sure, we want
space, we want the SST, we want lots
of things, but they must be done with a
seemly regard for the deep troubles this
country is facing now, and that means
phasing them in more slowly than the
amount of steam involved in an ap-
propriation of this size would indicate.”

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from New York for those most useful and
helpful comments.

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

Mr. MONDALE, I yield 3 minutes to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
join the Senator from New York com-
mending the Senator from Minnesota
on his fine speech and on this amend-
ment. The Senator from Minnesota has
served on the Space Committee, and
knows this subject thoroughly.

I am particularly enthusiastic about
the pending amendment, Mr. President,
because I think it goes right to the
heart of the principal problem before
Congress, which is the reordering of our
priorities. The Senator particularly em-
phasized the ultimate cost of this shut-
tle-lab program. As I understand, it
would be $14 billion, $14 thousand mil-
lion, is that correct?

Mr. MONDALE. That is what NASA
suggests. Their original estimate on the
shuttle alone has already gone up al-
most 70 percent. And if the average over-
run costs that we have seen elsewhere
in the space program occurs here, it
could well be $20 or $30 billion.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
think it is important to reconsider what
that money would buy in terms of being
able to combat pollution, being able to
overcome poverty, helping with housing
which is so desperately and urgently
needed in our cities, education, and man-
power training, and in so many other
areas in which the need is so desperate.

We all must be aware of the terrific
plight of our cities, and the fact that, for
example, in New York City the other day
several hundred city employees were laid
off, and in city after city the most basic
needs and services are not being pro-
vided for the people, because taxes are
so high and because the Federal Gov-
ernment obviously has not sufficient
money to provide the kind of assistance
that is needed.

Mr. President, if this were a program
that had some other benefit, such as a
military benefit, a national prestige com-
petitive benefit, or otherwise, it might be
different. But after putting a man on the
moon, how impressed are people going to
be by the faet that we have some kind of
platform going around the earth, with
two or three, four or five, six or eight, or
100 people on it? What is the point?

Mr. MONDALE. As Dr. Gold has char-
acterized it as a bigger tin can. Where we
are beingz challenged and where the
space agency is not responding, and
where the scientists have been most
eritical, is in the unmanned space field.
The Russians have been on the moon
with some highly sophisticated, un-
manned instrumented mobile units. They
are moving ahead in that field because
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our space agency, though spending far
more money, has been so preoccupied
with these space extravaganzas that the
seientific implications of their decisions
have taken a back seat. That is why so
many scientists have quit the space pro-
gram, and why so many independent
scientists like Van Allen, Gold, and Adey
have been so critical.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Can the Senator
from Minnesota tell me how much has
been spent by the space agency in the
past on this particular program? Does
he have figures on that?

Mr. MONDALE. Approximately $18.5
million.

Mr. PROXMIRE. They are asking for
what?

Mr. MONDALE. They are asking for
$110 million to harden the design. There
is another $80 million—even if we strike
out the $110 million—in the bill for
basic research.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I do
not know how to get the attention of the
Senate and of our colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I simply cannot be-
lieve Senators would vote to spend this
huge sum if they understood it. This is
the time to act on this program. This is
the time when we must decide whether
or not we are going to go ahead with
manned exploration of space.

The Senator from Minnesota has said
this several times, but I do not know how
we can get the attention of Senators
focused upon it. If we go ahead with
manned exploration of space, it will
mean we are going to have to spend $6
to $9 billion a year within 4 to 6 years.
mMr, MONDALE. They are project-

g—.—.—.

Mr. PROXMIRE. On the other hand,
if we remain with instrumented explora-
tion of space, then the expenditures will
be from $2 to $2.5 billion a year. The
saving is between $5 and $6 billion a year.
This is the kind of decision we are mak-
ing here today.

If we go ahead today and appropriate
$110 million on top of the $18 or $20
million already spent, it will be argued,
“¥ou have already started this program;
you have the money in the poker pot; if
you do not go ahead, you will lose it
all”—exactly the same argument made
on the SST, and exactly the argument
we have heard over and over again on
these projects.

This is the time to make the decision.
The Senator from Minnesota has made
this point extremely clear: That it is
hard to find a scientist, except those
working directly for the Space Agency,
who will argue that we will be able to
get more in terms of scientific knowledge
by manned exploration than we can ob-
tain by unmanned exploration; and of
course, we should also be very much
aware of what almost happened to Apollo
13. If we were to confine ourselves for
the next few years, at least, to unmanned
instrumented exploration, it would mean
that we would not have the risk of the
terrible tragedy of the loss of life. It
would mean we would save billions of
dollars a year, and could take the neces-
sary action with respect to providing
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basic services to the American people
that they deserve and should have.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, could I
make two points to the Senator? First,
the ironic fact about this project is that
we are designing a space station to un-
dertake a mission which we do not know
is physically possible—that is, long du-
ration manned flight. Every experience
we have had—for example, with the
monkey in the biosatellites program—
and that which the Russians had with
Soyuz-9, where they had a long duration
flight, has underlined the expressions of
concern by doctors that there are bio-
logical problems in long-term manned
space flight that could be fatal. The
monkey died.

We have in line a projected skylab ex-
periment—which will be completed in
1973—to determine whether long-term
manned flight is possible. So why are we
running ahead now with hundreds of
millions of dollars to design a program to
do something that may not be possible?
What is the rush? I cannot understand
it. If ever there was a good place to save
money and not hurt anvbody, this is it.

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

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I was
struck by something the distinguished
Senator from Wisconsin said earlier. I
think all Senators need to recognize that
the same kind of shortfall in Federal
revenue, because of the slowdown in the
Federal economy, is being felt increas-
ingly severely by the cities, I believe that
Senators and Congress can expect that
America's cities this coming spring are
going to come to Congress, in emergency
tones, talking to us about the need for
massive help to bail them out.

The city of Newark, for example, has
projected a budget deficit which approxi-
mates 40 percent of their entire oper-
ating budget for next year. The city of
New York, for example, already has laid
off personnel and has put into effect per-
sonnel freezes. We are going to be called
upon to help bail out these cities.

The Senator from Minnesota is again
making a courageous fight to try to help
get these priorities in line so that on
those and other pressing problems we
can be in a better ‘position to try to
respond.

If the Senator will yield further, I
want to relate one instance to the Senate
from my own personal experience which
I think is very much involved here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired. The Senator
has 3 minutes remaining.

Mr. MONDALE., I yield to the Senator
from Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS. The other day, my wife
and I were in the little town of Sallisaw,
Okla. We went to visit in the home of a
young couple approximately 25 years of
age. They have one small son who I be-
lieve is 4 or 5 years old. He is a beautiful
child and appears to be in the best of
health.

In the course of our conversation with
that young couple, the wife said to us
that she had become involved in an orga-
nization called Human Growth, Inc. We
asked, “What is Human Growth, Inc.?”
It is a private foundation which seeks to
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do something about people who have a
defect in the pituitary gland, which gov-
erns human growth.

I said, “How did you get involved in
that?”

She said, “This boy of ours”—who was
in the kitchen of the home—"has a de-
fect in the pituitary gland. He has no
chance to live to adulthood and be fully
free from mental retardation wunless
some breakthrough can be made in the
field of research in the pituitary gland.
Last year, for the first time, we had some
help, because the Government, under the
National Institutes of Health, began a
research program which spent $40,000,
that is all, for the entire United States,
for research in this subject.”

She said, “All last year, we drove every
so often”—I think she said once every 2
weeks—*"to Dallas, Tex., about 250 miles.
This year the entire research project is
cut out.”

There is no research at all. That $40,-
000 project is ended.

Talk to that young couple about prior-
ities—and that is what is involved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute remaining.

Who yields time?

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
8 minutes to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, included
within the independent offices-HUD

appropriations bill are funds for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

We live in a much too fast moving era
when accomplishments of yesterday are
almost overwhelmed in the problems of
today and almost lost in the promises of

tomorrow. I do not think it is necessary
for me to recount the achievements made
by our civilian space agency during the
past 20 years—achievements which all of
us here and throughout the entire Na-
tion recount with pride. From the suc-
cessful launching of Explorer I to
manned exploration of the moon, the tre-
mendous economic and social growth of
the United States have paralleled the
accomplishments of our space pioneers.

Mr. President, neither is it necessary
for me to point out the gains to our
way of life because of our space program.
These reach all the way from instant
video and audio communications from
any point on this earth because of our
satellites, to teflon-coated cooking uten-
sils in our homes and resources explora-
tion and pollution detection of our
planet.

We have now gone through the initial
period of exploration and discovery in
space and are on the brink of great
returns.

The argument has been made that if
this amendment is not adopted, it will
lead to a fast escalating space program,
but the very reverse of that is true.

I call attention to the committee re-
port, on page 9, which shows that the
1970 appropriation fo NASA was $3.749
billion, that the budget request for the
present fiscal year, 1971, was $3.333 bil-
lion, a reduction of more than $400 mil-
lion, and that the bill as it comes to us
from the committee is only for $3.268
billion.

Mr, President, just as I supported the
committee in voting to lay on the table
the amendment offered by the distin-
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guished Senator from Arkansas, so do I
oppose the amendment offered by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota.

During the 5 months since the NASA
budget first came before the Senate, sig-
nificant additional information has been
obtained about the benefits to be derived
from the reusable space shuttle, which is
the matter under consideration at this
time. Program planners have known for
some time that the use of this vehicle 100
times or more will lead to substantial re-
ductions in the cost of space transporta-
tion. The cost of placing a pound in orbit
and returning it back to earth will be re-
duced by more than a factor of 10—from
$1,000 a pound for the present one-way
trip to about $100 a pound to orbit and
back to earth.

Now, economic studies have deter-
mined that even greater savings will re-
sult in the cost of producing and testing
the spacecraft themselves, which will be
the shuttle’s cargo.

The greatest savings will be in un-
manned satellites, which now cost gen-
erally between $12,000 and $20,000 a
pound. Some are even more expensive.
The high present costs result from the
need for extensive miniaturization and
testing. The machinery within a satellite
is much more delicate than that in a fine
watch. It must be tested and retested to
be sure that nothing will fail to operate
properly after it is in orbit.

With the reusable space shuttle, both
of these problems will be solved. The
shuttle will have as much space and
weight-carrying capacity as a large cargo
airplane. Thus it will be able to carry less
expensive equipment, like that used on
earth. Standard, low-cost parts and com-
ponents will be in general use.

The shuttle will be able to bring satel-
lites back to earth as easily as it puts
them into orbit. Thus the costs will be
reduced by planning on the reuse of sat-
ellites and space flight equipment. Should
anything malfunction in space, it will be
returned to earth for adjustment, repair,
refurbishment, or replacement. And in
many cases, scientists or technicians will
be able to go into space via the shuttle
to adjust and operate the instruments,
just as they now do in aireraft.

The space shuttle will be the only
capability for manned space flight after
1973 when the earth-orbital skylab ex-
perimental space station program will be
completed. Without a shuttle, there will
be no more U.S. manned space flights
after 1973. Even with a shuttle, there will
be a gap in manned space flights from
1974 through at least 1977.

Termination of U.S. manned space
flight activities by a conscious decision or
by failure to provide adequate support to
continue a balanced total program would
mean—Dbesides the loss of the benefits to
science, technology, exploration and
practical applications—that for the in-
definite future the Soviets would have
manned operations in space as their ex-
clusive domain. There is no doubt that
the U.S.S.R. is pursuing manned space
flight as a continuing major objective to
which they are applying very substantial
resources.

NASA studies of shuttle benefits are
quite conservative. For example, they do
not assume the great expansion of space
flight applications that can be predicted
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from these sharply reduced costs. They
do not anticipate the growth envisioned
by many scientists in communications,
weather and earth observation satellites,
or scientific studies of the earth and its
environment. Nor do they presume any
expansion to meet the needs of other
agencies of the U.S. Government, com-
mercial interests, or foreign agencies.

The space shuttle program is now in its
second phase of definition studies. The
schedule calls for completion of these
studies next spring. Thus we will have
the opportunity at that time to review the
matter of proceeding into the third phase
of detailed design.

The definition studies will provide firm
estimates as to the cost of developing the
space shuttle. This is a program with
great promise. But until the studies are
completed, no commitments are being re-
quested and none need be made by
Congress.

Mr. President, I have been an advocate
of leveling off our space activities from
the crash programs of the past to a more
stable program accommodating the na-
tional budget and national priorities.

The NASA appropriations contained in
the independent offices-HUD appropria-
tions bill will give us this stability and
will enable us to build our future space
program on the solid foundations of past
discovery and technological achievement.

I believe that it is in the best interests
of our country that the NASA appropria-
tions be approved without further
reduction.

Mr. President, if the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island offers a mo-
tion to table, the junior Senator from
Alabama will be pleased to support it.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I now
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Florida (Mr. GURNEY).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Doirg). The Senator from Florida is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I once
again rise in support of the proposed
fiscal year 1971 NASA appropriations
and to oppose strongly the attempt to
delete money for the space shuttle, or
any other segment of the space program
from the already austere NASA portion
of this independent offices appropria-
tions bill,

It is my view that the space program
is a tremendous national resource, which
we must continue to use to full advan-
tage. The committee recommendation of
$3,268,675,000 is the absolute minimum
amount necessary to retain the technical
team and facilities we must have for an
admittedly low key, but viable space pro-
gram in the next decade. Any further
reduction of funds would be to put a
crippling stranglehold on the program
for the 1970’s.

The new space program currently un-
der consideration is modest, but forward
looking in scope, and conservative in its
funding. One item which promises great
economies is the development of the re-
usable earth-to-orbit space shuttle,

The space shuttle is the first element
of the future integrated space program
that will significantly slash the cost of
putting payloads into earth orbit and the
key to the major economy of the space
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shuttle is that it can be flown over and
over again. It is fully reusable and unex-
pendable.

With successful shuttle operations, our
inventory of rocket and spacecraft mod-
els would be significantly reduced. That
is to say, the need for most existing
launch vehicles would be eliminated.

Designed for 100 or more missions, the
space shuttle will be an integral system
of other space programs, It will provide
logistic support for the space station
and will transport passengers back and
forth to the station in addition to pro-
viding a viable space rescue system. It
will be available on short notice for De-
partment of Defense use, should the need
ever arise. With the shuttle for transport,
technicians will be able to reach auto-
mated satellites and probes to repair,
maintain, refuel, and refurbish them, or
to reposition or retrieve them for return
to earth. The shuttle will effectively bring
together manned and unmanned pro-
grams on a rational basis.

The space shuttle will capitalize on
available technology developed during
the past decade. Rocket fuel development
and production knowhow, spacecraft ex-
perience and Department of Defense
research efforts will provide the basic
building blocks of shuttle development.

In addition, since the space shuitle
mates the airplane and the rocket, de-
velopment of the shuttle will take advan-
tage of the best features of both. It be-
comes apparent that a high level of tech-
nology transfer will occur since the shut-
tle will stimulate aeronautics research
and vice versa.

Because of its universal applicability,
the shuttle may very well provide the
first real opportunity for international
cooperation in manned flight. Other na-
tions might utilize a United States shut-
tle to carry their payloads or transport
their personnel to a space station. Ulti-
mately, commercial uses will be_ found for
the shuttle. Nations may desire to op-
erate their own shuttles just as foreign
airlines own and operate U.S. developed
commercial aireraft.

I believe that there is one point that
every Member of the Congress is in agree-
ment on—both the development costs
and the operational costs of space trans-
portation must be minimized. It seems
apparent to me that the fully reusable
space shuttle is the system that will pro-
vide significant reductions in the cost
of space operations.

Mr, President, we sometimes lose sight
of the fact that our decision foday can
have a profound effect on whole sectors
of the economy. The major reductions in
the space program during the past 5
years have contributed to the serious
problems now faced by the entire aero-
space industry. Total aerospace employ-
ment at the end of this year will be more
than 300,000 less than it was in 1968.
As a consequence of this drastic cutback,
thousands of highly trained professional
and blue collar workers are now unems-
ployed—many of them without any pros-
pects for productive employment except
at the most menial kinds of jobs. The
Wall Street Journal several months ago
told the story of a space scientist in Cali-
fornia who is now reduced to peddling
Eskimo pies and popsicles.
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It is ironie that the campaign to re-
order the Nation’s priorities—ostensibly
for the purpose of bringing about a more
productive allocation of our resources to
urgent national needs—is instead result-
ing in the gross underutilization of some
of our most creative talent. Prolonged
periods of unemployment and underem-
ployment, represent a substantial hard-
ship for the families of such unemployed
workers, of course, they bear the real
burden of our shortsighted policies. But
we as a nation are all losers when the
labor services of highly trained workers
are irretrievably lost through involun-
tary unemployment.

We stand to lose even more in the fu-
ture if the current underutilization of
our technical manpower is allowed to
continue. There isa very real danger that
in the future a new shortage of scien-
tists, engineers, and technicians may
arise, based upon growing disenchant-
ment with the unstable nature of the
labor market for such skills, Certainly
the incentives for pursuing advanced
training in technical subjects are being
weakened by the knowledge of the cur-
rent exceptionally high level of unem-
ployment among scientists and engineers.
If, as we may reasonably expect, the long-
term supply of technical manpower be-
gins to decline in response to the down-
grading of high technology activities in
the United States, the Nation will find it
more difficult to react to the demands
of a future military crisis, or to the need
for major technical achievements,

From this perspective, some short-
term manpower projections are espe-
cially alarming: A recent study of the
aerospace industry shows that there are
currently 35,000 unemployed scientists
and engineers in the United States. More
significant and more alarming is the out-
look for inereasing unemployment
among this skill group. Projections show
that this number could easily double by
the end of fiscal year 1972 if positive cor-
rective measures are not taken, If this is
not done, the resulting unemployment of
70,000 scientists and engineers would
represent a tragie underutilization of our
technical resources—and these re-
sources, I suggest, are an essential in-
gredient of the long-term strategic and
economic position of the United States.

It would also mean that the costs of
the current economic transition are fall-
ing to a disproportionate degree upon
a particular segment of the population.
Such a high unemployment level would
result in an incidence of unemployment
for scientists and engineers twice that
of the experienced wage-earning popu-
lation. This situation cannot help but
have a depressing effect on the long-
range supply of technically trained
manpower in the United States. How can
we urge youngsters to pursue a scientific
career in the face of such statistics?

We must consider also, the long-term
consequences of our actions. During the
past 5 years, total NASA expenditures
have been reduced by more than 50 per-
cent. In real terms, total employment on
NASA programs has declined from 420,-
000 in early 1966 to a current level of less
than 160,000. The drastic nature of this
cutback is widely known. A more impor-
tant point in terms of present economic
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conditions is that while the early reduc-
tions in NASA programs were diffused
throughout the economy, recent reduc-
tions have been concentrated in terms
of companies, localities, and industries.

As these employment reductions have
become more sharply focused, the prob-
lems of absorbing workers displaced by
the cutback have become increasingly
more difficult. The absorption problem
has been compounded by the concurrent
cutbacks in Defense programs and the
slowing down of the general economy.
During the past fiscal year, very few
NASA contractors have been able to
compensate for NASA cutbacks by shift-
ing displaced workers to other company
business. During this period, 97 layoffs
resulted from every 100 reductions in
NASA-related employment at the most
seriously impacted NASA contractor
plants.

We must address this issue squarely.
Further reductions in NASA appropria-
tions can only serve to aggravate an al-
ready serious unemployment problem.
Whatever short-term savings may ap-
pear to be gained from further reduc-
tions in space program funding are
surely outweighed by the creation of
greater unemployment in the aerospace
industry.

It is a false economy to deliberately
idle productively employed workers at a
time when they have no real opportuni-
ties for alternative employment. Nothing
positive can result from such an action.

Mr. President, over the past years op-
ponents of the space program have urged
in support of their efforts to cut the pro-
gram to the need to solve our problems
here on earth. We were told that all of
our social needs have been neglected be-
cause the United States is spending too
much on the space program. ‘“Put space
dollars into antipoverty programs,” their
argument goes, “and poverty will be
eliminated; cut back on the exploration
of our universe and low-cost housing will
spring up all across America.”

Mr. President, this simply does not
make sense. The facts do not support the
rhetoric, and I agree wholeheartedly that
it is our duty and responsibility in Con-
gress to reorder our national priorities.
And I think we are on that road, and it is
good that we are. But let us look at the
facts.

