March 20, 1970

Mr, Speaker, I include Dr. Mitchell’s
letter and the news clipping to which he
refers in the Recorp at this point:

VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY,
Nashville, Tenn., January 28, 1970.

Hon, CLIFFORD M. HARDIN,

Secretary of Agriculture of the United States,
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Wash-
ington, D.C.

DeEar Mr. Harpin: A bulletin from UPI
which was printed in today’'s Nashville
Tennessean (see inclosure) is most disturb-
ing. It is incredible that any competent
sclentific advisory committee would recom-
mend easing of the Agricultural Department’s
regulations on the use of leukosis bearing
chickens for human consumption. There is
a growing mass of evidence to support the
thesls that human tumors (especially
leukemia, lymphosarcoma, and osteogenic
sarcoma) possess a viral etiology. From the
wording of the UPI story, it would appear
that the advisory committee's decision was
based on the bellef that a fowl virus would
not be transmissible to other species. This is
clearly not the case with regard to the Rous
sarcoma virus in fowl which can be passed
to mammalian cells (Svoboda, J., Nature,
186, 980, 1960; Chyle, P., Simkovie, D., and
Hilgert, J., Folia Biol., (Prague), 9, 77, 1963).
It would appear that rather than relaxing the
rules concerning the sale of fowl bearing
probable virus induced tumors, the rules
should be tightened to the point of,

1. Destruction of stralns with a high
leukosis incidence.

2. The banning of use in animal foods (l.e.,
to prevent the possible establishment of new
oncogenic lines in household pets and their
possible establishment as an oncogenic viral
reservoir in human disease).
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I would be greatly interested in the compo-
sition of the scientific advisory committee
that made this recommendation to the De-
partment of Agriculture (as reported by the
UPI).

Sincerely,
Winriay M. MrrcHeLL, M.D., PhD,,
Assistant Professor of Microbiology and
Medicine.

D1sEASED CHICKEN SALE PLAN PROTESTED

WasHINGTON.—The Consumer Federation
of America (CFA) and the Butchers Union
protested yesterday a recommendation that
the government relax its ban against sales
of certain diseased chickens for human con-
sumption.

A scientific advisory panel recommended
that the Agriculture Department regulation
requiring condemnation of all chickens show-
ing signs of leukosis, a cancer-like complex of
poultry diseases, be eased on grounds scien-
tists see no link between the allment and
diseases in humans.

But the recommendation was denounced
yesterday by the CFA and Amalgamated Meat
Cutters & Butcher workmen who said it
would permit poultry processors to sell dis-
eased birds to unsuspecting grocery shoppers,
possibly subjecting them to leukosis,

Rep. Benjamin S. Rosenthal, D-N.Y ., chalr-
man of a House consumer subcommittee, also
urged the administration to give consumers
a4 say-s0 in deciding whether to follow the
recommendation.

Under current regulations, all chickens
showing any sign of leukosis are barred from
sale for human consumption, but may be
sold for pet food. Under the recommendsa-
tions, entire chickens would be condemned if
they showed massive leukosis evidence, But if
only minor tumors were found, inspectors

8287

would condemn the flawed part and the rest
could be sold for human food.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to commend
the Secretary of Agriculture for his
prompt decision in this matter, which
was announced on February 5. At that
time, the Secretary announced that:

No changes will be made in the long-stand-
ing Federal inspection policy under which
poultry affected with diseases of the leuko-
sis complex are condemned.

Also, I would like to commend in-
dividuals such as Dr. Mitchell for show-
ing their immediate concern and express-
ing it to Secretary Hardin. I am certain
that this had a very positive impact on
Secretary Hardin and influenced him in
arriving at a decision at an early date.

MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN—
HOW LONG?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, March 19, 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 sadis-
tically practicing spiritual and mental
genocide on over 1,400 American prison-
ers of war and their families.

How long?

SENATE— Friday, March 20,

The Senate, as in legislative session,
met at 11 o'clock am. and was called to
order by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr, METCALF) .

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

God of our fathers and our God, who
has made and preserved us a Nation, we
thank Thee for freedom’s pioneers, for
the heroes’ valor, the patriots’ devotion,
and the toil of brain and hand by which
this Nation has become great and strong.
‘We bless Thee for our place in the march
of life, for the sturdy warriors of the
spirit who have moved ahead, and for
the singing youth in the ranks behind.
However few or many our days, we thank
Thee for life, and that it is lived now
when new vistas beckon and new disci-
plines are demanded.

As we offer to Thee the service of our
minds and hearts this day, we pray that
Thou wilt keep the Senate, our country,
and our people in Thy hand. May this
Nation ever be a light of hope to all who
honor Thee and a means of grace to all
who know Thee not.

Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
day, March 19, 1970, be dispensed with.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that all committees be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Ris-
1corr). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills; and they were
signed by the Acting President pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF) :

H.R. 6543. An act to extend public health
protection with respect to cigarette smok-
ing and for other purposes; and

H.R. 15700. An act to authorize appropria-
tlons for the saline water conversion program
for fiscal year 1971, and for other purposes.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia). The clerk will
call the roll.

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

Mr. COOK. Mr. President (Mr. Ris1-
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corF), I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATORS THURMOND AND Mc-
GOVERN THIS MORNING

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that following the
remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky (Mr. Cook), the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) be recognized for a
period not to exceed 20 minutes and that
the distinguished Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. McGoVERN) be recognized
following the remarks of the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) for a period of not to
exceed 20 minutes,

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at the coneclu-
sion of the remarks of the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGoverN), there
be a brief period for the transaction of
routine morning business with a time
limitation of 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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5. 3614—INTRODUCTION OF THE
FEDERAL PROCUREMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL ENHANCEMENT

ACT OF 1970

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, environ-
mental pollution is one of the most im-
mediate and serious problems confront-
ing our Nation today. Of late, much has
been said of the continued abuse of our
air, water, and land resources.

However, it is only very recently that
we have concerned ourselves with the
effects of the Federal Government’'s ac-
tivities. To his credit, the President has
recognized some of the direct ill effects
resulting from actions at federally op-
erated facilities throughout the country.
In the Executive order of February 4, he
stated that the Federal Government must
“provide leadership in the nationwide
effort to protect and enhance the quality
of our air and water resources.” That
order required all facilities under the
jurisdiction of the U.S. Government to
comply with the Clean Air Act and the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
Certainly, we all agree with this policy
and I hope that Congress will consider
legislation extending it to the logical and
ultimate conclusion.

The total Federal budget is expected to
be over $200 billion this year and for
several years in the immediate future.
A very substantial portion of this is nec-
essary for day-to-day operation. Be-
cause the Government of the United
States is the single largest purchaser of
goods, materials, and services, its im-
pact on the environment cannot be ig-
nored.

To insure that the Federal Govern-
ment does not contribute to the contin-
ued degradation of the environment,
even indirectly, I am Introducing the
Federal Procurement and Environmen-
tal Enhancement Act of 1970. If en-
acted, it would prohibit all departments,
independent agencies, and other instru-
mentalities of the United States using
federally appropriated funds, from pur-
chasing goods, materials, or services
from any person operating in violation
of either the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act or the Clean Air Act. In ef-
fect, it becomes the policy of the U.S.
Government not to do business with pol-
lution lawbreakers. This purpose is ac-
complished by amending both the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act and the
Clean Air Act.

Congress has often in the past declared
that a specific and desirable social policy
be followed in the Federal Government’s
dealings in the free marketplace. To cite
an example, American manufactured
materials and American mined supplies
are required for use in public contracts
for the construction and repair of pub-
lic buildings. Congress has also declared
that a fair proportion of the total pur-
chases for property and services be set
aside for small business concerns. In ad-
dition, standards for minimum wages,
maximum hours, child labor, and safe
working conditions have been established
by the Congress for Governmenit pur-
chasing contracts. These polices have
been implemented at the highest level,
rather than on a piecemeal departmental
basis. In this manner, a uniform—rather
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than a disjointed or even nonexistent—
Federal effort has been achieved.

To facilitate enforcement, this bill re-
quires the establishment of contract reg-
ulations, and the insertion thereof, in all
Federal procurement contracts. The fol-
lowing four paragraphs summarize and
explain the required language:

First, the contractor or seller agrees to
furnish adequate proof of compliance
with the aforementioned air and water
pollution acts, or, in the alternative, at
the time of contract the seller agrees to
implement an affirmative plan for com-
pliance pursuant to those acts.

Section (c) (1) takes into account
those manufacturers who are earnestly
trying to comply with Federal pollution
laws, while penalizing those who refuse
to comply. It also permits the transaction
of business with those persons who have
filed implementation schedules with the
Federal Water Pollution Control Admin-
istration and the National Air Pollution
Control Administration.

Second, upon notice of a violation—
and with notice to the seller—the Gov-
ernment is compelled to terminate the
agreement. Section (c)(2) also relieves
the Government of any damages, penal-
ties, or other liabilities that normally ac-
crue by unilateral termination.

Third, section (¢) (3) permits the con-
tinuance of a contract, otherwise termi-
nated, if the seller has implemented an
affirmative plan or schedule pursuant to
the air and water pollution control acts.

Fourth, the last contractual require-
ment, section (c) (4) exempts the Gov-
ernment from adjusting either the con-
tract price or the delivery or perform-
ance schedule due to continuation of the
agreement under (c) (3).