First of all, the space program is a pro-
ductive program and the investment we
have made has multiplied and benefited
the whole national economy. In a coun-
try whose gross national product is more
than $900 billion, the space program has,
over the last decade, cost us, in dollar
investments, less than one-half of 1 per-
cent of our GNP. But that investment
has directly resulted in increasing the
gross national product. Economists esti-
mate that approximately 50 percent of
the real growth in the gross national
product in the last decade can be attrib-
uted to the stimulus of new technologi-
cal knowledge from research and devel-
opment investments. Twenty-five per-
cent of the Nation's total expenditures on
research and development was carried
out under our space program.

Second, the facts show that as the
national budget has risen, NASA’s
budget has gone down—and gone down
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severely. In the past 6 fiscal years, the
total budgetary outlays of the Federal
Government have increased by nearly
50 percent. In the same period, NASA
outlays have decreased by nearly 43
percent.

To put it in dollars, total Federal Gov-
ernment outlays rose from $134,652,000,-
000 in fiscal year 1966 to an estimated
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$200,771,000,000 in fiscal year 1971, an
increase of 49 percent. In the same
period, NASA’s outlays declined from
$5,933,000,000 in fiscal year 1966 to an
estimated $3,400,000,000 in fiscal year
1971, a decrease of 42.7 percent.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
analysis—the facts—to which I refer,
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entitled “Analysis of Federal Govern-
ment Outlays by Selected Functional
Groupings,” prepared from information
on pages 66-68 in the Budget Bureau
document, “The Budget in Brief, Fiseal
Year 19717

There being no objection, the analy-
sis was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORrD, as follows:

ANALYSIS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OUTLAYS BY SELECTED FUNCTIONAL GROUPINGS

[In millions of dollars]

Functional groupings

1966 1967 1968

Difference 1966 to 1971
Percent

Dollars

National defense (DOD, AEC)
Space research and technolu}y (NASA).
Social actions (C

manpower, health, income security

56,785
5,933

38, 461

70,081
5,423

46, 353

80, 517
4,721

54, 495

All other (Internaiinnal affairs, agricu ture, commerce, veterans benefits,

T R e S B R T s

Total, Federal Government

33,473 36, 397 39, 000

+16,798 +29.6
—2,533 —42.7

38,790 +100.9
+13, 064 +35.0

134, 652 158, 254 178, 833

+66, 119 +49.1

Source: The Budget in Brief—Fiscal year 1971, pp. 66-68.

BUDGET OUTLAYS BY SUBFUNCTION,
[In millions of dollars]

1960-71

Actual

Estimate

Function and subfunction

1970 1971

National defense:
Department of Defense—Military:

Military personnel (including retired personnel)

Operation and malntenance..-__

Pmcurement
h and ds

Military construction and other

Deductions for offsetting receipts

23,818
, 221
23,988
7,451
525
—135

_ Subtotal, Department of Defense—Military 1_____
Atomic energy !
Military assistance !
Defense-related activities_ . .
Deductions for offsetting receipts .

—130 —281

77,8717
, 450

250

—738 —138

Total national defense

Internauanal affairs and I'rnancmg'
E and fi
Food for peace_____.__
Conduct of foreign affairs._.
Foreign information and exchanse acl
Deductions for offsetting receipts. .

53,591 49,578

2,325 1, 968
1,947 2,040
248 346
197 201
—226 —441

1,877

58. 785

81, 240

2,420
975
371

237
=217

Total international affairs and finance_ ... .. .........

3,357 4,492 4,115

3,785

Space research and technology:
Manned space flight. .- . ...__..
Space science and application.....
Space technology. ... ...__.
Aircraft technology
Supporting space activities
Deductions for offsetting recaipts

565 1,516
420 576
159 303
31 36
g 12

3,649 3,095
795 700
440 410 344

89 128 168
452 390 380
-2 -3 —6

2,781
569

Total space research and technology

1,257 2,552

5 091

5 933 5 423 4, ?2!. 4,247

Agriculture and rural development:
Farm income stabilization_ ... ..._.._
Agricultural land and water resources.
Rural housing and public facilities.. __
Research and other agricultural services.
Deductions for offsetting receipts

3,143 4,060 3,667
368 374 342
291 3715 354
363 415 185

—82 —3§ —42

830
725
—43

Total agriculture and rural development

4,123 5,139 4,807

4,375 5,943 6, 343

Natural resources:
Water resources and POWer. .o oo oo eeeen
Land management....__
Recreational resources.
Mineral resources.......
Other natural resources pmgrarns_
Deductions for offsetting receipts.__. ..

1,58 1,718
382 422
151 180

30 25
84 94
—539

1,867
509

—1,016

2,158 2,251 2,325
618 639 746
285 331 447

73 85 1 116
136 154 160 178
-1,412 -1,758 -—1,373 -1,32%

Total natural resources...... ...

—934
1,68 1,505

2,035 1, 860 1,702 2,129 2,485

and t portation:
Ground transportation. . ... .o
Air transportation_ .. ..
Water transportation.
Area and regional deve!npmenl_. o
Postal service_. ..
Advancement and reguin!mn of business. £
Deductions for offsetting receipts. ... ___..._.__.

2,817 3,057
781 808
654 672
132 242
797 770
350 294

—123

4,043, 4,093 4,387
879 945 351

4,413 4,810

=115 —159

Total commerce and transportation

5408

ty devel Caad ;
Low- and moderate-income hausms aids_ ...
Community environment_ .

Community facilities.

a fts B T

155 170 198
145 221 173
15 27 36

7,554 3_0_4?

391 478
385 465

38 74
302 452
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Estimate

Function and subfunction

1969 1970 197

Community planiing and administration. .
Maintenance of the housing mortgage market_.
Deductions for offsetting receipts

82

Total ity develop tand h

Education and manpower:
Elementary an sacundary aduc!iiun
Higher education..
Science education and bas
Vocational education
Other education aids... ..
Manpower training
Other manpower aids. .
Deductions for offsnrllng !seelnts

132
158
342
541
-9

Total education and ManPOWer ... - cceucceaamnnansn

2,028 2,533

Health:
Providing or financing medical services.
Development of health resources.__ et LA
Prevention and control of health problm
Deductions for offsetting receipts

318
943
128
-3

386
1,170
13%

476
1,039
215
—1

10, 582
2,142
542
|

Total health

1,393 1,731 1,730

2.543 13, 265

Income security:
Retirement and social insurance....
Public assistance
Social and individual service.__
Deductions for offsetting

18,467 19,474 21,249
2,385 2,604 2,909
104 133 176
-2 -7 —479

21,958
3,085
199
—409

22,282
3,119
249
—196

25,298
3,151
410
—109

Total income security

22,205 23,854 24,833 25,453

28,751

eterans benefits and services:
Income security
Hospital and medical care
Education, training, and rehabllrtalion

£
Other veterans benefits and services. .
Deductions for offsetting receipts

4,476 4,706 4, 646 4,710
1,085 : 1,231 1,271
159 Vi 58

236 a4
180 185 179
~502 —497

4,700
1,320
54
169
196

—518 —509

Total veterans benefits and services.

—511
5,681 5,722

5,920 6, 897

General government:
Central fiscal operations_.
Law enforcement and 1ushce
General property and records management
Legislative and judicial functions
National Capital region
Central personnel management__ o
Executive direction and other g;eneral sovemment
Deductions for offsetting receipts. ... ... ..

844
366
565
218

61
107
213

211
—226 —165

886
385
550
238
73
107
216
—162

968
426
617
254

84
116
243

—199 —272

Total general government

Interest

2,040 2,210

2,292 2,510 2, 561

9,810 10,357

11, 285 12,588 13,744 15,791, 17,821

Allowances. ... __........ :
Undistributed intrag it

2,644 —2,877

=3/109°""

475

3734 -3/93 4,499 5117 —6,088

Tolaloutidya. (R o R R ity

92,223

97,795 111,311 118,584 118,430

134,652 158,254 171,833 184,556 197, 885

1 Entries net of offsetting receipts.

3 Less than $500,000.

t Excludes offsetting receipts which have been distributed by subfunction above.

Mr., GURNEY. Mr. President, It is
worth noting that in this same 6-year
period outlays for national defense—De-
partment of Defense and Atomic Energy
Commission—went up 29.6 percent. Ex-
penditures for the “all other” category
likewise showed an increase—of 39 per-
cent. This category includes international
affairs, agriculture, commerce, veterans
benefits, interest, and so forth. But the
most interesting revelation of all is the
trend of social action programs of the
Government, which include community
development and housing, education and
manpower, health, and income security.
In the 6-year period, outlays for these
social action programs increased 100.9
percent. Does a 101-percent increase re-
flect neglect of social programs? If so,
what can we say of a 43-percent decrease
in a program that is already returning
practical benefits to mankind and has
the potential of many, many more?

Mr. President, let us examine some
more of the rhetoric used by those who
would dismantle the space program. Let
us take their premise that space dollars

turned into antipoverty dollars, or hous-
ing dollars, or health dollars, or welfare
dollars will constitute a real shot in the
arm to these programs.

Again, let us turn to analysis instead
of emotion. First, there is no guarantee
that if you take money away from NASA
it will automatically find its way into the
budget of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development, or the Office of
Economic Opportunity, or the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare;
or the Department of the Interior or
Agriculture, or whatever.

But assume the NASA's estimated cut-
lays of $3,400,000,000 were taken away
and divided equally among the three
other main functional groupings of agen-
cies. Social action programs would get an
increase of 1.5 percent over their pro-
jected outlays of $77 billion for fiscal year
1971; national defense an increase of 1.5
percent, and “all others” an increase
of 2.4 percent. If you want to assume that
all of NASA's $3.4 billion were applied to
social action programs, that projected
outlay of $77 billion would rise by an

“overwhelming” 4.4 percent. But again,
there is no guarantee that money taken
from NASA will go for social action.

Mr. President, the increase in social
action programs in the last 6 years—just
the increase—totals $38,790,000,000. That
is roughly equivalent to the total ccst of
NASA in its entire history.

Last April the Committee on Aeronauti-
cal and Space Sciences held important
hearings on the benefits of the space pro-
gram. It is inconceivable to me that any-
one who has read the record of these
hearings—and reflected on the solid, tan-
gible benefits here on earth which have
resulted from our investment in
“Space”—would seriously contend that
we would have been better off as a nation
if we had turned our back on space and
“first solved our problems here on earth.”

Mr. President, those who argue in
favor of cuts in space funding fail, in
my view, to recognize a fundamental
distinction: between social programs
whose principal purpose is to distribute
this Nation’s wealth and programs such
as the space program which ulfimately
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create national wealth and capabilities.
These latter programs are investments in
the future; they lead to advances in
science and technology—the keystones to
our basic strength as a nation.

The single target of the last decade in
space was the manned lunar landing.
The accomplishment of this feat dem-
onstrated what Americans, as a people,
can accomplish when they have the will—
when the national leadership and the
public are united to achieve a desirable
goal.

The space program of the seventies
will, however, have no single climactic
goal. If we permit it to continue, it will
be a balanced and viable program com-
posed of a reasonable schedule of space
priorities. It will be a program responsive
to opportunities presented by the re-
markable new technology developed in
the last decade. And equally important,
it will be a program responsive to the
limitation imposed by our Nation’s many
competing needs.

I daresay that very few Government
programs are based on the type of long-
range planning that characterize NASA's
future space program. As we are all
aware, we Americans are prone to react
rather than act. Sputnik jolted us into
the space age and we scrambled to get
the first man to the moon. But now is
the time for advance planning if we are
to insure that our space endeavors do not
stagnate—and that we do not waste the
investments already made or that we do
not deprive ourselves of the important
knowledge we seek.

The “giant leap” into space was the be-
ginning of an age of exploration that 50
years from now could make the solar
system as accessible to our scientists as
the earth is to us today. All that is needed
is the courage and conviction fo forge
ahead.

The ability to set and achieve chal-
lenging goals is a prerequisite for the
public confidence that is the cornerstone
of any Government-sponsored program.
The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration has amply demonstrated
this ability in the past; and I am con-
fident, will continue to demonstrate this
ability in the future if we give NASA the
wherewithal.

In summary, I suggest that in reorder-
ing priorities, we should not throw the
baby out with the bath water. We must
remain in the forefront of technological
development; that is an obvious and nee-
essary priority, one that we can abandon
only at our peril.

Since the beginning of the industrial
revolution, our Nation has used its com-
petitive advantage developed through
technology to maintain its world position
in the marketplace. Our technology has
not been narrow or parochial; it has also
benefited mankind. Both in aeronautics
and space flight development, NASA has
contributed enormously to this advance
of technology. This is one of the most im-
portant reasons for continuing to sup-
port an aggressive national space pro-
gram.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
following material: A statement begin-
ning, “Many of our most prominent space
scientists argue that we should now re-
orient our space program ftoward un-
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manned flights”; a list of scientists
urging NASA to continue to fly Apollo
missions to the moon; a statement be-
ginning, “Dr. James Van Allen has es-
timated that a fully adequate unmanned
space program would cost no more than
$2 billion a year"; a letter from Director
Kinsey A. Anderson, dated October 14,
1970, to Dr. Homer E. Newell, Associate
Administrator of NASA; a statement en-
titled, “Skylab Solar Astronomy”; a
statement beginning, ‘“Furthermore,
scientists have pointed out that un-
manned flights produced the most ad-
vantageous applications of space tech-
nology”; a statement beginning, “How-
ever, even if a new, ambitious manned
space effort could be justified, it is pre-
mature to begin development of the
shuttle/station now"”; and a statement
beginning, “Congress now has a unique
opportunity to reorient the U.S. space
program.”

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

UNMANNED FLIGHTS IN OUR SPACE PROGRAM

“Many of our most prominent space sclen-
tists argue that we should now reorient our
space program toward unmanned flights—
which are far more economical than manned
flights. Luna 16 and 17 have produced mean-
ingful results for a fraction of the costs of
our manned flight to the moon."”

There are two points addressed in this
paragraph, both of which need to be placed
in perspective. First, Luna 16 and 17 certainly
have produced meaningful results, but so did
our Surveyors, which landed on the moon
many years ago, and which together with
our Lunar Orbiters literally revolutionized
the study of the moon, by providing material
for a comprehensive high resolution Atlas of
both the near and far side of the moon, and
by furnishing chemical and physical analyses
of the lunar surface at a number of different
spots. We could indeed have continued with
these unmanned techniques for our lunar
exploration program, but the potential of the
manned approach so far outweighed that of
the unmanned approach that after the ini-
tial unmanned investigations we chose to use
the manned approach for further lunar re-
search. The correctness of this choice is fully
borne out by the results. The Apollo missions
have to date returned 123 pounds of lunar
materlal, compared to the Soviets three or
four ounces. Moreover, the Apollo. samples
were carefully selected and documented by
the astronauts’ personal presence on the
moon which permitted them to carefully
select and document samples, to discover un-
expected features, and to describe In great
detall conditions on the moon even when
different from what was anticipated in ad-
vance, In addition, the astronauts implanted
on the lunar surface a variety of instruments
which have since then continued to give us
extremely valuable information on the seis-
mie, magnetic, environmental, and orbital
behavior of the moon. As a consequence the
returns from the Apollo manned missions
far outweigh those from the unmanned
spacecraft on both the Soviet and U.S. sides.
Thus, although 1t is true that the unmanned
approaches are less expensive, the returns
are also proportionately less,

This leads directly to the second point
namely the question of the interest of spacs
sclentists In manned flight. While some space
sclentists argue strongly agalnst contlnuation
of the manned space flight program, there
are equally prominent scientists who argue
strenuously for the continuation of the
manned flight program. NASA has received
letters signed by a total of 45 space sclentists
urging NASA to continue to fiy Apollo mis-
slons to the moon. A list of these 45 scientists
1s attached. So exciting and fundamental
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have been the results from the Apollo pro-
gram, and so fundamental are further results
anticipated, that it is a matter of anguish to
these scientists that NASA had to eliminate
two of the Apollo flights from our planned
program. The fact that some of the rocks
and soil on the moon are a billion years older
than any that can be found on the earth
today, shows the moon to be our only pres-
ently available opportunity to investigate the
early history of the solar system (including
our own earth). Many scientists feel it to be
extremely important that we bring to bear on
this opportunity the most powerful capabil-
ity available to us, namely the Apollo manned
missions to the moon.

BcEnTiIsTs URcING NASA To ConTmNUE To
FLy ApoLLo MissioNs TO THE MooN

Dr. Isidore Adler, NASA, Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. Edward Anders, University of Chicago,
Chiecago, Illinois.

Dr. James R. Arnold, Department of Chem-
istry, University of California, San Diego,
La Jolla, California,

Dr. Gustaf Arrhenius, University of Cali-
fornia, San Diego, La Jolla, California.

Dr. H. W. Blodget, NASA, Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland,

Dr. Michael D. Bottino, NASA, Goddard
Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. T. E. Bunch, NASA, Ames Research
Center, Moffett Pield, California.

Dr. A. L. Burlingame, University of Cali-
fornia, Berkeley, California.

Dr. George M. Comstock, General Electric
Company, P.O. Box 8, Schnectady, New York,

Dr. Allan Cox, Stanford University, Stan-
ford, California.

Dr. Philip Cressy, Jr., NASA, Goddard Bpace
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. Samuel Epstein, California Institute of
Technology, Pasadena, California.

Dr. Robert L. Fleischer, General Electric
Company, P.O. Box 8, Schenectady, New
York.

Dr. D. E. Gault, NASA, Ames Research Cen-
ter, Moffett Field, California.

Dr. Subrata Ghose, NASA, Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. Billy Glass, NASA, Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. R. B. Hargraves, Princeton University,
Princeton, New Jersey.

Dr. Lincoln 8. Holllster, Princeton Univer-
sity, Princeton, New Jersey.

Dr. Patrick Hurley, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, Massachusetts Avenue, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts.

Dr. I. R. Eaplan, University of California,
Los Angeles, California,

Dr. Willlam M. Kaula, University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles, California.

Dr. Klaus Eell, University of New Mexico,
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Dr. Truman P. Echman, Carnegle-Mellon
University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,

Dr. Ursula B. Marvin, Smithsonian Astro-
physical Observatory, 60 Garden Street,
Cambridge, Massachusetts.

Dr. Vance I. Oyama, NASA, Ames Research
Center, Moffett Field, California.

Dr. John A. Philpotts, NASA, Goddard
Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. Willlam H. Pinson, Jr., Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Massachusetts Ave-
nue, Cambridge, Massachusetts,

Dr. Cyril Ponnamperuma, NASA, Ames Re-
search Center, Moffett Fleld, California.

Dr. Martin Prinz, University of New Mex-
ico, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Dr. John H. Reynolds, University of Call-
fornia, Berkeley, California.

Dr. A. E. Ringwood, The Lunar Sclence
Institute, 3308 NASA Road 1, Houston, Texas.

Dr. R. Schmitt, Oregon State Unlversity,

Corvallis, Oregon.
Dr. Charles O. Schnetzler, NASA, Goddard

Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.
Dr. Willlam Schopf, University of Califor-
nia, Los Angeles, California.
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Dr. Leon T. Silver, California Institute
of Technology, Pasadena, California.

Dr. G. K. Snetsinger, NASA, Ames Research
Center, Moffett Field, California.

Dr. C. P. Sonnett, NASA, Ames Research
Center, Moffett Fleld, California.

Dr. Hugh P. Taylor, Jr., California Insti-
tute of Technology, Pasadena, California.

Dr. Jacob I. Trombka, NASA, Goddard
Space Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. Harold C. Urey, University of Cali-
fornia, San Dlego, La Jolla, California.

Dr. Louls Walter, NASA Goddard Space
Flight Center, Greenbelt, Maryland.

Dr. G. J. Wasserburg, California Institute
of Technology, Pasadena, California.

Dr. John T, Wasson, University of Califor-
nia, Los Angeles, California.

Dr. George W. Wetherill, University of
California, Los Angeles, California.

Dr. John A. Wood, Smithsonian Astro-
physical Observatory, 60 Gordon Street, Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts.

BoMme $2 Brnrionw A Year For OUR SPACE
PROGRAM

“Dr. James Van Allen has estimated that
a fully adequate unmanned space program
would -cost no more than $2 billlon a year.
This should be compared with NASA’s pro-
jected space budget of almost $7 billion per
year in Fiscal 1979 if development of the
shuttle and statlon proceeds. Such an in-
crease in our annual space budget will fur-
ther limit the avallability of funds for our
vital domestic programs.”

Once agaln there are several points that
need to be set in proper total context. First
of all, the NASA space budget does not have
to rise to &7 billion per year in Fiscal Year
1979 if the development of the space shuttle
proceeds. Quite the contrary, the space shut-
tle will provide the means for a far more
economical space program by reducing both
transportation costs and the costs of pro-
ducing and operating unmanned as well as
manned spacecraft. As a consequence, the
availability of the space shuttle will permit
both greater productivity per dollar invested
in the space program, and also a highly pro-
ductive program at lower total cost. More-
over, the development of the space shuttle
does not require the space budget to go to
anywhere near 87 billlon per year, but rather
can be carried out in a program of substan-
tially smaller funding requirements than
during the mid-60's.

The second point is that Dr. van Allen is
describing as “fully adequate” a program
that happens to meet his own personal scl-
entific interests and tastes. It must be recog-
nized that the scientific community is com-
prised of & broad spectrum of individuals,
whose interests and opinions vary widely.
Many dozens of highly competent, promi-
nent space scientists strongly urge the con-
tinuation of the Apollo manned lunar mis-
slons. Moreover, there 15 also intense inter-
est on the part of many scientists in manned
space flight experiments in earth orbit, as
well as on the moon. The attached discus~
sion of Skylab solar astronomy describes the
high sclentific value of the Apollo Telescope
Mount experiments to be conducted, and
brings out the intense interest of the scien-
tific experimenters in this research. Drs, Leo
Goldberg, Riccardo Glacconi, and Richard
Tousey, all have devoted many years of their
careers to preparing for these experiments.
Thelr comments contalned in the discussion
show why they fee] this kind of work is so
valuable and important. Of particular in-
terest are the remarks by Dr. John W. Evans,
Director of the Sacramento Peak Observa-
tory, who is not personally involved In Sky-
lab, but who nevertheless feels that the Sky-
lab experiments are of great importance to
the field of solar astronomy.

Looking beyond Skylab, the avallability of
the shuttle will have a special additional
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importance. Because of the moderate flight
environment of the shuttle, scientists will
themselves be able to go aloft in the shuttle,
together with their instruments, and con=-
duct experiments much in the manner in
which scientific experiments are now con=-
ducted in high-flying aircraft. Since it need
not go through the rigorous periods of tests
that now must be prescribed for spacecraft to
be launched on our current launch vehicles
the equipment for such shuttle experiments
will be orders of magnitude cheaper than
present experimental equipment. For this
reason many sclentists strongly support the
shuttle,

Looking even further to the future, there
is a considerable interest in development of
space stations. At a recent conference on
space station utilization, nearly 400 individ-
uals from universities, industry, government
and institutions abroad spent two days at
their own expense in an intensive review of
future space statlon concepts. NASA has
received over 300 responses from conference
participants. Of these, 94% expressed the
desire to join in the planning for eventual
space station utilization, and 87% have in-
dicated specific areas of interest. For example,
the University of Ohio was represented by
Professor Charles A. Randall. Upon his re-
turn to the University, he presented the
conference material to 14 science and engi-
neering departments. We have already re-
ceived 20 different suggestions from these
departments for significant investigations to
be performed from the space station. Simi-
larly, Professor Gielisse of the University of
Rhode Island has forwarded some 20 sugges-
tions stemming from his participation. Many
other universities and institutes have reacted
along the same lines, enthusiastically and
with positive contributions. Thus, Dr. Van
Allen does not in our opinion speak elther
for all space sclentists or for the sclentlific
community as a whole, This is perhaps best
borne out in the attached letter from Pro-
fessor Kinsey Anderson of Berkeley, a dis-
tinguished scientist who studied under Dr.
Van Allen.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY,
Berkeley, California, October 14, 1970.
Dr. HoMER E. NEWELL, Associate Administra-
tor, National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
minisiration, Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. NEwELL: Last winter I discussed
with Henry Smith the interest of many en-
gineers and sctentists on the Berkeley cam-
pus of the University of California in manned
space stations. At that time, the interests
were not very specific, but I was impressed
by the great variety of them, considering
that only one campus was involved.

After NASA had publicly announced the
outlines of a Space Station and Space Trans-
portation System, I asked many of these in-
dividuals how they might make use of such
a space platform in their research work.
There has been a strong and diverse response
from both applied and baslc research areas.
The numerous responses that I have received
range from general statements of Interest to
quite detailed proposals. Some of this Infor-
mation is attached to this letter, and I think
much of it will interest you.

I can summarize these interests as fol-
lows: About 35 scientists and engineers on
this campus are now engaged in programs
which rather clearly can make use of a
manned space station. They represent 20
groups in basic and applied sciences, includ-
ing biology and biomedicine, earth resources
(chemistry, geography, forestry), astronomy
(X-ray, Infra-red, EUV), plasma physics,
magneto-spheric physics, cosmic ray physics,
and engineering studies (materlals science,
closed ecological systems, transportation,
hydrology, ete.) .

There were several somewhat surprising
aspects to my survey. The astronomers were
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very enthusiastic about the possibility of a
manned observatory. There was much more
interest in this than there has been in the
past in the unmanned sclentific spacecraft.
The response from applied science and en-
gineering researchers was very strong (see the
attached letter from Professor Mitchell).
Finally, there is a general acceptance of the
space laboratory concept here among scien-
tists. No one said that he would rely solely
on unmanned spacecraft.

I would like to go one step further and say
that there would be acceptance by this group
of a timely development of a space trans-
portation system by NASA. We all recognize
that a space station containing large, com-
plex scientific equipment can be effectively
utilized only if the cost per pound of payload
put into space can be greatly reduced. I
think either an earth-orbiting space station
or a lunar surface station could meet the
interests here and, of course, other factors,
particularly economic, may point toward the
earth-orbiting station. Possibly, there would
be somewhat more interest in a lunar sur-
face station. A further factor is to the aspect
of coopertaion with the Soviet Union—Iif this
could be done more effectively in a lunar
surface station, that would be a point in its
favor.

The Space Sclences Laboratory is most in-
terested In encouraging the present interest
on the Berkeley Campus in a large manned
space laboratory such as the Space Station,
and in seeking even broader interest in it. At
the same time, the Space Sciences Laboratory
would like to lend what support it can as
NABA develops the space transportation and
space statlon concepts. In order to work to-
ward these ends, the Space Sclences Labora-
tory can assist in the following ways:

(1) If NASA plans to have panel discus-
slons or group studles concerning the uses
of Space Statlons (as suggested at the Ames
presentation), I am sure people from the
Berkeley Campus would welcome the op-
portunity to participate. The enclosures with
this letter provide information on the in-
terested groups.

(2) The Space Sclence Laboratory will con-
tinue to act as a focal point of interest in
the Space Station for the Berkeley Campus.
We have provided interested groups with as
much information as we can. For example, a
large number of the NASA publication EP-
75, Space Station: Key to the Future, were
circulated around the campus.

(3) Some time in the near future, the
Space Sclences Laboratory would like to
create a small liaison group, consisting of
scientists and engineers, which would be-
gin translating some of the Berkeley inter-
ests into experiments that could interface
with manned space laboratories. This group
would acquire, in the process, as complete
a knowledge as possible about space station
design. Eventually, this staff might be as
large as five Ph.D. sclentists and two engi-
neers in order to develop specifications for
the large, complex equlpment envlsioned
and to develop some of the experiment
hardware requiring long lead times.

(4) From the Space Sciences Laboratory's
point of view, an active interest in space sta-
tions could represent a smooth transition
from the past multidiseiplinary program
into a balanced program of applied and basic
sclence. We have already moved in this direc-
tion with the California Integrated Study
of Earth Resources. The Space Station ap-
pears to us as a way of building upon this
beginning.

We are also Interested In the concept of
including sclentists, engineers, and tech-
nicians in the Space Station crew. In fact,
a physics student here has been in regular
touch with me on the planning for Space
Btations. He looked over most of the docu-
ments that I brought back from the Ames
conference. His ambition is to become in-
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volved in space science and to become a
Space Station crew member. A potential
source for scientist-crew members exists at
Berkeley in the very large group of graduate
students who are working in the space sci-
ences and applications.
Your sincerely,
KINSEY A, ANDERSON,
Director.

SHYLAB SOLAR ASTRONOMY
The major problem areas of solar astron-
omy today deal with the mysteries of coronal
heating; of non-thermal processes like the
solar wind, radio noise, and corpuscular
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emission; and of solar activities such as sun-
spots; magnetic regions; flares and proton
events, and the solar cycle. Beyond the sur-
face of the sun, the familiar laws of physics
sometimes appear to be disobeyed; eg., how
can the corona at 2,000,000° F. be so much
hotter than the 10,000° F. photosphere when
the latter is presumably the source of the
heating of the former? A major problem is to
explain how the magnetic energy of the sun
is converted into electromagnetic and par-
ticle energies emitted in solar flares, Indeed,
Jjust what is the nature of a solar flare, and
exactly how are such flares related to the par-
ticles and fields that so strongly influence the

APOLLO TELESCOPE MOUNT SCIENTIFIC EXPERIMENTS
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earth's atmosphere and space environment
during times of enhanced solar activity?

The investigation of these questions is the
task of the solar astronomy principle in-
vestigators associated with the Skylab Apollo
Telescope Mount (ATM). The six instru-
ments outlined in the attached table are
mounted together in the ATM and operate
at the direction of the scientist-astronaut
crew members. In addition, the ATM has &
pair of pointing telescopes, operating in the
red hydrogen-alpha light of the sun and
used by the astronauts to display solar re-
gions on their control panel via & television
link.

(The table follows:)

Experiment numbers  Organization

Principal investigator

Instrument

Purpose

. High Altitude Observatory

Dr. R. MacQueen_ . ____. White light coronagraph

Coronal spectroheliograph. ... ._..

Naval Research Laboratory__________ Dr. R. Tousey

B

pheric spectrog

American Science and Engineering Dr. R. Giacconi-......... X-ray spectrographic telescope._______

_ Harvard College Observatory

Dr. L. Goldberg
S056................. Goddard Space Flight Center___.._._ Mr. ). E Milligan_....___. Hi-r

UV scanning polychromator spectro-
_heliometer.

X-ray tel

= S!udg

Monitor the brightness, form and polarization of the selar
corona in white light. . | :
.. Make high-s?atial resolution monochrometric solar images in
0

the 160-650 angstrom ran&ae. ol

Record solar spectra in the 970-3940 angstrom range with high
spectral resolution.

solar flare emissions in the soft X-ray wavelengths

(2-10 angstroms).

Photoelectrically record high resolution solar imadges and study
emission spectra of selected features of solar disc.

Obtain time-histories of the dynamics of the solar atmosphere
in X-rays in the 1-60 angstrom range.

The solar processes of interest here are
short-lived unpredictable phenomena lasting
from seconds to hours. The sun, in essence,
reveals itself in short bursts of very high rate
data. This requires intensive, continuous
observation of the whole solar envelope
across the whole electromagnetic spectrum.
It further demands very high resolution and
high speed data recording. Above all, it de-
mands rapld, accurate, timely response to
unpredictable events ocecurring on or within
the sun. To meet these demands, the ATM
provides a set of specialized  Instruments
working together, while the astronaut, work-
ing in conjunction with ground observing
teams, provides the necessary functional con-
trol, selecting the phenomena to be ob-
served and operating the instrumentation.
The three elements of ground teams, astro-
nauts, and space instrumentation are in-
tregal to the success of this part of the solar
astronomy program. An added value of man's
presence is the capability for use and recov-
ery of film, the highest data rate recording
medium available.

The high value that should be attributed
to ATM experiments is illustrated in the
comments of several of the Skylab experi-
menters. Dr. Leo Goldberg, who has for the
past two years been Chairman of NASA’'s
Astronomy Missions. Board, and is a member
of the Space Sclence Board, states:

“The Solar Observatory (Apollo Telescope
Mount) to be flown in Skylab, under devel-
opment and construction since 1065, is un-
doubtedly the most important solar space-
craft now planned. It will house by far the
most powerful and sophisticated collection
of solar Instruments ever flown in a satel-
lite and the combined payload is designed
to investigate a number of very puzzling
mysteries surrounding the sun's behavior.
For example, the Skylab seeks fo discover
the mechanism that creates the solar corona,
an enormous expanding envelope of gas at a
temperature of two milllon degrees which
surrounds the earth and reaches out to the
very boundaries of the solar system. The
Bkylab observations may also reveal how
and under what clrcumstances the sun man-
ages 50 efficlently and quickly to transform
vast quantities of stored magnetic energy
into heat, as it does when a giant flare
breaks out and bathes the earth and inter-
planetary space with X-rays and fast mov-
ing particles. The launching of Skylab will
climax ten years of preparatory work which
has been so successfully carried out in the

series of small Orbiting Solar Observatory
(OS0O) satellites, largely by the same group
of experimenters who are involved in Skylab.
While solving many problems, the OSO ex-
periments have also sharply defined a num-
ber of the most essential and critical meas-
urements that can only be made with in-
struments as powerful as those projected for
Skylab. The astronomical community is
eagerly awalting the results of these essen-
tlal measurements and the expected break-
throughs in our knowledge of the sun which
the Skylab mission promises to bring about.

“Finally I want to underscore the impor-
tance I attach to the contribution of as-
tronomy that the astronauts will be making,
both by performing certain necessary and
useful tasks in connection with the experi-
ments, and in demonstrating man’s capa-
bility as a sclentific observer in space.”

Another experimenter, Dr. Riccardo Giac-
coni writes to express, as he puts it, “my
enthusiastic support of the mission from the
point of view of solar physics.” He goes on
to elaborate:

“The ATM mission to be flown on Skylab 1
represents the first large-scale concerted at-
tack on the problem of the heating mecha-
nism of the solar corona, Experiments car-
ried out in the past decade from rockets and
Orbiting Solar Observatory (OSO) satellites
have given us a tantalizing glimpse into the
role of magnetic fields and hot plasmas in
this process. For the first time, by the use
of space techniques, the current theories
could be tested and cruclal observations
could be carried out. These observations
have shown the need for high resolution,
highspeed, multiwavelength studies of de-
talled regions to be carried out over sufii-
clently long periods of time to encompas the
birth, development, and decay of active re-
glons on the sun. The ATM complement of
instruments is designed to do this.

“In the X-ray range of the spectrum, ATM
offers the only opportunity presently avail-
able to utllize the very powerful X-ray imag-
ing techniques developed over years of rocket
flights, to study the detailed characteristics
of small, physically coherent regions on the
sun. These studies may give us the key to
understanding the development, contain-
ment, trigger mechanisms and decay of hot
plasmas on he sun in flare and quiet con-
ditions,

““The sun is our nearest star. Its light gives
energy for most of the natural processes

occurring on earth. It is the test-bed for new
observational techniques and theoretical un-
derstanding of distant stars. How important
then that we continue in this process of
unravelling its mytseries particularly now
when we are on the threshold of new and
exciting scientific exploration.

“Abandoning ATM now could be the result
only of incredible short-sightedness and
levity. Several years of deep commitment and
hard work by a large number of sclentists
and engineers toward its reallzation cannot
be thrown away, just when the time is near
when its abundant promise can be fulfilled.”

Dr. Richard Tousey, of the U.S. Naval Re-
search Laboratory, makes the following ob-
servations:

*“l. The solar experiments in ATM should
be considered by themselves and not con-
sidered together with the total cost of Sky-
lab but just on their own. They are a bar-
gain. The experiments should produce re-
sults that are far beyond any that can be
obtained with existing vehicles and instru-
mentation or with any planned for this dec-
ade. I question whether the 1 arc second
solar observatory which is not manned, this
is the planned or discussed observatory, will
be able to do as much as ATM, and also
whether it can be built for $150 million,

“3, The U.S.B.R. is bullding some kind of
an ATM. We learned this when talking with
Professor Severney this summer. The instru-
ment that we know they are building is simi-
lar to S-082B, a large spectrograph using
photographic film. It does not contain any
TV equipment. The astronaut will watch the
sun in H-Alpha directly through an eye
piece. With this he will see the sun’s image
on the slit. (On the ATM, a television sys-
tem is being employed for this.) The instru-
ment is a 30 centimeter Cassegrain double
Wadsworth stigmatic spectrograph. This will
fily in one of their manned missions, but we
do not know when.

“3, The ATM uses photographic film for
almost all the instruments. The information
gathering capability of photographic film is
several orders of magnitude greater than any
television equipment now avallable. Al-
though many people are extremely optimistic
about improvements in television, I question
whether television will ever come to catch
up to photography.

“4. The great question s, will the U.S.A.
continue with manned flight in space. I think
the answer 15 yes. If the answer 1s yes, then I
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feel that it is absolutely necessary to econ-
tinue with Skylab 1. Skylab is a necessary
step to almost every concelvable large
manned space station. I belleve that man is
necessary for all large space stations. His use
in manned space stations will have to be
determined but Skylab 1 could supply many
answers to this question. Skylab was set up
to explore the capability of man in space.
Bolar astronomy was the prime experiment
but that is not the only one. The proper
time to judge its value is after the mission
has been completed. At this stage 1t 1s absurd
to question its value before flight.

“5, Skylab is a tremendous undertaking
and will contribute to the advancement of
sclence and technology in a great many
ways, not simply through solar observation.
Physicists and engineers are forced to work
together., NASA management 1s forced to
work with semi-autonomous Centers and
with groups of semi-autonomous experi-
menters, and also with large industrial or-
ganizations, This has to be coordinated into
one great program otherwise it will not be
a success, a great deal will have been learned
about the management of complex projects.

“Another item possibly worth mentioning
is the method now being studied for operat-
ing the complex group of experiments and
the spacecraft and orbital assembly. This is
apparently going to be handled with the ald
of a very large computer program. It seems
to me that this presents a new challenge in
itself. The computer s supposed to take the
input from every separate experiment and
the different astronaut functions and pro-
duce directions or advice for operating the
mission on an hour to hour basis.

“Skylab may be related to the earth ob-
servation program of the future. It is too
soon to decide. If 1t is found worthwhile to
conduct an extensive earth observations pro-
gram, T think that man will be found ex-
tremely useful to conduct experiments in
orbit.

“I have falth in the sclentist-astronaut
concept even though it may be too early to
take full advantage of the sclentist-astro-
naut. His judgment will most certainly be
extremely valuable in the ATM. The main
question is whether he will have a chance
to use his judgment because of the many
conflicting demands placed upon him by the
Skylab operation.”

But the enthusiasm for Skylab rests not
only with the experimenters themselves. Dr.
John W. Evans, Director of the Sacramento
Peak Observatory, who ls mot involved in
Skylab, writes:

“Much has happened in solar physics since
the appearance of the Astronomy Missions
Board position paper, A Long Range Program
in Space Astronomy. Although some of the
new information has been a surprise, none of
it i1s of ‘a kind that In any way alters the
pressing need for the more sophisticated
experiments which are now nearly ready for
ATM-A. For the first time we will be able
to achleve spatial resolution on the sun of
better than § arc seconds in the extreme
ultraviolet wavelengths. This alone will con-
stitute the most important step forward,
since the first crude space observations. In
addition, however, ATM-A will allow full
use of the enormous information. capacity of
photographic films to record long sequences
of solar activity, These will provide for stud-
fes of the rapidly changing phenomena of
flares, for instance, and the discovery of
the features that embody the particle ac-
celerators and Xe-ray emitters that 'so
strongly affect the terrestrial lonosphere. One
of the great frustrations of modern solar
physies is lack of any physical description
of these mechanisms. Five of the six ATM
experiments will throw light on this prob~
lem, and could finally solve 1t. The sixth
experiment, observation-of the white light
corons over long time. perlods (compared
with the few minutes of an, eclipse), will
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hopefully enable us to see bursts of par-
ticles in all energy ranges leaving the sun.
We will be able to pinpoint the initial con-
ditions of velocity, density, etc., for compari-
son with the state in which these particles
arrive at the earth,

“In short, solar physics has now reached
& barrier to further advance in the most
interesting aspects of solar activity. ATM-A
is the vehicle which can breach the barrier,
and make real physical sense of a tremens=
dous backlog of ground and space observa=-
tions that we cannot now interpret. From
a sclentific viewpoint, there has never been
such an exciting prospect, and no other proj-
ect offers such promise of far reaching ad-
vances in the most fundamental aspects of
solar physics.