A distinction is made in section (f)
between a “contract directly related to a
pollution action” and all others. Only in
the former would the termination, con-
tinuance, and exemption procedures of
(e) (2), (3) and (4) apply. The Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare or of the Department of the
Interior, after consulting with the ap-
propriate contracting agency head, de-
termines the direct relatedness of the
pollution action to the contract.

As an example, where the “X" supply
company's paper factory is violating
either the air or water pollution control
law—all “X” paper contracts with the
Government are subject to immediate
suspension and termination. However,
all other “X" contracts supplying other
office equipment are not subject to this
immediate action.

Section (F) is intended to prevent un-
due chaos where a large manufacturer
supplies a diverse number of items to
many Government agencies. An immedi-
ate end to all such contracts may pro-
duce unnecessary adverse effects. There-
fore, this section provides that such con-
tracts not directly related “shall con-
tinue until completed, at which time the
prohibition becomes effective.” Conse-
quently, once the Government is notified
that “X's" paper factory is an unrepent-
ant polluter, henceforth, “X" will be in-
eligible for all procurement contracts.

Section (A) declares that such person
is ineligible for a period of up to 3 years.
At the discretion of the Secretary, the
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seller may become eligible prior to 3 years
if he determines that the pollution has
been abated.

To insure that the vast reaches of the
Federal bureaucracy are informed of in-
dividual violations, section (b) causes
both the Secretary of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the
Department of the Interior to establish
the necessary notification procedures.

Finally, section (d) exempts the De-
partment of Defense from this act, if the
Secretary determines that such exemp-
tion is necessary for national defense. It
does provide, however, for public hear-
ings on the pollution action. In this
manner, the necessary attention may
be focused on the problem to encourage
voluntary compliance.

Mr. President, I do not expect this
bill to be a cure-all for the restoration of
the environment to its formerly pristine
nature. However, we must use every
available tool to combat its continued
degradation. Equally important, there is
a need to provide leadership and direc-
tion for both industry and State and
local governments. Should the Congress
enact all of the pending antipollution
bills and still allow the Government of
the United States to act as an accom-
plice to lawbreakers—we have failed in
our moral obligation to the public.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the Senator from
Montana (Mr, MansFI1erLp) be added as
a cosponsor of the bill.

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

Mr. COOK. Mr. President, I introduce
the bill and ask that it be appropriately
referred. I also ask unanimous consent
that the bill be printed in the REecorbp.

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

The bill (8. 3614), to amend the ¥ed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act and
the Clean Air Act in order to provide
assistance in enforcing such acts through
Federal procurement contract proce-
dures introduced by Mr. Coox, for him-
self and Mr. MANSFIELD, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 3614

Be it enacted in the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Federal Procure-
ment and Environmental Enhancement Act
of 1970".

Sec. 1. The Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act is amended by redesignating sec-
tlons 12 through 13 as sectlons 13 through
20, respectively, and inserting after section
11 a new section as follows:

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

“Segc. 12. The Congress hereby declares
that all Federal departments, independent
agencies and other instrumentalities of the
United States using appropriated funds
shall not contribute to environmental pol-
lution by contracting for goods, materlals
and services with those persons in violation
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
“COOPERATION BY FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND

AGENCIES IN ENFORCEMENT

“SEc. 13. (a) Any person (including for the

purposes of this section, an individual, corpo-
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ration, partnership, or other private organi-
zation) ordered to abate any pollution by a
court in a suit brought pursuant to section
10(g) of this Act, or found not complying
with any law, regulation, or standard for the
purpose of subsection (¢) (1) of this section,
shall be ineligible to enter Into any contact
for the procurement of goods, materials and
services with any Federal department, inde-
pendent agency or any instrumentality of the
United States using appropriated funds (1)
during the three year period following the
date on which such department or agency
receives notification of such order or finding
from the Secretary, or (2) at the discretion
of the Secretary on a date prior to the termi-
nation of such period when the Secretary de-
termines that such abatement has been car-
ried out as ordered or finding terminated.

“(b) The Becretary shall establish proce-
dures to provide all such Federal departments
and agencies with the notification necessary
for the purposes of subsections (a) and (f).

“*(c) The Secretary shall establish by regu-
lations, which shall be made effective not
later than 90 days after the effective date of
this section, provisions which shall apply to
each contract entered into by any such Fed-
eral departments or agencles with any person,
and which—

(1) require such person to furnish at the
time of entering into such contract (A) proof
of compliance with all applicable water pol-
lution control laws, regulations and stand-
ards, or (B) an affirmative plan and imple-
mentation schedule pursuant to this Act.