“There is one other aspect of the ATM
mission that should be mentioned. A number
of the most prominent solar astronomers have
put their sweat and blood into the project
over many years. If anything happened to
cancel this mission, the morale damage to
the participants in the space program would
be catastrophic and irreparable for a very
long time. I speak here as a spectator since
I am not directly involved in any space ex-
periments. However, like me, the whole solar
astronomy comumnity feels it has a large
stake in the ATM mission, and to arbitrarily
disappoint them would be disastrous.”

The solar astronomy program on Skylab
is unique; there has been no automated al-
ternative found, either by NASA or by the
astronomers themselves, that can provide the
depth of scientific research capabllity inher-
ent in the ATM. Even the Advanced Orbiting
BSolar Observatory (AOSO) concept, parent
to the ATM insfruments, could not provide
the sensitive responsiveness so necessary to
solar process study. It is the selectivity and
Judgment of man in the loop that enhances
the sclentific returns promised by ATM be-
yond any other approach yet studied, The
concern of greatest moment among the solar
astronomers today is, not whether the Nation
should pursue the Skylab ATM experiment,
but how to assure that the returns there-
from are as great as possible since, for a long
time to come, this is to be the sole oppor-
tunity for experimentation of this quality.

ADVANTAGES OF UNMANNED FLIGHT

“Furthermore, scientists have pointed out
that unmanned flights produced the most
advantageous applications of space tech-
nology. Indeed, most of the beneficial by-
products of our: space program have: beéen
derived from the unmanned part of the
program.”

This paragraph completely fails to set the
proper perspective. As is becoming better and
better understood, the ultimate practical re-
turns that we derive from baslc research
accrue only after many, many years of effort.
A careful review of the history of sclence,
technology, and technologlcal applications
shows that 1t usually takes two or three
decades for major practical returns to ac-
crue from basic research. Thus, the advan-
tageous applications of space technology re-
ferred to in the ahove paragraph rest upon
scientific work that began in the mid-1940's,
For example, the very profitable communica-
tions satellites have developed from the seeds
that were sown in the radio telemetry used
in sounding rocket flights in the 1940's. Also,
the meteorological satellite photography of
today stemmed from the early experimenting
with high altltude rocket' photography a
quarter of a century ago. The important
point to emphasize is that we have (haese
advantageous applications of space tech-
nology today because of investments made
in new capabilities and techniques not just'a
few. years, but two or more decades ago.

In this perspective, then, the Importance
of manned space flight is-that it is a neces-
sary activity today to establish. the very
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powerful capability that we will need in the
future for continued scientific research and
practical applications. Not that all those
returns. lle in the future; the extremely
powerful contributions of the Apollo lunar
missions to sclence, and the very valuable
golar physics experiments to be conducted
on BSkylab are examples of immediate re-
turns. Moreover, a number of extremely im-
portant earth resources experiments will also
be conducted on Skylab. Nevertneless, the
main thrust of the Skylab experimenting at
this time is to obtain the data and informa-
tion need on man's capability to endure space
flight over long periods of time in order that
NASA may properly plan and develop the
utilization of man in space. Likewise, NASA's
work on the Space Shuttle must currently
be directed mainly to the drastic reduction of
costs of operating in space. If we do not make
investments now in these types of activities,
then our future leaders will not be able to
point so happily to new “advantageous ap-
plications of space technology™ as is done in
the paragraph quoted above.

PREMATURE To BEGIN SHUTTLE STATION

“However, even if a new, ambitious man-
ned space effort could be justified, it is pre-
mature to begin development of the shuttle/
station now. For this project is based on the
assumption that man can function effec-
tively in a space environment for long pe-
riods of time. But at this polnt, the feasl-
bility of long-termed manned space flight is
undetermined. Indeed, the Soyuz space mis-
slon in June raised doubts in the minds of
both Soviet and American sclentlsts about
mﬂ anh's adaptability to such long term space

ight.”

Agaln, several points to be made. First, In
our contacts with the Soviets, which of late
have been quite close, there is clearly mo
doubt In the minds of the Soviets about
continuation of manned space flight, or about
the importance of long term manned space
flight in their future plans. As brought out
in the continuing studles by Dr. Charles
Sheldon of the Leglslative Reference Serve
ices, the Soviets are clearly fully committed
to an intensive and continuing manned
space flight effort, including manned flights
into deep space.

Becondly, the shuttle study work should
continue at the planned pace, because re-
gardless of Skylab results, the shuttle has
numerous applications to both unmanned
launchings and spacecraft operations, and
to short-term manned space flight and ex-
perimenting.

Thirdly, the space station, which we have
phased to come after the space shuttle, is
already Intentionally and properly spaced
with respect to the Skylab misslons, so that
before entering upon any commitment to
full-scale development of the space station,
we will have the results from the Skylab
missions. In the meantime, space station
studies should continue to lay the best pos-
sible groundwork for the most effective ap-
plication of resources to the development of
the space statlon at the appropriate time.
‘We are in the enviable position of belng able
to pace the different pleces of the total pro-
gram sensibly with respect to each other, so
that the early work required to understand
fully what is involved in a commitment fo
a space station can have been completed by

the time it is necessary to make any such
commitment.

AN OPPORTUNITY F¥OR CONGRESS

“Congress now has & unique opportunity
to reorient the U.S. space program. By taking
advantage of this opportunity, we can have
8 space program in which our sclentists be=
leve and which our people can afford.”

This is true, After a dozen years of vigorous
effort, marked by many outstanding suc=-
cesses, the U.S. space program has arrived at
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a point where it is possible in the years
ahead to achleve a genuine breakthrough in
the character and costs of our space capabil-
ity. With the space shuttle, the costs of do-
ing space business will be drastically re-
duced. Moreover, the shuttle, because of its
versatility, flexibility and benign flight en-
vironment, will be of service to a broad spec-
trum of users both in this country and in-
ternationally. It will truly be the basis for
a wider range of valuable scientific and prac-
tical applications than those that our older
techniques have afforded us and to which
we point with such pride today.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I hope
that the Senate will reject this amend-
ment just as soundly as it did earlier this
year.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, a num-
ber of Senators are seeking to cut $110
million from the independent offices and
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment appropriations bill, 1971,
which would be part of the NASA ap-
propriation for the definition and design
of a space shuttle and space station. As
their position refiects a good deal of mis-
understanding about the space program,
I will take a few minutes to set some of
the facts straight.

The independent offices appropriations
bill, H.R. 19830, which is being consid-
ered today, contains $3,268,675,000 for
NASA—an amount identical fo that
agreed to by the conferees on the pre-
vious independent offices bill, HR. 17548,
which was vetoed by the President. The
amount provided for NASA in the bill,
however, is $50,628,000 below that which
the Senate had appropriated for NASA.
In other words, the Senate lost over $50,-
000,000 in the conference. Moreover, it is
$64,325,000 below the NASA budget re-
quest and $427,958,000 below the appro-
priation for NASA for fiscal year 1970.

They raise again the question of why
we send men into space.

I believe the answer to the need for
men in space is very simple. There are
no space systems in which men are not
involved. The only question arises as to
where in the system you should put the
men. There are some things machines
can do that men cannot, and there are
some things men can do that machines
cannot. This simple statement is obvious-
ly true on earth and I believe it is just
as obvious that it is true in space. The
difference is that men can think and ma-
chines cannot. Machines do what they
are designed and programed to do—noth-
ing else. If something goes wrong or does
not go according to plan, the machine or
spacecraft fails. In contrast, men can
analyze the difficulties, figure out what
the problem is, and devise and execute a
solution. The loss of the $98.5 million
orbiting astronomical observatory—
OAO—earlier last week because the auto-
mated system was unable to successfully
eject the shroud covering the spacecraft
during the launch as contrasted with the
difficulties of Apollo 13 so brilliantly
solved by the men in space, would seem to
me to make it unnecessary to belabor this
point.

The fact is that today, each time we
launch a satellite, we throw the booster
away because we do not know how to
build unmanned automated space boost-
ers that are capable of placing space-
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craft with a high reliability into their
proper trajectory and return that
booster safely to earth so that it can
be reused. These boosters cost large sums.
The booster on the OAO cost about $20
million. A few weeks ago, the Air Force
attempted to launch a new surveillance
satellite and the mission failed because
the booster failed. That booster cost
about $30 million. If the shuttle had
been available, the problems run into
during each of these missions would
have been solved by men in space or
the spacecraft would have been re-
turned to earth. Both of these satel-
lites would have been turned into sue-
cesses and the shuttle launches would
have cost no more than about $5 mil-
lion each.

However, the booster savings are only
a part of the total savings we would
achieve with the shuttle system. Auto-
mated spacecraft today cost on the order
of about $15,000 to $30,000 a pound to
build because of the high reliability that
must be built into the system. The space
shuttle would permit spacecraft to be
built using much more conventional
structural techniques and more off-the-
shelf equipment reducing the spacecraft
per pound costs in some instances to
a few hundred dollars per pound. Equally
important, the shuttle would require far
less lead time between the initial go
ahead for a space mission and its actual
accomplishment. Scientists and engi-
neers have been working, for example,
on the OAO for a period approaching 10
yvears and yet because of a simple shroud
failing to separate properly, all of this
work is for naught. You can imagine
that a good many scientists and engi-
neers spent a good part of their careers
on this program and have no results
from the experiments aboard the space-
craft as there is no back up for this
mission.

I want to emphasize that the space
shuttle is not a vehicle only for manned
space flight. Rather, the shuttle is a
new concept for putting payloads into
space and the payloads it will put into
space are both automated satellites and
men—scientists—with equipment to per-
form experiments in space. The shuttle
program will do away with the large
stable of boosters the Nation now main-
tains and will reduce the costs drastic-
ally for getting payloads into space. It
seems to me that this is the only sensi-
ble and economical way for the space
program to proceed.

One further point, our colleagues are
concerned about long duration flights
and the possibility that they may not
be feasible. They base their position it
seems primarily on the fact that for
very long duration space flights we do
not yet know all of the design parame-
ters for a space station. They say, “We
may learn long duration space flights are
not feasible.” I believe there is no ques-
tion that long duration space flights are
feasible. The only question is how a
space station should be designed to make
long duration flights feasible. This feasi-
bility is primarily concerned with the
absence of the gravity force field in
space. Several solutions are being inves-
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tigated for this problem. For example,
the space station can be designed to pro-
vide an artificial gravity environment
simply by spinning the space station.
Another possible solution would be to
incorporate into the space station a cen-
trifuge system. Other solutions are also
being investigated. NASA is taking the
zero-g environment and other problems
into consideration in planning the space
program. The shutile system itself does
not have the problem of long duration
effects since it will remain in space only
for about a week at a time.

The shuttle system is a transporta-
tion system that will operate from the
surface of the earth to earth orbit and
the shuttle system would be brought
along first with the development of a
space station coming along later, Buf if
we are going to be in a position to make
a decision about a space station certain
technology and design studies must be
accomplished now.

It is my belief that if the Congress
were to eliminate the $110 million for
the space shuttle from the independent
offices appropriation bill, 1971, this
would be a mistake and in a few years
the United States would find itself again
in a position with respect to space that
it was in 1957.

The committees have studied the
NASA space program extensively and it
is their best judgment that the United
States should go forward at this time
with the further study and design of a
space shuttle/station system. I emphasize
that neither the space shuttle nor the
space station are approved programs for
development either in the executive
branch or in the Congress. What this
bill does is provide the funds for fur-
ther study so that decisions can be made
with respect to such development. To de-
lete the funds now would be a mistake.
Therefore, I urge the Senate to reject
the amendment.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to heve printed in
the ReEcorp a statement prepared by the
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower) on the
proposed appropriation of funds to
NASA programs and operations.

There being no objection, Senator
Tower’s statement was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR TOWER

Mr. President, I would like to express my
support for the funds in this bill allocated
to NASA programs and operations. The Com-
mittee has recommended and the House has
agreed to a figure of $3,268,675,000 for the
NASA appropriations for this year. While
I regret that the figure could not be higher
this year, I do support the funding for this
area that has been agreed upon by the
House and the Senate Committees in view
of the budget overload that we are facing
this year.

In the future, however, I would person-
ally like to see greater emphasis placed on
NASA programs and on basic sclentific re-
search in, general. The technologlical and
economic fallout of these expenditures in
the past has been enormous. There is no
way to estimate the monetary value of all of
this fallout, but it is very evidently greater
than the expenditure cost and has also k&‘pt
us in a superior position in the world tech-
nologically, thus enabling us to afford the
high cost of our labor and our high standard
of living. Without an increased level of NASA
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and basic research funding, our abllity to
support our high wages will undoubtedly
decline and our position as a world leader
and defender of freedom will decline cor-
respondingly.

I have introduced a measure in the cur-
rent session which Is intended to give NASA
& new major task to perform relating di-
rectly to our economic well-belng as a nation
and to progress in our technological cap-
abilities. This measure, S8.J. Res. 245, pro-
vides that NASA should begin the study of
the potential utilization of solar rays for
the generation of electrical power, Ulti-
mately, we must tap solar energy directly
if we are to progress technologically and
economically.

The benefits of full exploitation of this
limitless, pollution-free, non-extractive fuel
source would be the virtual ellmination of
poverty and hunger and the salvation of
our degraded environment. I think we
should support a fuller exploitation of
NASA’s capabilities to develop usable elec-
trical energy from solar power through full
funding of the space shuttle program, an
integral part of any effort to tap the energy
of direct solar rays, and an authorization
for NASA to enter into larger-scale solar
ray research and experimentation.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, my vote to
table the Fulbright amendment adding
$150 million for the construction
of new water and sewer facilities should
not be interpreted as a vote against a
clean environment. In fact when this
amendment was considered last summer,
as part of the now-vetoed Independent
Offices and HUD Appropriations Act of
1971, I voted for it.

My concern, at this point in time, is
with the fact that unless this bill reaches
the President in a form acceptable to
him, and by that I mean in a form
exactly like the House-passed version,
it can quite readily be subject to a Presi-
dential veto. Such a veto would be
catastrophic, for not only are we fund-
ing critical housing programs and vet-
erans care programs, but we are also
providing $61.8 million for the construc-
tion of a hew courthouse and Federal
office building in Philadelphia.

Mr. President, there is a critical need
for this new facility in Philadelphia and
I have labored for it too many years now
to see it go down the drain. For that
reason, I urge that the Senate adopt this
revised appropriation bill in its present
form in order that the President can
sign it with a minimum of delay.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
4 minutes to the Senator from California.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dore). The Senator from California is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, be-
fore addressing myself to this amend-
ment, which I oppose, let me thank the
Senator from Rhode Island for the great
work he has done on this bill with regard
to the veterans appropriation for medical
care. It is vitally important that we meet
this obligation as a Nation.

I am also very grateful to the Senator
for his kind remarks, made earlier this
morning, concerning my efforts.

Mr. President, our country is now at
a critical juncture in our program of
space exploration and our use of space
for human needs on earth.

The American space program has pro-
gressed from grapefruit-sized satellites
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to lunar exploration vehicles in a pe-
riod of less than 15 years.

The technology which produced these
achievements in space has changed our
way of life on earth.

The costs of American preeminence
in space have been enormous.

Up to now, we have relied upon
launch vehicles costing more than $200
million each and usable for only one
flight. Now the shuttle offers an op-
portunity for a vehicle capable of mak-
ing up to 100 trips from the earth’s
surface into space,

Far, far more is to be gained in space
than bringing back samples of rocks
from the moon.

At the moment that we have the
chance to develop an economical and
reusable launch vehicle, we are also be-
ginning to develop highly sophisticated
satellites to help solve some of our more
pressing environmental and communica-
tion problems.

Satellites are now capable of perform-
ing such tasks as: land use planning,
studies of crop yields, crop irrigation
studies, grazing range management, geo-
logic mapping, geothermal and volcanic
observation, surface water mapping, wa-
tercourse location, plotting drainage pat-
terns, flood monitoring and prediction,
air pollution monitoring, urban plan-
ning, weather study and prediction, lo-
cation of fish feeding areas, monitoring
shoals and sandbanks, location of ship-
ping hazards, global data collection, for-
est fire detection, analysis of population
growth, and global voice and picture
communication.

This list of earth-related satellite uses
can be greatly expanded, and more satel-
lites can be developed if we have a more
economical way of launching, retrieving,
and servicing them.

The space shuttle is capable of doing
this, and for this reason it is indispen-
sable.

It could reduce launching costs by as
much as 90 percent per pound,

The space shuttle is capable of begin-
ning a new era of space exploration and
extensive use of satellites for needs here
on earth.

The $110 million requested in this ap-
propriation by NASA is for development
of a reusable, manned spacecraft capable
of placing satellites in orbit and bringing
them back for repair and reuse.

The shuttle will have a large cargo area
capable of carrying space station mod-
ules which can be assembled in space.

Thirty million dollars of the $110 mil-
lion is for study and development of a
space station which would be used in
conjunction with the space shuttle.

It is important to note that these
development funds do not involve a com-
mitment for production of the space
shuttle.

Nor does study of the space shuttle in
any way mean that this is a program of
manned Mars exploration.

But the Senate must recognize that
without a space shuttle there will be no
more U.S, manned space flights after
1973.

The State of California has a great
stake in the development of the shuttle.
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Over a thousand highly skilled engi-
neers and workers are now involved in
$23.5 million of feasibility and design
studies for the space shuttle.

California’s role is one factor in my
decision to support the program.

Of equal importance is the fact that
the space shuttle is not an exotic project
leading to questionable ends.

It will provide the country with a
means to continue its space program in a
manner that will not involve the ex-
orbitant costs of our present series of ex-
pendable launch vehicles like the Saturn.

Critics of the space shuttle and space
station have not recognized that the $110
million appropriation is necessary in or-
der to make an intelligent decision
whether to produce this vehicle.

Without expenditure of these study
funds, a decision not to produce the space
shuttle is premature and illogical,

I consider our space program to be
one of the many important national pri-
orities.

To eliminate it or to avoid ways to
make it more economical is not the way
to reorder our priorities.

Millions of Americans earn their live-
lihood from the scientific and technolog-
ical applications of the American space
program.

The space program should continue
with both manned and unmanned mis-
sions.

We must now begin to develop a
launch wvehicle that is less costly and
more versatile,

This appropriation will enable us to
begin an era of space use for earth needs.

I urge that the Senate defeat the
amendment to delete the space shuttle
appropriation.

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

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I vield
to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, is that
an unmanned, instrumented vehicle?

Mr. CRANSTON. We can make it
more effective when we can have men up
there when necessary and when we can
retrieve them when necessary to improve
upon them.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I think
most of the scientists, including Dr. Van
Allen, agree that practically all of the
examples of benefits given are fallouts
from unmanned, instrumented flights.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr, President, it is
my belief that they can be made more
effective. I base that belief upon my ex-
perts, as the Senator bases his belief
upon his experts. I believe that it ean be
a great contribution not only in the areas
I spoke about in terms of contributions,
but that it can also be handled more
appropriately as we develop the shuttle.
We can then better handle the prob-
lems of hunger that confront so many
Americans concerning which I know the
Senator from Minnesota is deeply inter-
ested in. That problem ean be dealt with
more satisfactorily when we have better
shuttles under better control.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
2 minutes to the Senator from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICE™. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized for 2
minutes.
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WE NEED CONTINUED SUPPORT FOR OUR SPACE
PROGRAM

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, with all
of the serious social problems we face as
a nation, there is a tendency to put
off those programs oriented essentially
to the future—such as the space pro-
gram—and hope that somehow the re-
sources can be applied to immediate
problems. The amendment we are con-
sidering to cut back further this Na-
tion’s space program is an example of
this tendency in operation. We must, of
course, find ways to solve today’s prob-
lems, but not, I am firmly convinced, at
the expense of the future,

The space program has from its be-
ginnings served as a cutting edge of
technology, and space developments of
the 1970’s will extend this function into
the future. But in addition to the visible
space vehicle systems—power, fuels,
lanuch and reentry operations, environ-
mental control, guidance, to mention just
a few—are advances in the form of new
materials, new processes and techniques,
and advances in computer technology,
communications and data handling.

The amendment before us is, accord-
ing to its sponsors, designed to eliminate
future manned space travel while con-
tinuing instrument exploration of our
solar system. The reason cited for sup-
port of this move is that manned ex-
ploration is far more costly and results
in little more knowledge than instru-
mented probes could learn. I think this
view is shortsighted for two reasons.

First, I would like to think back to
that day—July 20, 1969—when Neil Arm-
strong spoke the words:

That's one small step for a man, one glant
leap for mankind.