“(2) upon notice from the Secretary, re-
quire the Federal Government, represented
by the appropriate department or agency
head, to terminate such contract, at any time
and without payment of any penalties or
damages, and upon due notice to that per-
son that such person is not complying with
applicable water pollution control laws, regu-
lations, or standards; or

“(3) reserve to the Federal Government,
represented by the appropriate department
or agency head, the right to continue such
contract if such person has implemented an
affirmative plan or schedule pursuant to this
Act.

*(4) exempt the Federal Government from
adjusting the contract price for any result-
ing increased costs or the adjusting of any
delivery or performance schedule due to the
continuance of the contract under subsec-
tion (c) (3).

*(d) After public hearings the Secretary
of Defense may exempt any contract from
the provisions of this section (including
regulations pursuant to this section) upon
determining that such exemption is neces-
sary for the purpose of national defense.

“(e) The Secretary shall annually report
to the Congress, on measures taken toward
implementing the purpose and intent of this
Act, including but not limited to, (1) the
progress and problems associated with Imple-
mentation of this Act; and (2) the status of
enforcement actions taken pursuant to this
Act.

“(f) Subsections (c) (2), (3) and (4) shall
apply only to a contract directly related to
a pollution action of Section 13(a). Any
other contracts between that person and such
departments and agencies that are not di-
rectly related shall continue until completed,
at which time the prohibition in Section 13
(a) becomes effective.

*(g) The Secretary, after consultation with
the appropriate department or agency head,
shall determine whether the action is di-
rectly related to the contract.”

Sgc. 2. The Clean Air Act is amended by in-
serting after section 111 a new section as
follows:

“DECLARATION OF PURFOSE

“Sec. 112. The Congress hereby declares
that all Federal departments, independent
agencies and other instrumentalities of the
United States using appropriated funds shall
not contribute to environmental pollution by
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contracting for goods, materials and services

with those persons in violation of the Clean

Alr Act.

“COOPERATION BY FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES IN ENFORCEMENT

“Sec. 113. (a) Any person (including for
the purposes of this section, an individual,
corporation, partnership, or other private or-
panization) ordered to abate any pollution
by a court in a suit brought pursuant to sec-
tion 108 (c) or (g) of this Act, or found not
complying with any law, regulation, or stand-
ard for the purpose of subsection (¢) (1) of
this section, shall be ineligible to enter into
any contract for the procurement of goods,
materials and services with any Federal de-
partment, independent agency or instrumen-
tality of the United States using appropri-
ated funds (1) during the three year period
following the date on which such depart-
ment or agency receives notification of such
order or finding from the Secretary, or (2) at
the discretion of the Secretary on a date prior
to the termination of such period when the
Secretary determines that such abatement
has been carried out as ordered or finding
terminated.

“(b) The Secretary shall establish proce-
dures to provide all such Federal depart-
ments and agencies with the notification
necessary for the purposes of subsection (a).

“{e) The Secretary shall establish by reg-
ulation, which shall be made effectlve not
later than 90 days after the effective date of
this section, provisions which apply to each
contract entered into by any such Federal
department or agency with any person, and
which—

(1) require such person to furnish at the
time of entering into such contract adequate
proof of (A) compliance with all applicable
alr pollution control laws, regulations, and
standards, or (B) an affirmative plan or im-
plementation schedule pursuant to this Act.

“(2) upon notice irom the Secretary, re-
quire the Federal Government, represented
by the appropriate department or head to
terminate such contract, at any time and
without payment of any penalties or dam-
ages, and upon due notice to that person
that such person is not complying with ap-
plicable air pollutior. control laws, regula-
tions, or standards; or

*“(3) reserve to the Federal Government,
represented by the appropriate department
or agency head, the right to continue such
contract if such person has implemented an
affirmative plan or schedule pursuant to this
Act.

“{4) exempt the Feder:l Government from
adjusting the contract price for any result-
ing increased costs or the adjusting of any
delivery or performance schedule due to the
continuance of the contract under subsec-
tion (e) (3).

“(d) After public hearings, the Secretary
of Defense may exempt any contract from the
provisions of this sectlon (including regula-
tions pursuant to this section) upon deter-
mining that such exemption is necessary for
the purpose of national defense,

“{e) The Secretary shall annually report to
the Congress, on measures taken toward im-
plementing the purpose and intent of this
Act, including but not limited to, (1) the
progress and problems associated with im-
plementation of this Act; and (2) the status
of enforcement actions taken pursuant to
this Act,

“(f) Subsections (¢) (2), (3) and (4) shall
apply only to a contract directly related to a
pollution action of section 113(a). Any other
contracts between that person and such de-
partments and agencies that are not directly
related shall continue until completed at
which time the prohibition in section 113(a)
becomes effective,

“(g) The Secretary, after consultation with
the appropriate department or agency head,
shall determine whether the action is di-
rectly related to the contract.”
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

S. 3615—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE FOR ORDERLY
TRADE IN TEXTILE ARTICLES

Mr. THURMOND., Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a hill
to provide for orderly trade in textile
articles, in which I am joined by the sen-
ior Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorToNn), the senior Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. Scorr), and the senior
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA).

Mr. President, the legislation I have
introduced today is designed to provide
relief for the American textile industry
from the ruinous threat of foreign im-
ports. I am introducing this bill in re-
sponse to the resolution adopted by the
American Textile Manufacturers Insti-
tute yesterday at its meeting in San
Francisco.

Mr. President, I regret the necessity
to introduce such legislation but unfor-
tunately the Japanese just this week
have made demands and set conditions
for further negotiations looking toward
a voluntary agreement to curb imports
that are so unreasonable as to be ridicu-
lous.

The Japanese have said, in effect, that
they must be guided in their negotiations
with the United States by the principle
“no injury, no restraint.” They said that
if the United States can provide evi-
dence of injury on an item-by-item basis
which is acceptable to the Japanese they
will agree to control exports to the
United States of the items in question.
Otherwise, if the United States wishes
to refer the matter to the Tariff Com-
mission, which the Japanese describe as
a fair and neutral organization, the Jap-
anese Government will possibly be will-
ing to accept the findings of the Tariff
Commission with regard to injury.

In its communique to the United
States, they included in their comment
this incredible statement:

On the basis of the Incomplete data and
explanations thus far presented by the gov-
ernment of the United States, the govern-
ment of Japan cannot but conclude that
they can find no items causing or threat-
ing to cause Injury.

This is indeed a most unfortunate
statement. The tenor of the Japanese
memorandum to the United States has
infuriated a number of people both in
the textile industry and in the Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, the State of South
Carolina is the textile capital of the
United States. What happens in the tex-
tile industry reverberates throughout the
Palmetto State for textiles and textile-
related industries account for 75 per-
cent of the industrial wages in South
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Carolina, 70 percent of the industrial
employment, 68 percent of the annual
product value, and some 50 percent of
the capital investment. There is no ques-
tion but that our textile industry is the
most modern in the world and if that
statement is doubted by anyone here
I invite them to visit our plants.

While it is true that no other State
has a higher degree of textile concentra-
tion than South Carolina this is never-
theless a nationwide industry essential
to the interest of the country. In addi-
tion to the people who are employed in
the production of textiles, there are some
3 million Americans engaged in various
support activities such as transporta-
tion, the supplying of raw materials for
the industry, and in the selling of the
textile goods themselves.

Every State in the Union has some
manufacturing process involved in the
textile-apparel industry. There are over
36,000 plants operating throughout the
50 States and 19 States grow cotton
whereas almost every State of the Union
produces wool. .

The annual payroll for the industry
has been estimated at more than $10
billion and let us not forget that this
industry produces products which are
essential to the defense of this Nation.

Mr. President, we have had two alter-
natives. We could either strike a bar-
gain with the importing countries and
limit on a voluntary basis the imports
that would come into this country or we
could go to the Congress and seek legis-
lation for curbing imports.

It appears at this time that we have
no alternative but that the Congress act
immediately and pass legislation to stop
excessive imports as the survival of the
textile industry is a matter of the highest
domestic and defense priority.

Mr. President, I received a telegram
early this morning from the executive
vice president of the American Textile
Manufacturers Institute, Mr. Robert C.
Jackson. The American Textile Manu-
facturers Institute is meeting in San
Francisco and its board of directors
adopted a resolution yesterday calling for
an immediate legislative solution to the
textile problem. The telegram reads as
follows:

WaszHINGTON, D.C.
Hon. StTrRom THURMOND,
Washington, D.C.:

A resolution adopted by the board of direc-
tors of the American Textile Manufacturers
Institute, Inc., at San Francisco, March 19,
1970: For the past 14 months the United
States Government has been attempting to
implement, through international negotia-
tions, President Nixon's policy of bringing
wool and man-made fiber textile imports un-
der comprehensive, quantitative restraints,
In spite of the dillgent efforts of the admin-
istration, with strong bipartisan support
from the Congress, the unwillingness of Ja-
pan and other textile exporting natlons to
cooperate in achieving a falr, orderly, and
negotiated solution is now clear.

The futility of continuing such negotia-
tions is therefore, apparent. The situation de-
mands an immediate legislative solution. Ae-
cordingly, we respectfully urge the President
t0:

(1) Immediately terminate further nego-
tiations with Japan and other countries re-
lating to United States Imports of wool and
man-made fiber textiles.