For the first time in the history of
man, all the men of earth in all nations
stopped to focus on this one event. For
one single moment, we were united. For
this was not only the accomplishment of
one human being or one nation; it was
also an achievement of man. It lifted the
human spirit. It made us proud to be
men.

I do not recall having such feelings
when our Ranger moon probe made a
soft landing on the moon several years
earlier. The people of this planet need
the kind of inspiration that only manned
space flichts can provide. We need the
continuing reminder that we are still
moving forward, that we can still hope
for continued improvement of our lot.
This aspect of our space program is often
overlooked, yet it is an important one.

It should be pointed out that the funds
which would be cut by this amendment
are the very funds which will make
manned space flicht economically far
less expensive. The money will be used
to develop a space shuttle which can be
flown much like an airplane. Once sev-
eral of these crafts are available, it will
not be necessary to keep building new
rockets, since these shuttles are reusable
indefinitely.

The second reason I feel this amend-
ment is shortsighted is that many of the
technological innovations which have
come about in the last 10 years can be
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directly attributed to the manned space
program, This is particularly true in the
case of physiological studies and medi-
cal monitoring devices, as well as basic
biological research. Much of the infor-
mation will assist us in our exploration of
the ocean depths as well as the vastness
of space.

Important advances in food processing
are another technological development
directly attributable to manned space
flights. Freeze dried foods—such as cof-
fee—are already on the market for home
consumption. Fuel cells, which may
someday power our cars, is another ex-
ample.

In other words, what we are buying
with this manned space program money
is the technology which leads to new
products, new processes, new jobs: a
technology which is already being adapt-
ed to help solve our pressing social prob-
lems. The development of the computer
industry is an example. The space pro-
gram contributed greatly to the develop-
ment of the technology that now helps
control our increasing air traffic and will
soon run the Nation's new subway sys-
tems. Senator ANDERSON’S Committee on
Aeronautical and Space Sciences held
hearings on the adaptation to social
problems of technological developments
resulting from the space program. The
hearings clearly show the tremendous
impact of the space program on our
society, and I commend them to you.

Our space program is, essentially, a
synonym for technological innovation,
which we must have for the maintenance
of this precious blue gem, the planet
earth.

Are we going to stop here, relinquish
our hold on technological leadership, and
our capability to extend our knowledge
into the future? Are we going to disperse
further the community of highly trained,
highly intelligent, and highly motivated
scientists and engineers who have taken
us where we are today? Or are we going
to continue to support the space pro-
gram at a level on which it can confi-
dently and meaningfully continue to con-
tribute to the improvement of life for
all of us?

Mr. President, my good friend, the
Senator from Minnesota, leaves me with
the impression that we are in the same
position as Spain would have been if it
had told Columbus, “We have been there
once. We need never go back again.”

Future benefits from the exploration
of space by man will be as beneficial to
all mankind as was the original trip of
Columbus.

Mr. President, in my view, we have
already cut back too far on spending for
space. I strongly oppose efforts to fur-
ther reduce the NASA budget.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senator from Missis-
sippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I do not
know of any program that has been con-
sidered more by the legislative and the
appropriations committees for the last
2 years than has the space program,
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including a microscopic examination by
two committees of the Senate this year.
The House Space Committee, under the
chairmanship of Representative MILLER,
has done outstanding work in examining
it in great detail.

Mr. President, there is one argument
that I have not heard brought out here
as yet. This shuttle is a space vehicle
that we hope will lead us to the point of
being able to reuse the same vehicle
many times. That will be a step *hat will
assure our having a real space program
for another decade without the enor-
mous costs associated with expendable,
throwaway vehicles.

Mr, President, I have not heard any-
one give an estimate concerning a $50
billion or $100 billion program or any
such figure for a manned Mars program,
That is not relevant. This is not a pro-
gram for Mars, The chairmen of the
Senate and the House space committees
have publicly said that it is not and that
if it were, they would not support it. T
repeat, they would not support a pro-
gram designed as a manned program to
Mars.

Mr. President, let us keep our feet on
the ground with respect to the present
facts. Even though this is a space pro-
gram, let us keep our feet on the ground.
This is still a research and study pro-
gram. This is an effort to determine the
feasibility and practicality of the space
shuttle and what it is possible or prob-
ably possible to do and what should be
done in this field.

We have had this concept in the Air
Force for years. We remember that last
year the Air Force canceled out the
MOL program. Secretary Seamans was
there when that was done. I called him
a few moments ago. I knew how he felt
about this thing, but I wanted to be ab-
solutely sure that he still had the same
viewpoint.

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

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, I yield
the Senator an additional 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized for an
additional 3 minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I find
that his interest, instead of lagging, is
growing tremendously. The Air Force has
entered into an agreement with NASA
on the space shuttle and has agreed that
NASA will be the lead agency on it. The
Secretary stated that whatever is found
and developed will be of benefit in future
decades to the national security.

No one knows anything in this field we
are discussing now. This is purely a
march into the future to determine what
the situation is and what the need is.
We have had this matter up for review
many times.

Reference has been made recently to
the surveillance satellite that was
launched with a Titan III-C. There was
a malfunction and the flight was not suc-
cessful. However, studies are underway
on the applications for the utilization of
the space shuttle which indicate that the
shuttle system will increase our launch
reliability as well as reduce our launch
expense particularly for these unmanned,
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automated satellites as well as for other
space operations,

These benefits are quite possible. If
they prove out, they will thereby reduce
our spacecraft cost, the largest single
cost element in the mission.

As one who is not overwhelmed here
about supporting a genera] space pro-
gram here, I have found that this system
is most attractive and is most likely fo
bring success. It is one that I would pick
and that the committee has picked as
being one that is essential and has more
capability for success in space.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will give good, strong, solid support to
this matter. Let us proceed for another
year to see what benefits can be shown.

I thank the Senator for yielding fo
me and I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I yield
3 minutes to the senior Senator from
South Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, I
would like to address myself briefly to
the national security aspects of the bill
now under consideration.

At the present time, the Department
of Defense has no program in the area
of manned space flight. The Senate will
recall that the manned laboratory pro-
gram of the Air Force was canceled in
1969. It is not my intention at this time
to rehash the arguments regarding the
decision to cancel the MOL program; but
it is timely to consider where we stand
with respect to the future possibility that
nationa] security may require manned
activity in space,

This bill recognizes the possibilify of
such a future need in the effort to define
the space shuttle during fiscal year 1971.
In February of this year the Secretary
of the Air Force and the administrator
of NASA reached an agreement under
which the space shuttle will be defined to
be “of maximum utility to both NASA
and the Department of Defense.” A com-~
mittee headed by senior officials of the
Air Force and NASA will conduct a con-
tinuing review of the program and will
recommend steps to achieve the objec-
tives of a system that meets the require-
ments of both agencies.

NASA’s experience and research over
the years with unmanned systems,
manned systems, and in aeronautics have
come together in a new concept—the re-
usable manned space shuttle system—
which will bring about a fundamental
change in space operations and re-
sult in very substantial cost reductions,
for both manned and unmanned mis-
sions. The objective of the space shuttle
is to provide the United States with an
economical capability for delivering men,
equipment, supplies and other spacecraft
to and from space by reducing operating
costs to about a tenth of those of pres-
ent systems. Clearly all agencies of the
United States will benefit from such a
dramatic improvement in the cost situa-
tion.

For these and other reasons, I strong-
ly support the recommendation of our
Committee on Appropriations reflected
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in this bill to provide funding to proceed
with the space shuttle during fiscal year
1971. I urge the Senate to reject the
pending amendment.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield 3 minutes to the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, there
are many features of this item about
which I would like to speak, including
the economies from the reusable fea-
tures which may result from this re-
search, and the fact that both commit-
tees of Congress have directly repudi-
ated any commitment to interplanetary
efforts or interplanetary missions at this
time.

But the thing I wish to talk about, be-
cause I have not heard it mentioned, is
that so much has been learned in the
feld of medicine and better attention to
human beings by reason of human flight
in space.

Dr. Werner von Braun spoke yester-
day over television. I am sorry that all
Senators did not hear him speak. He
spoke of the remote electronic controls
which measure heart actions and blood
pressure and which show whether peo-
ple are ‘asleep or active, and all of the
other vital features of immense impor-
tance from the standpoint of life and
death of millions of people. He said that
one nurse sitting in a central place in
a hospital could supervise 500 different
patients because of this electronic sur-
veillance which is now possible and
which had been discovered solely because
of human flights in space and the elec-
tronic equipment developed in connection
with those flights.

I sincerely hope this amendment is re-
jected because it is a backward amend-
ment that tends to take us away from
some of the finest developments we
have had that help us not only econom-
ically and in connection with national se-
curity, but also in the field of vital life
for our people, because so many of these
developments are usable by surgeons and
nurses and those who handle the health
problems of our Nation.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr, President, may we
be told what the time situation is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
1 minute remaining on each side.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the time on each
side be extended by 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears no objection,
and it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I ask that
I may be recognized for 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island is recognized for
3 minutes,

Mr, PASTORE. Mr, President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr, PELL, Mr, President, I find myself
bothered by this amendment because in
the past I voted against the entire au-
thorization for the space program, The
general demands of outer space, I think,
can be postponed until we have met so
many of our demands in inner space.

However, one demand we will have in
the future is energy. Some day our petro-
leum resources will be exhausted. We are
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having second thoughts about nuclear
energy because of the pollution and ra-
diation factors which are present.

Perhaps our most usable energy in the
future will be solar energy derived from
outer space. This is a thought which may
be out of the ball park in 1970, but the
same thought in the year 2000 might
seem much more likely,

One of the requirements for solar
energy will be the development of
machines that can fly around in outer
space collecting the energy of the sun,
converting it into electricity, and send-
ing it back to earth.

I would have opposed this amendment
and supported the expenditure if I had
found that NASA was planning to move
ahead in this important field of solar
energy. However, when my office tele-
phoned them to inquire if there is any-
thing in that respect on the drawing
board, there was a negative reply.

It did seem to me that the shuttle pro-
gram is one more development that could
be postponed because it does not bear
directly on the priorities of men on our
planet, even in the foreseeable future,
but if NASA moved in the direction of
solar energy these expenditures would be
supported by Senators who have the
same priorities and goals that I have.

Mr, PASTORE, Mr, President, I yield
3 minutes to the Senafor from Colorado.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized,

Mr., ALLOTT. Mr. President, in the
closing moments of this debate I have
only a couple of points I wish to make.
This matter has been over the hurdles
twice this year with a very decisive vote
both on the authorization and on the ap-
propriation. I know how fully this mat-
ter has been considered in the space com-
mittee under the direction of the chair-
man, the senior Senator from New Mex-
ico, and the ranking minority member,
the senior Senator from Maine (Mrs,
Smrtr). I know how much time and ef-
fort they have given to the consideration
of the philosophy behind this matter,
The one thing that perturbs me in this
debate is that I still hear remarks, par-
ticularly one by the Senator from Wis-
consin awhile ago, and similar implica-
tions I think that I recall from the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, that the space
shuttle is just the beginning of an ad-
vanced space program to the far planets
in the universe.

If there is one thing this debate should
c¢lear up, and that is to refute that impli-
cation. It is true that the space shuttle
is designed for both manned and un-
manned space flight, but there is no such
intention for the space shuttle, as con-
ceived; nor could it be utilized in that
way because it could never develop the
i}iower for the far-out planetary explora-

on.

During the previous debate the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota placed
in the REcorp numerous letters and even
they refer to this as the first step toward
space exploration, talking about Mars,
Venus, and the whole “merry-go-round.”
This is not so and we should make the
REecorp clear in that respect.

One other thing should be made clear.
It is true that there are scientists who
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are opposed to this program. It is true
also, as the junior Senator from Florida
pointed out, that many scientists outside
of the space program are in favor of it.
If anyone wants to know some of the
practical applications of the space pro-
gram, all one has to do is get the volume
published by the Senate from the inde-
pendent offices committee which details
at great length the many fallouts of this
program,

The FPRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr, President, an
analogy has been made to the voyage by
Columbus to the New World. Given the
scientific view of the Shuttle/Station
project, it is more analogous to think
of Columbus bankrupting Spain to see
if he could sail to Barcelona or to see if
a square wheel would work after all; This
project has no scientific support.

The leading independent scientists are
strongly objecting to this proposal be-
cause it has no scientific value, It is di-
verting much needed funds from sophis-
ticated unmanned instrumented flights—
from which great technical dividends
and technical advances flow—to a show
business extravaganza which will cost
$20 billion to $30 billion for a purpose
that cannot be explained. We are told it
has great military significance, but the
Air Force abandoned its MOL program,
saying it had no military significance. We
are told that the shuttle could be cost
effective, but NASA refuses to make a
cost effective study as recommended by
the House Committe: on Seience and
Astronautics. The facts show we would
waste money on this project and there
has never been a proposal with less
scientific justification and a greater cost
of completion than this program. If ever
there was a time when we could save
money, it is by rejecting the motion to
table, and by deleting this $100 million
of waste in the space budget.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, what is
the time situation now?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island has 3 minutes
remaining. The Senator from Minnesota
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. PASTORE. May I have the atten-
tion of the Senator from Minnesota? I
understand the Senator from Minnesota
has 2 minutes remaining? Is he willing
to relinquish that time?

Mr., MONDALE. I may. I am not
sure,

Mr, PASTORE. I have 3 minutes left.
What I have to say will take only 1
minute.

Mr. President, after listening to both
sides for a half hour, I think it is a draw.
I think as much can be said on one side as
on the other side. This matter came be-
fore the Senate twice. I voted against it
twice. As a matter of fact, I was on the
side of the Senator from Minnesota. But
the matter has been decided. It has been
decided by the House and it has been
decided by the Senate, and for the rea-
sons I have given before.
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If the Senator is willing to yield back
his 2 minutes, I will yield back my re-
maining time and move to lay the
amendment on the table.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
back my time and move to lay the
amendment on the table.

I request the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-~
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Rhode Island to lay on the
table the amendment of the Senator
from Minnesota. The yeas and nays have
been ordered, and the clerk will call the
roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll,

Mr. GOODELL (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a live
pair with the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower). If he were present and voting,
he would vote “yea.” If I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore,
I withhold my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Washington (Mr,
MacgNuUsonN) . If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were per-
mitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” There-
fore, I withhold my vote.

Mr. GRAVEL (after having voted in
the affirmative). Mr, President, on this
vote I have a live pair with the Senator
from Illinois. If he were present and
voting, he would vote ‘“nay.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. METCALF (after having voted in
the negative) . Mr. President, on this vote
I have a pair with the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurTtis). If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote “yea.” If
I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr, KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dobobp),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGeEe), the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
RusserLr), the Senator from Alabama
(Mr, SparkmaN), and the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON), are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorpaN) is
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MaeNUsoN) is absent
because of illness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CurTIis),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Dom-
mvick), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwaTER and Mr. Fanvin), and the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Case) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HarrFierLp) are absent on official
business.
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The Senator from South Dakota (Mr,
Muowpt) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr, FANNIN), the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MunDT)
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) would each vote “yea.”

The respective pairs of the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr, Curris) and that
of the Senator from Texas (Mr. TowER)
have been previously announced.

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DoMINICK) is paired with the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. CASE).
If present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote “yea’” and the Sen-
ator from New Jersey would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 50,
nays 26, as follows:

[No. 413 Leg.]
YEAS—50

Ervin

Fong

Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Holland
Hruska
Inouye
Jackson
Jordan, Idaho

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bellmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Dole
Ellender

Pearson
Prouty
Randolph
Baxbe
Schweiker
Scott
Bmith
Spong
Stennis

Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.

Burdick
Church
Eagleton
Fulbright
Gore
Harris
Hart
Hartke
Hollings

PRESENT AND GIVING LIVE PAIRS AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—4
Goodell, against.
Gravel, for.
Mansfield, against,
Metcalf, against,

NOT VOTING—20

Eastland Mundt
Fannin Percy
Goldwater Russell
Hatfleld Sparkman
Stevenson
Tower

Nelson

Williams, N.J.
Young, Ohio

Bayh

So Mr. PAsTorE’s motion to lay Mr.
MonpaLE's amendment on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion was agreed to.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr. President, I
should like to review briefly the changes
in the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration activities since the Sen-
ate last considered the fiscal year 1971
independent offices appropriation bill
which was subsequently vetoed by the
President.

The present bill, HR. 19830, contains
$3,268,675,000 for NASA—an amount
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identical to that agreed to by the con-
ferees on the previous bill, HR. 17548.
However, this is $50,628,000 below that
which the Senate previously approved for
NASA: it is $64,325,000 below the NASA
budget request; and it is $427,958,000 be-
low the appropriation for NASA for fiscal
year 1970.

As a result of the $64 million reduction
from the NASA budget request in the
previous appropriation bill, HR. 17548,
subsequently vetoed, and in view of the
long lead time and long duration aspects
of decisions on NASA projects, NASA on
September 2, 1970, adopted an interim
operating budget for fiscal year 1971 sized
to the appropriation level of $3,268,675,~
000. This interim operating budget also
looks ahead to the budget levels which
the agency might anticipate in future
years. In so doing, NASA canceled an-
other two lunar exploration flights—
Apollo 15 and 19—and a new manned
space flight plan was established. Under
this new plan, the Apollo lunar explora-
tion program will be completed in 1972
before flying the first skylab mission in
December 1972. This reorientation of the
manned flight program eliminates the
necessity for maintaining a lunar flight
capability during late 1972 and 1973 when
the skylab missions are being conducted.
This permits substantial savings of the
costs that would have been associated
with maintaining the Ivnar operational
capability during these 2 years and in
addition saves the mission operational
costs of the Apollo 15 and 19 missions
now canceled. For clarification, perhaps
I should mention at this point that the
remaining Apollo missions have been re-
numbered as Apollo 14, 15, 16, and 17.

The trade-off, of course, is that two
lunar missions to which the scientific
community had looked with great inter-
est as furthering the scientific return
from the Apollo program and for which
flight hardware is essentially complete
will not now be flown. The Space Com-
mittee has received letters from many
scientists protesting this cancellation but
from a long-term view, the decision to
cancel the two Apollo flights will free
resources for supporting future space de-
velopments, such as the space shuttle,
within the limitations of a continuing
restrained total space budget. In addi-
tion, it conserves two Saturn V large
launch vehicles for later significant mis-
sions.

NASA in implementing the decisions
that I have outlined has and is contin-
uing to restructure its operations to the
$3,268,675,000 appropriation recom-
mended in this bill. For example, NASA
has gone through a reduction in force of
its own direct Federal employment to
realine its work force with the reduced
program levels envisioned for the im-
mediate future.

Mr. President, many of the actions by

ASA taken since the Senate considered
the fiscal year 1971 NASA authorization
bill and the appropriation bill earlier this
year, have been painful in lost jobs, in
the loss of lunar data which the scientific
community had hoped to receive, in that
some of the completed lunar hardware
will not be used, and in that much of our
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hard-earned space flight capability has
been reduced to a bare-bones basis. This
has been done with the recognition that
a reallocation of national resources is in
order but also with the recognition that
it is imperative that the Nation maintain
a viable, forward-looking space program
during the years ahead.

The actions taken by NASA, reflected
in the establishment of an interim fiscal
year 1971 operating plan on September 2
at the funding level included in this bill,
do support a minimal space flight pro-
gram through mid-1973 and do make
provision for undertaking new programs
which are designed to maintain the Na-
tion’s space leadership through the de-
velopment of wvehicles and spacecraft
which, in turn, should measurably reduce
the cost of space operations and, there-
fore, facilitate and encourage the utiliza-
tion of space for the benefit of mankind.

Mr. President, in closing I want to re-
emphasize that the $3,268,675,000 for
NASA in this bill, H.R, 19830, not only in
$50 million less than was approved for
this agency by the Senate 5 months ago
but is also the level necessary to support
the reoriented and reduced space pro-
gram.

AMENDMENT NO. 1084

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President. I call up
my amendment No. 1094, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The AssSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The
Senator from New York (Mr. Javirs)
proposes amendment No. 1094, as follows:

On page 53, beginning cn line 20, strike out
all through line 10 on page 54.

The language proposed to be stricken
reads as follows:

£gr. 512. No part of any appropriations con-
tained in this Act shall be available for the
prccurement. of or for the payment of the
salary of any person engaged in the procure-
ment of any hand or measuring tool(s) not
produced in the United States or its posses-
sions except to the extent that the Adminis-
trator of General Services or his designee
shall determine that a satisfactory quality
and sufficlent quantity of hand or measuring
tools produced in the United States or its
possessions cannot be procured as and when
needed from sources in the United States and
its possessions or except In accordance with
procedures prescribed by section 6-104.4(b)
of Armed Services Procurement Regulation
dated January 1, 1969, as such regulation
existed on June 15, 1970, This section shall be
applicable to all solicitations for bids opened
after its enactment,

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, if we
may have the attention of Senators, I
understand that we can agree on a limi-
tation of time on this amendment as
well.

Mr. JAVITS. Before we do that, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. PASTORE. I am going to move to

lay the amendment on the table.

Mr. JAVITS. Then, the Senator can
ask for the yeas and nays on that.

Mr. PASTORE. All right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That re-
quest on tabling is not in order at this
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time. The yeas and nays have been re-
quested on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. PASTORE. I understand that we
can agree on a limitation of 1 hour, 30
minutes to a side.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, and with a very great
likelihood that we will not need all that
time. But I should like to ask one con-
sideration: If there is an amendment to
the amendment or a perfecting amend-
ment, that there be 10 minutes, with 5
minutes on a side.

Mr. PASTORE. That is satisfactory to
me. I make such a unanimous-consent
request.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 10 min-
utes.

Mr. President, if I may have the at-
tention of the Senate, we can deal with
this amendment very promptly.

This is not a money amendment either
way—not to increase or to reduce. This
amendment seeks to strike out a piece of
legislation which is contained in sec-
tion 512 of this bill, which is a buy-Amer-
ican provision relating to procurement
under this act—to wit, procurement by
the GSA. That is the issue, very simply
stated.

The difference is this: If we apply the
defense standard to this particular kind
of proeurement, then we give a 50-per-
cent preference, regardless of the nature
of the kid, to this kind of procurement,
to & prcduct which is made in this coun-
try. If we stick with the present law on
that subject, there is a 6-percent prefer-
ence, with the right to increase that pref-
erence to 12 percent if there is substan-
tial unemployment in the industry in
which the procurement is being made,
That is the existing regulation. That is
the issue.

This is a matter of first impression,
and this provision would have been sub-
ject to being stricken out on a point of
order if it had not come over from the
other body. But it did come over from
the other body, and therefore it is not
subject to a point of order.

The whole guestion here is this: Does
the Senate wish to impose at this time,
when we are about to consider new trade
legislation, when we are in a big struggle
in the world with regard to protection-
ism, another nontariff barrier to trade,
when we, ourselves, are the principal ex-
ponents of the idea of eliminating non-
tariff barriers to trade?

It seemed to me—as I am a strong op-
ponent, with others, of the trade bill
which is coming to the Senate—that, if
those of us who feel as I do are going to
raise the issue of policy, we have to begin
to raise it when it presents itself; and
this is an instance in which it presents
itself very foreibly.

I am advised that what is involved here
is approximately 1 percent of the pro-
curement of the GSA, and this is a
multimillion-dollar operation.

It is interesting to note that, just as
we are running into a great deal of flak
in terms of international argument about
the trade bill generally, we are running
into international flak on this issue—
the non-tariff-barrier issue—as well. In-
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deed, it has been widely publicized that
the State Department has had consider-
able protest on this question.

Mr. President, I wish to state that the
administration supports this amend-
ment, and I am advised to state that by
the Under Secretary of State dealing
with economic affairs. We made inquiry
about this, and they, too, feel that it is
unwise, in view of our position with re-
spect to trade generally, to include this
new non-tariff-barrier restraint to trade
in this particular bill.

As I said a moment ago, it is a situa-
tion in which our whole attitude toward
international trade is being tested. Many
people would counsel us that, in view of
the fact that the world has not given us
the degree of cooperation which we have
a right to feel it should, we should im-
mediately start the process of “protect-
ing ourselves.” On the other hand, many
of us argue, as I do, that we have so
much at stake in respect, for example, of
farm exports and high technology ex-
ports, that protecting ourselves could
lead to retaliation in an area where we
earn more than we are paying out. In
fact, our trade surplus this year should
approximate $3 billion. Many of us would
argue that the dismantling of nontariff
barriers to trade around the world—
probably by an international agreement
which will have the significance which
the Kennedy round had in respect of
conventional tariff arrangements—would
be of enormous benefit to the United
States as was the Kennedy round before
we lost control of the inflationary pres-
sures in our economy. The United States
should not itself invalidate its own posi-
tion on a matter, for example, such as
this, where there is not enough at stake
to warrant eompromising our position by
passing this kind of law.

I feel very strongly that the future of
the world in terms of its peace and pros-
perity is heavily premised upon the
degree to which there is an open and
freely trading world. I think the whole
complex of problems in our country in-
volves inflation as well as our balance of
payments. The status of the dollar as the
standard currency of the world—indeed,
the principal reserve currency—is very
intimately linked with the ability to
maintain an open trading world.

I think we are too big and too impor-
tant to the world ‘and to ourselves to
jeopardize these enormous values by a
provision of this character, which only
compromises a situation which is very
good for us not to compromise and which
is . very regressive and adverse to us if we
do compromise it.

For all those reasons, Mr. President, I
have proposed the amendment, and I
hope the Senate will support it,

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield myself such time
as I may use. )

Mr, President, the amendment of the
Senator from New York seeks to strike
out section 512 of the bill, I will not read
the section, but I ask unanimous con-
sent that section 512 be printed at this
point in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the section
512 was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Bec. 512, No part of any appropriations
contained in this Act shall be avallable for
the procurement of or for the payment of
the salary of any person engaged in the pro-
curement of any hand or measuring tool(s)
not produced in the United States or its pos-
sessions except to the extent that the Ad-
ministrator of General Services or his designee
shall determine that a satlsfactory quality
and sufficlent quantity of hand or measuring
tools produced in the United States or its
possessions cannot be procured as and when
needed from sources in the United States
and its possessions or except In accordance
with procedures prescribed by section 6-104.4
(b) of Armed Services Procurement Regula-
tion dated January 1, 1969, as such regula-
tion existed on June 15, 1970. This section
shall be applicable to all solicitations for bids
opened after its enactment,

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, reference
has been made that this particular
amendment is not subject to a point of
order because it came over from the
House, and that is true. It did come over
from the House. But I think the Senate
should also be on notice that this amend-
ment was also in the previously passed
bill which was vetoed by the President.
Therefore, this is not & matter of first
moment for the Senate. It was in the pre-
vious bill and is'in the bill that the House
just passed.

I wish to turn briefly to another part
of this complicated question. Defense
does have a 50-percent differential, and
the GSA has a 6-percent differential on
small handtools. But the GSA also has to
figure in certain tariffs in figuring their
differential. So that what you end up
talking about is really not'a differential
between 6 percent and 50 percent. You
end up with a differential of approxi-
mately 20 percent.

Why is this provision in this bill at
all? T call attention to'the fiseal year 1968
report. :

This is of the independent offices and
HUD appropriation. We say there:

ForElGN PURCHASING PoLIcIES

The attention of the committee has been
directed to the difficulties the handtool In-
dustry has been experiencing due to incon-
sistent. foreign purchasing polictes followed
by the General Services Administration and
the Department of Defense.

In order to alleviate the balance-of-pay-
ments_problem, the Department of Defense
in 1962 adopted a 50-percent differential test
governing foreign procurement. In the mean-
timeé, the General Services Administration,
which applies a 6-percent differential, has
taken over much of the procurement for the
Department of Defense. This has resulted in a
paradox whereby GSA-procures items for the
Department of Defense which the Depart-
ment could not have purchased. The com-
mittee was advised that the brunt of this
inconsistency falls on the handtool industry,
and whereas foreigh procurement comprises
only one-half of 1 percent of GSA purchases,
nevertheless 57 percent was In the handtool
market. :

The Joint BEconomic Committee has recog-
nized this problem. The. committee directs
the Department of Defenseé and the General
Services Administration to examine the rec-
ommendations of the Jolnt Economic Com-
mittee and attempt to reconcile the differ-
ences. The Department.of Defense and GSA
are further directed to submit a report to
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the committee before December 31, 1967, on
this matter.

Mr. President, nothing was done pur-
suant to that conclusion, only that this
matter came up again each year, and in
1970 in the report of the committee on
page 10, under “Foreign Purchasing Poli-
cies,” in which there is another comment
by the committee relative to the inclusion
of section 512, which I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorD.

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

FOREIGN PURCHASING POLICIES

The attention of the committee has again
been directed to the difficulties the handtool
industry has beep experiencing due to in-
consistent foreign purchasing policies fol-
lowed by the General Services Administration
with a 6-percent differential and the Depart-
ment of Defense with a 50-percent differ-
ential.

Previous attempts have been made to cor-
rect this paradox, including a statement in
the committee report on the 1968 bill, result-
ing in the GSA report of September 14, 1967,
printed in the 1969 hearings.

The committee urges GSA to continue its

efforts to remedy this unfortunate and con-
tinuing situation.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the gist of
this is exactly the same as the gist of the
things: we have put in the report from
year to year. Yet even after requesting
these reports, year after year after year,
we have from Robert Kunzig to Mr. Mayo
a letter, dated April 24, 1970, which tells
us absolutely nothing,

After about 5 years now, at least try-
ing to get somewhere with this matter,
and having failed to get any definitive
answer from any administration on it,
the committee finally decided that it
would act and bring it to a head; and
that is the reason for section 512.

I have not seen any report from the
Secretary of State—I think the Senator
said he talked with the Under Secretary
of State for Economic Affairs—who puts
his approval on this matter. We have
been  into this matter so many times.
The inequities it exerts upon our home
industry and the number of people it puts
out of jobs justifies putting in this see-
tion. Finally, after trying these many
times, we put it in the bill. It is applicable
to funds only for this year and not suc-
ceeding years. No great damage will be
.done except to call to the attention of
the executive branch that the words we
write in our reports mean what they say.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think the
key to what the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ArrorT) has argued is found in his
last few words “no great damage will be
done,” except to remind the departments
of what we want them teo do. That is
exactly the attitude, in my judgment,
which dictates the difficult position in
which we place the administration if we
do this. The fact is, the world will see,
obserye, note, and aect accordingly. It
will not be confined to a stimulus in our
departments. In addition, this is substan~
tive law and will call for the expenditure
of greater amounts depending . upon
American bidding for what we want to
buy. Every foreign nation will look up
to the United States and say, “You are
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badgering us to deal with the nontariff
barriers to trade, yet you erect another
nontariff barrier injurious to our ex-
ports.” This gives Japan reason to pause
in lifting their nontariff barriers which
limit ‘our exports of automobiles to
Japan, France pause in lifting their non-
tariff barriers on various types of ma-
chinery as well as automobiles, and vari-
ous sanitary laws, and so forth.

If we pass legislation establishing addi-
tional nontariff barriers, our exports will
face the kind of retaliation which foreign
nations feel justified in making. So the
answer is not to wake up the departments
alone, since the whole world observes and
acts upon the extra evidence of what is
the foreign policy of the United States
regarding trade. In my judgment, we
can, on balance, lose infinitely more than
we can gain by this type of action. I
think the administration is right in its
assessment of the situation; namely, that
we-will find it counterproductive to our
own interests, to the U.S. national in-
terest.

One further point, Mr. President. The
Senator from Colorado (Mr, ALLOTT) as-
serts that this has been done with re-
spect to defense, that it is justified on
the basis of defense, and that it affects
directly our international balance of
payments because of the large amount
involved and the maintenance of our
forces abroad. Indeed, it was qualified
as a provision in the defense appropria-
tion. Exactly on that ground, I think the
representation implicit there is that it
will not be applied to procurement gen-
erally. The defense appropriation is sui
juris. There is a unique applicability
here to this situation. Here, it is ex-
tended in one product generally. Every
indication is that it will be extended to
other products, if we let it go this way.

For all those reasons, and because it
is against our total economic interest,
considering our total trade and the total
posture we have in the world, I repeat,
I do not believe it is worth while, or pays
for us to do this, with what it implies
in terms of compromising our policy, and
periling our own exports. .

For all those reasons—I know the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE)
will move to table—I repeat, this is not
2 money amendment. It is not money
either way. It is essentially foreign pol-
icy. I think we would be unwise, espe-
cially in the presence of a complete re-
view of the whole foreign trade situation
which we will undertake, because we will
have the trade bill, even if we put it
over until next year. That will be the
hottest subject going. I believe it most
unwise to compromise it by a relatively
minor matter of this character, in this
offhand way, in an appropriation bill.

I therefore hope that the motion to
table will be defeated and that the
amendment to strike it is sustained. -

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, I do
not want to prolong debate on this sub-
ject. It is easy to talk academically about
free trade. By instinct I am not a protee-
tionist, I have always voted for the trade
expansion act, whether under President
Eisenhower or President Kennedy. But,
when one sees within his own State,
establishments closing down just before
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Christmas, like Brown & Sharp, putting
perhaps 1,500 people out of work, there
we get right down to the guts of the
problem. We cannot say to these people,
“The whole trade posture must be con-
sidered,” because so far as they are con-
cerned there is nothing darker or blacker
for them than midnight, when they have
lost their jobs. -

If 'we knock this out, we should knock
out the buy-American provision under
the Defense Department as well. We are
trying to equalize it. I was carried away
with these arguments at one time until
I began to experience the contrary. I
have learned that every nation in the
free world has some limitation against
American products.

We had a man come before our com-
mittee for confirmation as an economist
for the Commerce Department. He was
an economist for the Eastman Kodak
Co. He came before our committee for
confirmation and I said to him, “I am
very happy to read about your back-
ground, ‘¥You were with the Eastman
Kodak Co. Now tell me, can you sell
a Kodak camera to Japan?”

He said “No.”

Look at the photographers around the
Capitol these days, or anywhere else.
They are nearly all using Japanese
cameras.

I say that international trade must be
a two-way street. When we see people
thrown out of work only because we are
more liberal than those who are criti-
cizing us, then I  say that something
needs to be done. :

I am glad to hear the Senator from
New York say that the whole matter has
to be reviewed. I think that insofar as
international trade is concerned, we are
legislating in the past,

We have this situation in Europe today
where only recently West Germany made
a nonaggression treaty with Russia ex-
tending over a period of 20 years. Yet,
we find that if we want to remove all
American trocops out of West Germany,
the hue and cry goes up that the Com-
munists are coming.

Not too long ago, they entered into a
credit contract that extended over a pe-
riod of 20 years whereby Germany
would sell them pipe and they would
buy back from the Russians the natural
gas. ]

That was backed up by every bank in
West Germany. If the West Germans
can trust the Russians for 20 years, what
are we doing there?

Try to move our troops out of Europe
and see what happens.

It is the same thing with the economy.
Let something go wrong with the econ-
omy of Great Britain, France, or Canada.
They will put on the brakes immediately.
If we try to do it in the United States
of America, we get academic about it.

This is a massive problem. I have seen
these men out of work. That goes for
Taft-Pierce in Woonsocket as well.

Here it is Christmas time, and they are
out of employment. What am I going to
say to them? What do they care about
totality? They care about bread and but-
ter. That is what we are conecerned
with—bread and butter for the American
worker,
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Mr. President, I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold that motion?

Mr. PASTORE. I withhold the motion.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for 3
minutes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, every one
of these arguments gets into the total
trade debate. I will advise my colleague
that we will have a lot of chance to get
an-education on that matter.

Suppose that the export industry em-
ploys 5 million people and that the peo-
ple allegedly hurt by imports employ 4
million people. Let us say it is 5 million
and 4 million. Is that going to be the
standard, that that particular plant is
going to close down because it is hurt by
imports but that the one dealing with
exports can go on? Is this not wanting to
have your cake and eat it too?

Then also the wealthiest man on the
street does not and cannot follow the
example of the poorest man on the street.
We have different criteria. It is awfully
easy to throw the garbage out of the
window. If one is the richest man, he
does not do it even though the other
man does. I am sorry, but I have heard
this argument made by the Senator
many times. The answer is that the
worker is interested in the total picture
and realizes that every company going
out of business is not going out of busi-
ness because of imports.

Studebaker Corp. in South Bend went
out of business because they were behind
the times.

The textile plants went out of business
in New England. They were replaced with
the electronics industry. If this industry
closes because of imports, they will be re-
placed with more sophisticated hardware
because we are the most able people in
the world. And the more sophisticated
industries that have developed as the
United States has moved forward—and
we continue to move forward—pay high-
er wages and generally offer better work-
ing conditions.

I and other Senators will vote for
whatever we need to help those com-
panies transform to another line and re-
adjust. Let us look to the future rather
than trying to preserve the past.

This is not a question of dumping or a
question of countervailing duty. We have
never been faced with that. Looking at
this strietly as an economic argument,
the question is what is the cost-benefit
ratio. In my judgment, the cost-benefit
ratio is heavily and strongly against us
on the protectionist line.

The Senator made the classic argu-
ment of the protectionist, that plant A is
closing allegedly because of imvorts. It
has been shown that it is for other rea-
sons that the company has gone down
the drain. It is all too easy for imports to
be the scapegoat in times of economic
downturn.

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

Mr, JAVITS. Mr, ‘President, I wyield
myself 1 additionalminute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
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ator from New York is recognized for 1
additional minute.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the argu-
ment was made with respect to Japan
that it had a big balance of payments and
that they would go protectionist. If the
world went protectionist, we would be
the biggest sufferers. We are the biggest
outfit on the street and have tradition-
ally enjoyed a substantial trade surplus.

The peace and security of the world
is heavily premised upon our financial
security. We cannot jeopardize it by an
ill-advised trade policy.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, why can
we not sell a Kodak camera in Japan?

Mr. JAVITS. We cannot sell a Kodak
camera in Japan because the Japanese
are stupid enough to bar that Kodak
camera.

Mr. PASTORE. We are stupid enough
to give them our largess.

Mr. JAVITS. No. There are many
things that we can sell to Japan.

Mr. PASTORE. They buy raw cotton
and they make shirts and send them
back here.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes, but throughout most
of the 1960’s Japan had one of the biggest
balance of trade deficits with the United
States and their present trade surplus
position which I have vigorously at-
tacked as being politically and economi-
cally unsustainable has shown signs of
declining this year.

Mr. PASTORE. No. The balance of
trade is $1.5 billion in their favor. We do
nothing about it.

Mr, President, I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Missouri.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I do
not like to disagree with my good friend,
the Senator from New York. Many years
ago some of us went up to see a great
American in charge of our trade ne-
gotiations. We pointed out to him that
the Kennedy round incident to tariff
agreements would not be beneficial on
a mutual basis unless the other coun-
tries agreed that there would not be
nontariff barriers after we reached tariff
agreements.

I think what the distinguished Sen-
ator from Rhode Island just said with
reference to selling eameras in Japan
is pertinent.

Any trade agreement, especially when
we have increasing unemployment be-
tween a foreign country and the United
States, should be a two-way street.

I will vote to table the amendment of
the distinguished Senator from New
York because I do not think the record
shows there has been a two-way street,
between many other countries and our-
selves.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized for
1 additional minute.

~Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the indulgence of the Senator from
Rhode Island. The only point I argue
in this whole matter concerns the most
effective way to accomplish the ends we
seek. I could still agree with the Senator
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from Rhode Island and the Senator from
Missouri and still strongly stick to my
thesis. I say that the most effective way is
to do this with a scalpel. It would only get
worse if we do it with a sledge hammer.
The best way that we can make the
trade in the world more healthy is by
continuing to adopt a more liberal policy
but, at the same time, have laws on our
books which in a specialized way will
enable us to deal with specific and unit
problems, laws on our books that would
better provide for corrective action when
there is not reciprocity of treatment.

I think this is across the board legis-
lation which will not help us but will
hurt us.

Mr, President, I yield back .the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, I move to lay the
amendment of the Senator from New
York on the table.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nayvs.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Rhode Island to lay on
the table the amendment of the Senator
from New York. On this question the
yeas and nays have been ordered, and
the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr, BayHx), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dobp),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Okahoma (Mr.
Harris), the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. McCArRTHY), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGeg), the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. RusseLL), the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. Sronc), the Sena-
tor from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorDaN) is ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MasNUsoN) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Washington
(Mr. MagNUsoN) would vote “yea.”

Mr. G . I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CUrTIS),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
NICK), the Senators from Arizona (Mr.
GorpwaTer and Mr. FANNIN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy), and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. Tower) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Casg) and the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HatrIELD) are absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munbor) is absent because of illness.