(2) Propose promptly, for enactment In
this session of the Congress, legislation to
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impose effective, comprehensive, quantitative
limitations on imports into the United States
of all textile articles.
RoBERT C. JACKSON,
Ezecutive Vice President.

Statistics compiled by the Commerce
Department and by the industry graph-
ically demonstrate that foreign imports
and goods and especially .those from the
Far East are flooding the American mar-
ket. Manmade fiber imports have doubled
roughly every 2 years and compared with
the 1961-62 level of manmade imports
were up 855.7 percent by 1969, Mr. Pres-
ident, these imports are made by people
who are paid low wages and in certain
cases they are made by child labor. These
people manufacture these goods under
conditions and for wages that were long
ago eliminated from the United States.
The American industry has been forced
to spend millions of dollars modernizing
their plants to seek more efficiency and
they have succeeded. In fact, Mr. Presi-
dent, the American textile mill today is
the most efficient, mechanical operation
of which I know. The result has been
increased U.S. production but earnings
and profits continue on a drastic down-
trend. Tt has been estimated that the
average textile mill profit in the United
States was down 25 percent last year, and
the balance sheets show it will be even
lower this year.

When the Japanese talk about no in-
jury they are, of course, overlooking lit-
erally thousands of pages of information
that has been supplied to them by the
American negotiators in Geneva and
elsewhere. To deny that there is injury
is to ignore the fact that many small
textile plants have closed across this Na-
tion and many medium sized ones are
threatened today with liquidation. Dur-
ing 1968-69, some 27 textile plants closed
their doors. Mr. President, thousands of
textile jobs have been lost and almost
2.5 million jobs in this industry are being
directly threatened across this country
by the rising threat of foreign imports.

In my State of South Carolina 5,000
jobs alone were lost during the 1968-69
period and over 230,000 possible new
jobs in the United States have been lost
as a direct result of imports.

Mr. President, let us look at the fan-
tastic amount of made-up goods that
were sent into the United States in 1969:
Cotton knit shirts, over 25 million; cotton
woven dress shirts, over 12 million; cot-
ton woven sports shirts, almost 23 mil-
lion; men’s and boy's work shirts, over
1.2 million.

Men's and boy’s manmade fiber dress
and sports shirts amounted to 168,600,000
units imported into the United States.
Mr. President, that means that there
were 61,600,000 men's and boy’s dress
and sports shirts that were not made in
this country in 1969, and there were 168,-
600,000 dress and sports shirts of man-
made fiber for men and boys that were
not produced in this country.

The upshot of these statistics is that
American workers were denied the op-
portunity to produce those goods because
they were produced by foreign workers,

The Japanese have been very cunning
in the way they have concentrated on the
U.S. open market. When restraints were
placed on cotton imports under the long-
term agreement in 1962, the Japanese
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switched to the unprotected manmade
fiber and wool markets. They have zeroed
in on certain specialty items and have
literally blasted them from the market.
Mr. President, make no mistake about
it, the Japanese intend to destroy the
American textile industry and the Amer-
ican domestic market and control it in a
monopolistic fashion themselves,

Mr. President, the incredulous thing
about this whole situation is that while
we are at the mercy of the Japanese
imports and the other imports from the
Asian countries such as Hong Kong,
China, and South Korea, the Japanese
maintain a closed door policy at home.
They have shut out U.S. capital and
shut out U.S. goods as they have con-
cocted one of the most involved pro-
grams of restrictive regulations ever wit-
nessed in the history of commerce.

We hear a lot of talk about free trade
but the Japanese are no more involved
in free trade than is a man with a mo-
nopoly. When you involve yourself in
free trade, everybody plays by the same
rules and there are no restrictive tar-
iffs and there is no protection; but the
Japanese are protecting their industry
and they are protecting their jobs and
their people, and all we are asking is
that the United States protect its peo-
ple and their jobs and its industry.

President Nixon said in his statement
on world trade policy enunciated No-
vember 18, 1968:

The textile import problem, of course, is a
special circumstance that requires special
measures. We are now trying to persuade
other countries to limit their textile ship-
ments to the United States. In doing so,
however, we are trying to work out with our
trading partners a reasonable solution which
will allow both domestic and forelgn pro-
ducers to share equitably in the development
of the United States market. Such a meas-
ure should not be misconstrued, nor should
they be allowed to turn us away from the ba-

sic direction of our progress toward freer
exchange.

What can be fairer than that; what
can be more equitable than that; and
what can be more beneficial to all the
parties concerned than the position Pres-
ident Nixon took in his world trade state-
ment? However, the Japanese turn a
deaf ear to the President.

Mr. President, I will deliver further
commentary within the near future con-
cerning the arguments that the Japanese
have fostered and will demonstrate point
by point the fallacies of their conten-
tions.

We call upon every Member of Con-
gress who is concerned with the protec-
tion of American jobs to join with us in
supporting this legislation. Mr, President,
we are talking here about Americans and
their interest and their livelihood and
their well-being. It is all well and good
to be concerned about our friends else-
where and to be concerned about under-
developed countries, but Japan is no
underdeveloped country.

Let me briefly review the legislation
that I have introduced. The concept and
the theory of this is not new, but it is
effective. This legislation would provide
that after July 1, 1970, the total quantity
of imports of each category of textile
articles would be limited during any year
to the average annual quantity of such
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articles entered into the United States
for consumption during the 1961-66
period.

It also provides that 1 year after
this legislation becomes effective, the
total quantity of any category of goods
would be increased or decreased by an
amount corresponding to the increase or
decrease, if more than 5 percent, in the
U.S. consumption of such category dur-
ing the preceding year. It would provide,
however, that the amount of such in-
crease in any category would not exceed
10 percent of the amount of the increase
in the U.S. consumption of that category.

This legislation would not interfere
with agreements to which the United
States is signatory now in force.

This legislation would provide for pro-
tection of textile articles produced in this
country, including the very important
primary manmade products, which, be-
cause of the great growth in the use of
the manmade fiber, have become the cor-
nerstone of the American textile in-
dustry.

Mr. President, we have tried to live
by the golden rule and have tried to do
unto our neighbors as we would have
them do unto us and we have turned the
other cheek, but now is the time to take
action. The Japanese have demonstrated
that they will not act in good faith and
that they have no intention of continu-
ing negotiations at this time that will
produce any fruitful result.

Let us make no mistake about it. As
far as I am concerned, the American
workingman is, and will be, the most
important individual in the world, and
as long as his welfare and his interest
are threatened, it is incumbent upon this
Congress to take action to protect him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. Ris-
1coFF) . The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The bill (S. 3615) to provide orderly
trade in textile articles, introduced by
Mr. THURMOND, for himself and other
Senators, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Finance.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order the Senator from South
Dakota is recognized.

THE UNSINKABELE AEM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, had
the Titanic had the Defense Depart-
ment’s determination to build an anti-
ballistic missile system it would doubt-
less still be afloat.

The Nike X-Sentinel-Safeguard sys-
tem has repeatedly run head on into solid
ice, only to sail off in another direction.

The thought was current in the 1950's
and early 1960's that we could defend our
population and industry against an
attack from the Soviet Union. As re-
cently as January of 1967, General Earle
Wheeler was reporting to Senate hear-
ings on Defense appropriations the Joint
Chiefs of Staff view that the whole coun-
try should have an ABM defense, with
concentrated defense of some 50 of the
most densely populated areas.

But Secretary of Defense McNamara
lald that thought to rest most persua-
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sively in his important San Francisco
address in September of 1967. Noting the
steps the Soviet Union would likely take
to overcome our ABM and thus maintain
her assured destructive capability, he
pointed out that:

It is futile for each of us to spend $4 bil-
lion, $40 billion, or $400 billlon—and at the
end of all the spending, and at the end of all
the deployment, and at the end of all the
effort, to be relatively at the same point of
balance on the security scale that we are
now.,

Secretary McNamara argued, however,
that there were what he called marginal
grounds for concluding that a light de-
ployment of U.S. ABM’s against the
emerging Chinese nuclear threat would
be justified and thus evolved the Sentinel
version of the Nike X ABM.

The so-called marginal reason was
that the Chinese might, before they have
their missiles hardened, fear a U.S. pre-
emptive strike against their own highly
vulnerable deterrent. In periods of ten-
sion, Secretary McNamara reasoned, they
might be quicker to launch than the Rus-
sians because if they felt they were under
attack they would want to inflict at least
some damage in the process of their own
destruction.

Beyond this it was argued that an
anti-Chinese ABM was technologically
within our capacity. While it would be
impossible to provide an effective defense
against the sophisticated offense of the
Soviet Union, our ABM components it
was said, would have a higher degree of
reliability against the primitive delivery
systems to be developed by the Chinese—
at least for a time, probably only a few
years, until China’s weapons became
more advanced and more numerous.

The argument was obviously a strained
one. I have always believed that Mr. Mc-
Namara was really opposed to any kind
of ABM, but that he accepted the limited
China-oriented defense to quiet the
clamor for an even more elaborate and
costly system.

In any case, this argument left ABM
advocates with a terrible burden of proof.
They had to tell us why nuclear deter-
rence would prevent the Russians from
attacking us, but not the Chinese. They
had to tell us why the Chinese could not
incorporate penetration aids in their
earliest missiles, thus nullifying the pro-
tection of our cities even before the ABM
was in place. They had to respond to the
suggestion that if the Chinese were bent
on national suicide they could use much
less advanced delivery vehicles, such as a
freighter stationed a few miles off our
coast, against which an ABM would be
helpless.