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne) is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arizona (Mr. FANNIN), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. MuxpT), and
the Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER)
would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Nebras-
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ka (Mr. Curris) is paired with the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy). If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Ne-
braska would vote “vea’” and the Senator
from Illinois would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado (Mr. DoMmINICK) is paired with the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) , If
present and voting, the Senator from
Colorado would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Oregon would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 53,
nays 23, as follows:

[No. 414 Leg.]

YEAS—53
Fong
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke

Holland
Hollings
Hrusks,

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston

Nelson
Pastore
Pearson

Pell

Prouty
Randolph
Ribicoff
Schwelker
Scott

Smith
Stennis
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tydings
Williams, N.J.
Willlams, Del.

Inouye
Jackson
Jordan, Idaho
Long
Mansfield
McClellan
Dole Melntyre
Eagleton Miller
Ellender Montoya
Ervin Murphy

NAYS—23

Bellmon
Burdick
Church
Fulbright
Goodell
Gore
Gravel
Hart

Hughes
Javits
Kennedy
Mathias
McGovern
Metealf
Mondale
Moss

Muskle
Packwood
Proxmire
Baxbe
Stevens
Yarborough
Young, Ohlo

NOT VOTING—24

Fannin Mundt

Goldwater Percy

Harris Russell

Hatfield Sparkman

Jordan, N.C. Spong

Magnuson Stevenson
Dominick McCarthy Tower
Eastland McGee Young, N. Dak,

So Mr. PasToRE’s motion to lay Mr,
Javits’ amendment on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr, President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the mo-
tion to table was agreed to.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues in the Senate today to ap-
prove Senate bill HR. 19830, the inde-
pendent offices appropriations for 1971,
without delay. This bill, as we well know,
contains the funds that are required to
operate our housing programs this year.

It was indeed unfortunate that a dif-
ference between the Congress and the
President on the desirable level of ex-
penditures for urban renewal and com-
munity facilities should result in the
delay and slowdown of our programs to
provide better housing and better neigh-
borhoods for all Americans. The differ-
ence, some $600 million, is, in these eriti-
cal budget days, not an insignificant
matter. The need to temper our budget
finely, to the point where it can support
improvement without inflation, is clear
to all of us. But, it is also significant, I
must point out, that the sum in gques-
tion is but a small fraction of the amount
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that is proposed for the development of
lower priority items. I maintain that the
question of what we spend our tax dol-
lars for is no less important than how
much we are spending. There is, I have
said many times before, no more impor-
tant issue facing us in this country today
than improving our environment—our
residential environment—where we as
individuals live out most of our lives. If
we neglect that environment, we shall, I
fear, in a relatively short time, find that,
while there are many places we can visit,
there will be few we care to live in.

The 1971 appropriations bill which I
urge the Senate to support contains sub-
stantially inereased funding for home-
ownership and rental assistance pro-
grams. I find this partially gratifying.
These programs for low- and moderate-
income families have, in a very short
time, helped a large number of Ameri-
cans secure better housing. While there
are improvements to be made in the ad-
ministration of these programs, I am
confident that this. Congress and future
Congresses will continue to recognize the
merit and the great popular demand for
the 235 and 236 housing assistance pro-
grams.

In urging prompt action on these ap-
propriations, I reflect serious concern
for the many families who have applied
for housing assistance only to be told
that there are no funds, or that the wait-
ing list is long and the waiting time con-
siderable. In sponsoring and working for
the passage of homeownership assist-
ance, I do so deeply believing that the
achievement of homeownership is, for
many low=income families, part and par-
cel of the achievement of other goals in
life. For many, it may in fact, be a goal
that is essential to fulfillment. It was
struck, and I think you will be, with one
example of this that came to my atten-
tion recently. It dramatized for me, in
very human terms, what the homeown-
ership program means in the inner city,
and what a delay in funding, or inade-
quate appropriations may imply. My of-
fice received a letter recently from Mrs.
Charleen Snipes of Chicago. Her com-
munication was not unlike others that I,
and my colleagues have had to answer
in recent weeks. Mrs. Snipes wrote that
she had applied for assistance through
her realtor, in purchasing a home earlier
in the summer, but was told that pro-
_gram funds were exhausted, and that
there was no telling when they would be
available again. She wrete to me, very
simply, to find out if, and when, funds
would be available:

What made this common inquiry un-
common was a newspaper clipping she
attached. The clipping was a pieture-
story of her and her seven children. Mrs.
Snipes was in graduation ecap-and-gown,
and her handsome children were dressed
in ‘Sunday best witnessing her accom-
plishment. It was a most striking picture-
story. With her community college degree
achieved, Mrs. Snipes informed me, she
is now pursuing an advanced academic
program, and at the same time, assisted
by her own mother who supervises the
children until dinner time; she works at
the college to support her effort to secure
an education late in life and stable future
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employment to enable her family to stand
on its own feet.

It takes little imagination to see pos-
sible connections between her inquiry
and her efforts. I found it particularly
disturbing when answering her letter,
to consider the gap between her com-
mitment and ours. In voting for these
appropriations, we will be voting a
greater commitment that is urgently
needed.

I feel compelled, however, in voting
these appropriations, to remind my col-
leagues that there is a part of our com-
mitment—a part of our existing housing
law—that we are not recognizing in this
appropriations measure. Until we put
a modest sum of money where our law is,
under the title establishing a National
Home Ownership Foundation, we will not
be fulfilling the commitment we made in
1968 to assist low and moderate-income
families in this Nation to own their own
homes and to rehabilitate more of our
housing structures in the innercity for
this purpose.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES-HUD APPROPRIATIONS

BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PasToRre) and the
members of his subcommittee for their
long, diligent efforts on this year's ap-
propriations bill for Independent Offices-
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. This is, of course; the second
time this year that the Senator has been
called upon to consider this vital meas-
ure. President Nixon vetoed the earlier
appropriations bill on August 11, 19870,
thus demonstrating this administration’s
false sense of domestic priorities.

The bill before us today is identical in
all respects to the measure which was
vetoed except for a reduction of $150 mil-
lion in the appropriations for urban re-
newal programs, and a similar reduction
of $150 million in the money available
for water and sewer grants.

President Nixon professes to be anx-
ious to lead a crusade against pollution,
and yet he has forced us to delete the
money for the adequate water and sewer
facilities which are essential if we are
ever to clean up the waters of our Na-
tion. Regardless of his words, the Presi-
dent’s actions are inhibiting our efforts
to clean up the environment.

It is regrettable that these cuts in
funding had to be made, but faced with
the mulish obstinacy of the Nixon ad-
ministration, there seems to be no other
alternative if the Department .of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, Veterans'
Administration, National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, and 20 other
Government agencies are 'to receive the
money they need to operate during: the
current fiscal year. The bill now under
consideration contains a total of $17.7
billion which is $300 million less than
was proposed in the wvetoed wversion.
Surely the President will accept this as
a reasonable compromise.

During the past year, we have been
confronted with a number of shocking
revelations about the law and inade-
guate quality of care that the Veterans’
Administration has been'able to provide

Island (Mr. PASTORE)
‘Appropriations Subcommittee on Inde-
ipendent Offices, and the distinguished

Committee
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in its 166 hospitals and 202 outpatient
clinics across the country. Throughout
my 1225 years tenure in the Senate, I
have fought to assure our veterans the
best medical care that money can buy.
This bill wisely retains the $105 million
increase provided by Congress for vet-
erans’ medical care that was deleted
from the President's budget request. I
hope that our veterans do not once again
fall vietim to a sense of priorities that
seems to tell them “the ABM is more
important than your medical care.”

I also call attention to the fact that
included in this independent offices-
HUD appropriations measure is $7,401,-
800 for the construction of the San An-
tonio Federal courthouse and Federal of-
fice building, and $916,000 that I was
able to have included in the original bill
for the new Denton Post Office. These
facilities are urgently needed and will
greatly benefit the people in the Denton
and San Antonio areas. I am gratified
that the funds for these two vital proj-
ects were retained in the bill.

This is, I believe, a reasonable appro-
priations bill except for the reduction
in money for urban renewal and water
and sewer facilities. The level of funding
may not adequately provide for every
existing need, but that dilemma is fa-
miliar to us all. I hope President Nixon
will recognize the urgency of the need,
sign this bill, and thereby demonstrate
that he is not totally out of touch with
the real needs of the American people.

APPROPRIATIONS INCREASE FOR VETERANS'

MEDICAL CARE

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, T am
delighted that this bill, H.R. 19830, which
contains the appropriations for the Vet-
erans’ Administration, is being acted
upon today, and that it retains the full

.increase of $105 million over the amended

budget request for essential medical care
for our veterans.

The distinguished Senator from Rhode
, chairman of the

Senator from Colorado (Mr. AvrvroTT)
the ranking minority member of that
subcommittee, -are most deserving of
praise for the work they have done on
this bill; and for their deep concern for
our veterans expressed by their recom-
mending this proposed increase for vet-
erans medical care. I also wish to express
my appreciation to the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee (Mr. RusseLn) and the: ranking
majority and minority members of the
(Mr. ErLrLeEnper rand Mr,
Youne of North Dakota) for retaining
the+increase in t,his setond verston of
this bill.

This second succemful passage of this
increase represents the culmination of a
long and often diffioult battle to ensure
that our veterans returning from Viet-
nam have the highest quality medical
care we can provide, and that all our
veterans receive the same quality care.

One year and 3 weeks ago, on Novem-
ber 11, 1969—Veterans Day—I an-
nounced to the Senate the inifiation of

+an-investigation by the Veterans Affairs

Subgemmittee of medical care for Viet-

b L ? = TR




December 7, 1970

nam veterans in VA hospitals. The sub-
committee proceeded to receive testi-
mony from 45 witnesses, including emi-
nent medical school deans and medical
experts, seriously disabled veterans, and
rehabilitation experts of veterans’ groups.
The subcommittee staff and I visited a
number of VA hospitals—most unan-
nounced—to talk with patients, adminis-
trators, physicians, nurses and other per-
sonnel, and to look over the general hos-
pital situation.

Our subcommittee inyvestigation, focus-
ing on immediate care problems for
wounded Vietnam veterans, illustrated
graphically that war is not merely a
killer: It is a cruel and terrible crippler.

Everybody knows that men get
wounded in war. We get the statistics of
the wounded right along with those of
the dead. But somehow, we do not seem
to feel for the wounded the way we feel
for the dead. We count the cost of battles
in dead, not maimed. We count bodies,
not agonies.

For many, wounded men evoke a vision
of a brief period of pain, a stay in the
hospital, rest and recreation, and the
purple heart. Then, many people seem to
presume everything goes back to normal
for these men, and they push them out
of their minds. But the men that many
Americans have forgotten have become
uppermost in my mind since I learned
what was happening to those whom the
Nation treated as heroes only a short
while ago.

I found some eye-opening and heart-
rending facts. I found that the Vietnam
war is the most crippling and seriously
disabling war in our history. So far 292,-
345 men have been wounded in Southeast
Asia.

I found that the wounds suffered by
our men are incredibly severe because of
the kind of war we are fighting—a war of
high-powered rifles on the one hand,
and, on the other hand, a war of mines
and primitive booby traps that destroy a
man without killing him.

I found that 10 percent of our sur-
viving wounded are so badly shot-up or
burned that they would have died in any
other war. Butf, miraculously, we are
keeping these men alive. It is a great tri-
bute to our country that we are saving
these men—a tribute to the intensity and
compassion of our rescue operations.

Probably no other country spends as
much manpower and money in rescuing
a downed pilot or evacuating a wounded
infantryman. But, science and man have
their limitations. And I found that our
veterans hospitals are being filled with
more and more paraplegics and quadri-
plegics, more and more amputees and
patients with multiple injuries.

And what is perhaps even worse, I
found that these men—along with our
hospitalized veterans of previous wars—
are not getting the top quality mediecal
care which they so richly deserve and
have so painfully earned. I found hos-
pitals severely understaffed, with insuffi-
cient numbers of general physicians and
specialists, too few nurses, too few tech-
nicians. I found overcrowding in some
hospitals and, in others, I found empty
wings and idle equipment because there
were not enough trained people to put
them to use.
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I found dedicated and conscientious
staffs—overworked because of personnel
shortages, and frustrated by inadequate
and obsolete facilities. I found many of
the patients wasting precious months and
years of their lives because they are not
receiving the care and compassion they
must have for rapid recovery and reha-
bilitation. I found others suffering deeply
from debilitating neglect.

As a result of all this, when on May 27
I went before the Appropriations Sub-
committee, headed by the distinguished
and able Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PasTorE), I asked for $174 million more
than had been appropriated by the House
for the hospital and medical program.

Our investigation showed that this sum
was necessary to provide high-quality
hospital and medical care to our disabled
veterans—to make up for the major defi-
ciencies that plague very many VA hos-
pitals. For the financial squeeze over the
last 5 years has produced deterioration
and a dangerously enlarging crisis in our
VA medical system. This crisis did not
occur overnight. It is the result of a
steady erosion.

A Democratic administration and a
Republican administration share respon-
sibility for the sad state of affairs that
now confronts us—a crisis caused by tak-
ing it for granted that things could be
done without adequate funds. The execu-
tive branch in two administrations has
turned down the budget requests of the
VA's medical staff.

Year after year, the purchase of essen-
tial equipment and supplies has been de-
ferred, along with renovation of facilities,
construction of new facilities, and acqui-
sition of staff. This process of slow dete-
rioration, masterminded by the Bureau
of the Budget, dramatically surfaced
when increased numbers of Vietnam vet-
erans began flowing into our VA hos-
pitals.

The No. 1 problem facing VA hospitals
today is a shortage of staff. VA hospitals
have an overall stafi-to-patient ratio of
only 1.5 to 1 compared to staffing ratios
of about 2.7 to 1 in community hospitals.

To help overcome this unfair, intoler-
able situation, I recommended to the Pas-
tore subcommittee adding about $51 mil-
lion to fund an additional 5,000 more
staff positions in VA hospitals. This
would increase staff ratios to about 1.7
to 1, a substantial improvement which
should help every veteran in a VA hos-
pital.

I also asked for $46 million to eliminate
the serious backlog in equipment pur-
chase, maintenance and repair,

The plight of those who have spinal
cord injuries is especially deplorable. The
ratio in the VA spinal cord injury units,
as of April 1970, was approximately 1.02
staff for each spinal cord injury bed. In
stark comparison, the ratio at New York’s
Institute of Rehabilitation Medicine,
headed by the world famous Dr. Howard
Rusk, who is & consuitant to the VA, is
2.17 to 1—more than twice as high. Many
VA spinal cord injury centers are well
equipped, but I have found only a few
patients actively engaged in therapy at
one time. Others wait endlessly for their
turn in an unhappy, helpless, hopeless
prone line. And still others have lost the
incentive to come and wait, and wait.
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I have proposed that by the end of
fiscal year 1971 we provide the Veterans’
Administration with $10 million to double
the spinal cord injury staffing ratio.

Under the impetus of our investigation
and embarrassed by the recsnt Life
magazine article, the VA decided tu re-
allocate funds and make a 25-percent
increase in spinal cord injury staffing ra-
tios for fiscal 1971. They had not planned
to do this. I am glad we helped change
their minds. I also recommended adding
almost $6 million to eliminate an out-
rageous backlog in dental examinations
and treatment.

Although I have focused my recom-
mendations primarily on the needs of
disabled Vietnam veterans, I have tried
to stress that inadequate conditions in
our hospitals affect all veterans of all
wars. You and I know, too, that there
is growing, exploding need now for long-
term care facilities for aging and infirm
veterans of World War I and World War
II. Because of this, I proposed an addi-
tional $6 million to convert 1,000 more
present hospital beds to nursing care use.

Despite strong Veterans’ Administra-
tion opposition to every one of my recom-
mendations, the Appropriations Com-
mittee accepted the bulk of them. It
voted to increase the House-passed bill
by $100 million.

During the subsequent Senate debate,
35 Senators took to the floor to state their
strong support for this increase, and the
Senate passed it—unanimously.

Altogether, the Senate passed $175
million more than was requested in the
President’s initial budget—the $100 mil-
lion added by the Senate—$25 million
won on the House floor by Chairman
TeacUE of the House Veterans' Affairs
Committee—and the $50 million belated-
ly added by the administration to its
original budget after our congressional
investigations aroused the Nation and
shook the White House,

The support we received in the Sen-
ate was characteristic of the bipartisan
effort I have tried to foster for all vet-
erans’ matters. During the time I have
had the privilege of serving as chair-
man of the Veterans’ Affairs Subcommit-
tee all actions of our subcommittee, our
full committee, and the Senate on VA
educafion and training and medical leg-
islation and on appropriations for these
programs have been unanimous.

The amount finally passed by both
Houses totaled $105 million above the
administration amended budget request.
Chairman TeAcue and I accepted the
conference recommendation to eliminate
the $20 million which the Senate had
earmarked for additional construction,
because it was our understanding that
most of the priority items, including de-
sign of a replacement hospital for both
the Bronx Hospital in New York and the
Wadsworth Hospital in Los Angeles,
would very likely be carried out by the
VA with existing construction money.

We thus felt that the crucial money
was in the medical care category.cWe
were particularly pleased that the full
$105 million for medical care was ac-
cepted by the conference committee.

The only problem was that when Con-
gress sent the appropriations bill to the
President, he unexpectedly and unjusti-
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fiably vetoed it on August 11, 1970. This
meant that the entire process had to be
repeated in order to get essential medi-
cal services to our veterans. My great
regret is that this 4-month delay can
never be entirely made up. This delay
has irrevocably impaired the Veterans’
Administration's ability to recruit very
necessary personnel, whose energies and
talents could have been well used in
our VA hospitals, We will never get back
the lost medical care and the lost re-
habilitation our maimed veterans des-
perately need now at this very mo-
ment. And with every week that goes by
until the VA finally receives its appro-
priation, it will be more and more dif-
ficult to recruit all the additional staff
it so desperately needs.

However, I welcome this increase, even
though it is long overdue, and now clear-
ly, probably, too little, by half at least. It
can be fully used up just to purchase
necessary equipment and make repairs,
renovations, and improvements. And
the VA can at least begin the recruiting
and hiring of personnel that has been
delayed so long.

I urge the President to mitigate his
previous action in denying adequate
medical care to veterans through his veto
by moving as swiftly as possible to ap-
prove this bill, and then to see that the
full amount is immediately released by
the Office of Management and Budget to
the Veterans’ Administration. I trust that
the President will again not lose sight of
the desperate need of our wounded, dis-
abled, and ill veterans by vetoing this
appropriation bill a second time.

This increase in appropriations for our
veterans medical care is most welcome.
Even at this late date, it will still serve to
improve the care which we have a deep
obligation to provide to our veterans and
which they urgently need. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
essential matter and insuring the ac-
tual expenditure of these crucial funds.

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

The bill was ordered to a third read-
ing, and was read the third time.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on passage,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. Bayn), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Byrp), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Dobpp),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. EasT-
LAND), the Senator from Arkansas (Mr.
FULBRIGHT), the Senator from Oklahoma
(Mr. Harris), the Senator from Minne-
sota (Mr. McCarTHY), the Senator from
Wyoming (Mr. McGeg), the Senator
from Georgia (Mr. RusseLL), the Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Spong), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
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from North Carolina (Mr. JorDAN) is ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Macnuson) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. Maenuson), the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. Spong), the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON) would each
vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CurTIS),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr, Domi-
nick), the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GOLDWATER and Mr. FaNNIN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy) and the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
Casge) and the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
HATFIELD) are absent on official business.

The Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munpt) is absent because of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. CurTis), the Sena-
tor from Colorado (Mr. DomINICK), the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. FanNin), the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
Munort), the Senator from Ilinois (Mr.
PercY) and the Senator from Texas
(Mr. Tower) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 75,
nays 1, as follows:

[No. 415 Leg.]
YEAS—T5

Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Holland
Hollings
Hruska
Hughes
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Jordan, Idaho
Kennedy
Long
Mansfield
Mathias
© 'MeOlellan
McGovern
McIntyre
Metealf
Miller
Mondale
Montoya
Moss
NAYS—1
Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—24
Fannin McGee
Fulbright Mundt
Goldwater Percy
Russell
Sparkman
Spong
Stevenson
McCarthy Tower

So the bill (H.R. 19830) was passed.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, the
Senate has again witnessed the out-
standing advocacy of the senior Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE). Once

Alken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Baker
Beilmon
Bennett
Bible
Boggs
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Cannon
Church
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Dole
Eagleton
Ellender
Ervin
Fong
Goodell
Gore
Gravel

Murphy
Muskle
Nelson
Packwood
FPastore
Pearson
Pell
Prouty
Proxmire
Randolph
Ribicofl
Saxbe
Schweiker

Stevens
Symington
Talmadge
Thurmond
Tydings
‘Williams, N.J.
Williams, Del.
Yarborough
Young, N. Dak.

Bayvh
Byrd, Va.
Case
Cook
Curtis
Dod

d
Dominick
Eastland
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again he has steered this highly impor-
tant appropriations measure to over-
whelming Senate approval. He has done
so with the same outstanding legislative
skill and ability that have characterized
his many years of public service. This
funding measures provides vital support
for our many housing programs and pro-
grams that ‘are designed to assist the
cities with their grave and pressing prob-
lems. Those interests could not have a
better advocate than JomrN PasTore of
Rhode Island. He deserves the highest
commendation of the Senate.

Joining Senator PAasTORE was the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Colorado
(Mr. Arvrorr). His strong cooperation
and assistance were indispensable to this
great success and the Senate is most
grateful.

Offering their own strong and sincere
views during the consideration of this
measure were the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) , the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MonpaLe), and the distinguished Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javits). They
and others contributed immensely to the
high level of the debate. They and others
exhibited their own strong interests in
the programs funded by this bill.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No.
1406, H.R. 19590. I do this so that it
will become the pending business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HucrEs) . The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 19590) making appropriations
for the Department of Defense for the fiscal

year ending June 30, 1971, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to its
consideration.

Mr, MANSFIELD, Mr. President, there
will be nothing done on this bill tonight,
but the distinguished senior Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. ELLENDER) will be
prepared to make the opening statement
at the conclusion of morning business
tomorrow.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate go
into executive session to consider a nom-
ination reported earlier in the day from
the the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF
APPEALS

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Gerard D. Reilly, of the District
of Columbia, to be an associate judge of
the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRrAVEL) ., Without objection, the nomina-
tion is considered and confirmed.

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

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate resume the con-
sideration of legislative business.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate resumed the consideration of
legislative business.

e ——————

ELIMINATION OF MULTIPLE CUS-
TOMS DUTIES ON HORSES TEM-
PORARILY EXPORTED FOR USE IN
RACING

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the pending
business be laid aside temporarily and
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Calendar No. 217, H.R. 4239,

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4239) to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States so as to pre-
vent the payment of multiple customs dutles
in the case of horses temporarily exported
for the purpose of racing.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Finance with an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the committee amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 1, after line 5, insert a new
section, as follows:

HR. 4239

Sec. 2. (a) Section 2(a) of the Act en-
titled “An Act to provide for the free im-
portation of certain wild animals, and  to
provide for the imposition of quotas on cer-
tain meat and meat products”, approved Au-
gust 22, 1964 (Public Law 88-482) is
amended—

(1) by striking out “and 106.20 (relating
to fresh, chilled, or frozen meat of goats and
sheep (except lambs) )" and inserting in lleu
thereof “, 106.20 (relating to fresh, chilled,
or frozen meat of goats and sheep (except
lambs) ), and 106.30 (relating to {fresh,
chilled, or frozen lamb meat)"; and

(2) by striking out *725,400,000 pounds"
and inserting in Iieu thereof '738,400,000
pounds”.

(b) Section 2(b) of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
“The Secretary of Agriculture, for each cal-
endar year after 1969, shall also estimate and
publish—

“(3) the quantity of the articles specified
in item 10630 of Tariff Schedules of the
United States which bears the same ratio to
the aggregate quantity estimated by him
pursuant to paragraph (1) for such calendar
year as the average annual quantity of such
articles imported during the years 1966
through 1968, inclusive, bears to the average
annual quantity of all articles described In
subsection (a) imported during such years,
and

“(4) before the first day of each calendar
quarter in such calendar year, the quantity
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of the articles specified in item 106.30 of such
Schedules which (but for this section) would
be imported in such calendar year.

In applying paragraph (4) for the second or
any succeeding calendar quarter in any cal-
endar year, actual imports for the preceding
calendar quarter or quarters in such calendar
year shall be taken into account to the ex-
tent data is available.”

(c) Bection 2(c) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out “under this section”
in paragraph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof
“under this paragraph”;

(2) by striking out “under this section”
in paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof
“under paragraph (1)";

(3) by renumbering paragraph (3) as (4),
and by inserting after paragraph (2) the
following new paragraph:

“(3) If the quantity estimated before any
calendar quarter by the Becretary of Agri-
culture pursuant to subsection (b)(4) ex-
ceeds the quantity estimated by him pur-
suant to subsection (b)(3), the President
shall by proclamation limit the quantity of
the articles specified in item 106.30 of the
Tariff Schedules of the United States which
may be entered, or withdrawn from ware-
house, for consumption during such calendar
year to the quantity estimated for such cal-
endar year by the Secretary of Agriculture
pursuant to subsectlon (b)(3).”; and

“{4) by inserting after the first sentence
of paragraph (4) (as renumbered) the fol-
lowing new sentence: “The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall allocate the gquantity pro-
claimed under paragraph (3), and any in-
crease in such quantity pursuant to subsec-
tion (d), among supplying countries on the
basis of the shares of the articles specified in
item 106.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States which such countries supplied
to the United States market during a rep-
resentative perlod, except that due account
may be given to special factors which have
affected or may affect the trade in such ar-
ticles.”

(d) Section 2(d) of such Act is amended
by inserting after “subsection (a)” in para-
graph (2) the following: “(or in the case of &
proclamation under subsection (e¢)(3), the
supply of articles of the kind specified in
item 106.30 of the Tariff Schedules of the
United States)”.

(e) The amendments made by this section
shall apply only with respect to calendar
years after 1969.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, on
behalf of the committee, I urge rejection
of the committee amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tlon is on agreeing to the committee
amendment.

Without objection, the amendment is
rejected.

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

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

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The title was amended, so as to read:
‘““An Act to prevent the payment of multi-
ple customs duties in the case of horses
temporarily exported for the purpose of
racing, and to provide for the imposi-
tion of quotas on lamb meat.”
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ORDER FOR THE SENATE TO CON-
VENE AT ;10. AM. EVERY DAY
FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE
WEEK

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate con-
vene at the hour of 10 a.m. on Tuesday,
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday of this
week.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR BELLMON TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent, that at the conclu-
sion of the disposition of the reading of
the Journal on tomorrow, the distin-
guished Senator from Oklahoma (Mr,
BeLLMON) be recognized for not to exceed
30 minutes.

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

INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT AND
FEDERAL AVIATION ACT, 1958—
CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr., EENNEDY. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee on confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to HR. 10634, to amend the Inter-
state Commerce Act and Federal Avia-
tion Act of 1958, in order to exempt cer-
tain wages and salaries for income tax
purposes. I ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
papers are not here.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask
that action on the conference report be
withheld.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roil.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

THE INTERNATIONAL SPACE
PROGRAM

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have been
particularly interested in the interna-
tional aspects of the space program. The
post-Apollo program—and the reusable
space shuttle system in particular—has
already demonstrated a remarkable po-
tential for international support. NASA’s
activities acguainting other countries
with the opportunities and benefits of
participation in the development of a re-
usable space transportation system have
evoked a positive response that would
have been difficult fo predict a year ago.

I have been informed by NASA that
the 12-nation European Space Confer-
ence has taken a number of specific steps
to bring Europe to the point where major
commitments to post-Apollo contribu-
tions can be considered and undertaken:
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They have established a full-time
office in Washington.

They have named representatives to
NASA technology steering committees
for both the shuttle and the space
station.

They have already committed several
million dollars for independent Euro-
pean industrial studies of post-Apollo
projects. .

And they have sent to the United
States a ministerial-level delegation,
headed by the Belgian Minister of Sci-
ence, to determine the ground rules for
possible European participation.

The proposition which the nations of
Europe are considering, as they have de-
fined it for themselves in preliminary dis-
cussions, is nothing less than the ex-
penditure of a billion dollars in the next
decade to develop elements of U.S. post-
Apollo systems. This proposition has cap-
tured the imaginations of European gov-
ernments and industrial communities.
The governments of Europe are consider-
ing' it at the highest levels because they
recognize both the technological benefits
of helping to develop a reusable space
transportation system and the signifi-
cance of such a system for doing busi-
ness in space in the future.

Should such significant European par-
ticipation materialize, the United States
would gain very considerable practical
benefits in both finance and technology.
The intangible benefits ‘could be even
greater in terms of our interest in the
Atlantic community and the strength of
the Western system. For a long time we
have needed programs to eompelling sig-
nificance to ourselves and to our part-
ners. The space transportation system,
with its strong appeal to national im-
peratives, is well suited for the purpose.

The questions of whether and how
Europe should participate are difficult
by virtue of their scope and complexity,
and the members of the European Space
Conference will have different attitudes
toward them. West Germany, France,
and Belgium are together leading a posi-
tively oriented group into further dis-
cussions with NASA and the Department
of State. While some of the smaller coun-
tries may not follow them, Italy, Spain,
Switzerland, and the Netherlands have
said that they fully support such ex-
ploratory efforts. The British, who may
have the greatest difficulty because of
their economie situation, have neverthe-
less not closed the door to participating
in post-Apollo.: They are assisting in
planning for the next talks with the De-
partment of State and NASA and they
are contributing their share to the stud-
ies of post-Apollo now in progress in
Europe. As the space shuttle program in
the United States' moves forward, the
prospects for participation by the United
Kingdom should improve and quite likely
fortify the already peositive attitudes of
West Germany, France, and Belgium.

In considering the post-Apolle pro-
gram projects before us, we are con-
sidering far more than a narrow inter-
est. We are considering the main thrust
of the exploration and exploitation of
space, We are considering an ‘approach
which commends itself strongly to other
nations as well as to us and which will
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have increasing leverage in bringing
those nations together with us in com-
mon purpose.

Mr. President, in my view, NASA and
the administration are to be commended
for aggressively pursuing the goal of in-
creased international cooperation in
space. It would be extremely unfortunate
if the Senate were to adopt the amend-
ment now before us. Surely such action
would be a major—and perhaps irrev-
ocable—setback to truly meaningful in-
ternational participation in future space
programs. I intend to vote against such
action.

THE PROPOSED ILLINOIS STATE
CONSTITUTION

Mr. PERCY, Mr. President, because of

‘the general interest-in many States in

updating antiguated State constitutions,
I wish to comment in the Senate today
on how the State of Illinois is facing this
situation.

On December 15, the citizens of Illinois
will go to the polls to vote on a proposed
revision to their 100-year-old State con-
stitution. The new constitution, ham-
mered out over a period of 9 months by
116 convention delegates, is a contem-
porary, ‘flexible document which, if ap-
proved by the voters, will enable the
State of Illinois to carry out its duties
more openly and efficiently.

The proposed document is a significant
improvement over the old one of 1870.
‘Where the latter dealt with warehouses
and the World’s Columbian Exposition,
the former addresses itself to such con-
temporary problems as pollution and
transportation. For example, in a new
and special section, the constitution
states that '“‘each person has the right
to a' healthful environment” and adds

«that “each person can enforce this right

against any party, governmental or pri-
vate, through appropriate legal proceed-
ings’”™ And elsewhere, the constitution
declares that “public transportation is an
essential publie purpose for which public
funds can be expended.” Thus, the im-
provementof public transportation be-
(t:on}';es the 'primary concern that it ought
o be.

In the executive, legislative, and judi-
cial areas, the State charter sheds the
antiquated and adopts the innovative,
and in so doing offers hope for more
honest, responsive and streamlined gov-
ernment.

Under the executive article of the con-
stitution, the Governor and Lieutenant
Governor are elected as a team, so as to
increase the prospects for a more har-
monious working relationship between
the State's two top officials. To avoid
having State officials swept into office on
the coattails of a presidential candidate,
elections will be held in. off-presidential
years, This provision will also insure that
State issues and candidates receive the
attention they deserve.

In the legislative area, the voters will
be given the choice between retaining
the present method of choosing State

-Representatives; that is, by cumulative

voting in multimember districts, or aban-
doning this system in favor of electing
the 177 members from single-member
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districts. Because of the highly contro-
versial aspect of this issue, the conven-
tion delegates wisely separated it from
the main body of the constitution, so
that its failure will not necessarily re-
sult in the failure of the constitution.
The minimum age for service in the leg-
islative body is lowered to 21; and the
number of State senators rises from 58
to 59.

In. the judicial branch, an attempt is
made to reduce the heavy backlogs in
civil cases, so that the courts can devote
more time to the more serious cases. This
is done by allowing smaller juries—no
smaller than six—and less than unani-
mous verdicts—no less than three-quar-
ters majority—in civil cases. In this con-
nection, it is noteworthy that defendants
in Cook County courts must wait longer
than the defendants of any other State
before going to trial. The backlog goes
back as far as 6 or T years.

Two alternative methods of selecting
Jjudges will be offered to the voters. They
will be able to choose between abandon-
ing the present system of -electing
judges—which tends to reward per-
sonal popularity * and party loyalty
rather than judicial ability—in favor of
having judges appointed by the Gover-
nor, after having been nominated by a
bipartisan committee of lawyersand lay-
men. Again; this issue, because it is con-
troversial, will be submitted to the voters
in a separate ballot rather than in the
main body of the constitution.

The education article of the constitu-
tion broadens the aim of our educational
system in stating that “a fundamental
goal of the people of the State is the edu-
cational development of all persons to
the limits of their capacities”; and it
shifts the burden from locally levied
property taxes to a statewide income
tax. Henceforth the State will bear the
primary responsibility for financing the
system of public education. And by mak-
ing the post of State school superinten-
dent an appointive rather than an elec-
tive one, the State’'s top education offi-
cer is freed from the hazards of cam-
paigning, and allowed to devote his full

“energies and talents to his job.

The most outstanding part of the new
constitution is its bill of rights—hailed
by some as the best in any constitution of
the 50 States.

During g pericd when the country
frequently witnessed the mindless and
destructive acts of a fanatic few, Con-
vention delegates resisted the tempta-
tion to respond in an equally mindless
fashion by weakening or taking away
those fundamental rights belonging to
the individual. Indeed, it strerngthened
those rights.

A right until now guaranteed only by
the 14th amendment of the U.S. Consti-
tution, the right of equal protection of
the laws, was added to the constitution’s
due process clause. Only a few States
have such a provision.

To the clause on limitation of penalties
after conviction, the convention added
a most progressive and enlightened pro-
vision: ‘that “all penalties shall be de-
termined both according to the serious-
ness of the offense and with the objective
of restoring the offender to useful citizen-
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ship.” Again, the State of Illinois is far
ahead of most others.

To protect against the eneroachments
of big brother, the convention included,
in its section on unreasonable searches
and seizures, protection against “in-
vasions of privacy or interceptions of
communications by eavesdropping de-
vices or other means.”

The right to remedy and justice is
strengthened by the substitution of the
word “shall” for “ought t0” in “He shall
obtain justice by law freely, completely,
and promptly.”

The bill of rights also contains a far-
reaching provision in its antidiscrimina-
tion clause—which may be the strongest
of any provided by the 50 States. This
clause clearly states that “All persons
shall have the right to be free from
discrimination on the basis of race, color,
creed, national ancestry and sex in the
hiring and promotion practices of any
employer or in the sale or rental of
property. These rights are enforceable
without action by the General Assembly.”

Rather than weakening fundamental
rights, the convention reacted to the par-
ticular difficulties of today by stressing
that “These blessings—those guaranteed
by the constitution—eannot endure un-
less the people recognize their corre-
sponding, individual obligations and re-
sponsibilities.”

And instead of remaining silent on the
most’ difficult questions of the day, the
delegates chose to recognize them in the
preamble of the bill of rights, and to ar-
ticulate the noble aspirations of “elimi-
nating poverty and inequality; assuring
legal, social, and economic justice; and
providing opportunity for the fullest de-
velopment of the individual.” In other
words, the delegates did not ignore these
problems—as they might have—but
chose to ask the best of the citizens of
Illinois in attempting to solve them.

These, then, are some of the highlights
found in the main body of the constitu-
tion. There are, however, two more issues
to be voted upon which are of such im-
portance and interest to me that I would
like to comment on them at least briefly.
These two issues are: First, the lowering
of the voting age to 18; and second, the
abolition of the death penalty.

I hope the voters will decide in favor of
lowering the voting age to 18. Never in
our history have our youth been so well-
informed politically and so concerned
about the eradication of social injustices.
I believe the energies and aspirations of
our citizens between the ages of 18 and
21 should be channeled into the demo-
cratic process, and not be allowed to

wither into disinterest and cynicism. In"

voting on this issue, I hope the voters will
think more about the majority or re-
sponsible, concerned youth, and not
about the destructive and irresponsible
minority who receive publicity all out of
proportion to their numbers.

The fourth and final issue to be voted
on separately is the abolition of the
death penalty. I hope this penalty will
be abolished. Aside from the fact that
there is no evidence whatever to prove
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that the death penalty acts as a de-
terrent to crime, this punishment puts
the emphasis on revenge irather than
rehabilitation. More often than not, it
is the poor and the friendless who.are
condemned. And worst of all, the penalty
is obviously irrevocable.

‘The proposed State constitution of
1970 is a well-thought-out, progressive
document which will enable our State
to move forward in an enlightened man-
ner. At the same time, it retains the
best of the old constitution by upholding
our best traditions and reaffirming our
basic belief in the rights of the indi-
vidual.

In light of the faect that previous
efforts to revise our constitution have
failed because of indifference or apathy,
I am especially hopeful that a very sub-
stantial number of voters will come to
the polls and express an interest in
this most important and far-reaching
proposal. It has my full support and I
hope the citizens of Illinois will endorse
it on December 15.

CALENDAR CALL OF UNOBJECTED-
TO ITEMS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
calendar call of unobjected-to items may
be had on tomorrow morning prior to
recognition of the able Senator from Ok-
lahoma (Mr. BeELrMon) under the spe-
cial order.

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

HIGHWAY APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on behalf of my able senior col-
league, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanpoLPH), I ask that the Chair
lay before the Senate a message from
the House of Representatives on H.R.
19504,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRrAvVEL) laid before the Senate H.R.
19504, to authorize appropriations for
the construction of certain highways in
accordance with title 23 of the United
States Code, and for other purposes.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered as having been read twice and
that the Senate proceed to its immediate
consideration,

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I move that all after the enacting
clause be stricken and that the language
of S. 4418, as it passed the Senate on Oec-
tober 2, 1970, be substituted therefor.

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

The question is on the engrossment of
gl;xﬁ amendment and third reading of the

The amendment was ordered to be en-
fﬁsed and the bill to be read the third

e.

The bill (HR. 19504) was read the

third time, and passed.
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate insist
upon its amendment and request a con-
ference with the House, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. GRAVEL) ' ap-
pointed Mr. RaNpoLPH, Mr. JorpaN of
North Carolina, Mr. MoNTOYA, MTI.
SponG, Mr. CooPer, Mr, Bocas, and Mr.
Baker conferees on the part of the
Senate.

COMMISSION ON THE ORGANIZA-
TION OF THE GOVERNMENT OF
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
(GraveEL). The Chair, on behalf of the
Vice President, inaccordance with Pub-
lic Law 91-405, appoints the Senator
from Virginia' (Mr. Spone) and the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. MATHIAS)
to the Commission on the Organization
of the Government of the District of
Columbia.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. EENNEDY. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before the
Senate, I move, in accordance with the
previous order, that the Senate stand in
adjournment until 10 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 57 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday, De-
cember 8, 1970, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
the Senate, December 7, 1970:

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

The following-named persons toc be mem-
bers of the Board of Directors of the Over-
seas Private Investment Corporation for the
terms as indicated, new positions.

For a term of'1 year:

Robert F. Buck, of Washington,

Clifford H. N. Yee, of Hawali.

For a term of 2 years:

Allle C. Felder, Jr., of the Distriet of Co-
Iumbia.

Daniel Parker, of Wisconsin,

For a term of 3 years:

Gustav M. Hauser, of New York.

James A, Suffridge, of Virginia,

Bradford Mills, of New Jersey, to be Presi-
dent of the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation; new position.

Herbert Salzman, of New York, to be Ex-
ecutive Vice President of the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation; new position.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate, December 7, 1970:

DisTaicT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS

Gerard D, Reilly, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be.an associate judge of the District

of Columbia Court of Appeals for the term of
years ©prescribed by Public Law 91-358,

approved July 29, 1970,
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