Their case was further weakened when
some ABM proponents, answering the
charge that it might upset arms limita-
tion talks with the Soviet Union, said we
would not build it if the Russians agreed
to abandon their plans for an ABM. But
this left them in the tenuous situation
of saying we needed a defense against
the Chinese but that we were willing to
negotiate it away in talks with the Rus-
sians—regardless of what China did.

Sentinel was also set back by protests
over locations of the missile farms. Resi-
dents of Boston, Chicago, and other
cities, when told by site surveyors that
they were getting protection from the
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Chinese, responded that they had not
had much trouble with the Chinese lately
and were not interested in having mis-
siles in their backyards.
BAFEGUARD PHASE I

Small wonder that the Nixon adminis-
tration backed away from this partic-
ular iceberg, with the President's state-
ment of 1 year ago:

I do not buy the assumption that the ABM
was simply for the purpose of protecting our-
selves from Communist China,

But the ABM still refused to sink. The
new hands at the tiller guided it to a new
mission, after a study of the stars led to
the theory that the Soviet SS9 buildup
threatened our land-based Minutemen.
Having made the determination that we
wanted to build the old Nike X system if
we could find any plausible reason for
doing so, the advocates quickly grasped
hard target protection as their major
justification. The anti-China option was
not closed off, of course. No bridges were
visibly burned. But fears about defensive
missiles located in populous areas were
at least allayed with a pledge that the
new plan—now to be called Safeguard—
contemplated construction only in re-
mote areas, starting in North Dakota and
Montana.

Unfortunately, the administration
went on to make the case too well. Based
on its rather questionable premises about
the accuracy of the SS-9 and the
prospects that its warheads would be
independently targetable, Secretary of
Defense Laird’s projections of SS-9 de-
ployment showed that it might be able
to threaten our Minutemen.

But, as came out late in the debate last
year, the same projections indicated that
by continuing deployment just a short
time longer, the Soviet Union could also
neutralize the Safeguard system. Espe-
cially because of the vulnerability of the
Missile Site Radars—the eyes of the de-
fense—it was clear that Safeguard was
both an impractical and ill-designed
method of defending the Minuteman
missile. The MSR’s can be destroyed by
overpressures just one-tenth as powerful
as would be required to destroy a hard-
ened Minuteman. A combination of less
accuracy and less force than was attrib-
uted to the SS-9 could wipe out this es-
sential component of the system and
render it useless.

It is noteworthy that Secretary Laird
has since admitted that the critics were
right on this score. In his statement on
February 20 to the Joint Session of the
Senate Armed Services and Appropria-
tions Committees, he said:

To be perfectly candid, Mr. Chalrman, it
must be recognized that the threat could ac-
tually turn out to be considerably larger
than the Safeguard defense is designed to
handle. That Is one reason we have decided
to pursue several courses which should lead
to less expensive options for the solution of
this problem than expanding Safeguard to
meet the highest threat level.

This conclusion followed a discussion
of three possible Soviet courses of action.
They may stop deploying 88-9's, and
S58-11's, fail to develop MIRV’s, and stop
making improvements in their ICBM ac-
curacy—in which case Safeguard Phase 1
could be unnecessary.
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They might stop building new ICBM's
and forgo MIRV development, but con-
tinue to improve accuracy to the point
where their missiles “could constitute a
threat to the Minuteman force.” In those
circumstances, Secretary Laird asserted,
Safeguard would be ‘“quite effective”
against the threat.

Or, he said, they may deploy multiple
independently-targetable warheads, im-
prove accuracy, and continue SS-9 de-
ployments at the present rate. If this
happens, Laird said, we will be faced in
the mid-1970's with a threat which is—
much too large to be handled by the level
of defense envisioned In the Safeguard sys-

tem without substantial improvement and
modification.

In other words, what the Secretary
seems to be saying is that Russian forces
must be not too small, or we will not need
Safeguard; not too large, or Safeguard
cannot work. They must be, like Baby
Bear's porridge, “just right” to fit our
defense.

Mr. President, I do not pretend to
know what motivates Soviet military
planners. It is possible to hazard all sorts
of guesses on the intentions behind the
S55-9 buildup, ranging from the thought
that they see themselves as simply catch-
ing up with our superiority to Secretary
Laird’s estimate last year that they are
going for a first strike capability.

But if we cannot fathom their intent
in a positive way, it is certainly possible
to draw some conclusions on what it
is not. It is certainly not to make last
year's decision on Safeguard look good.
Their aim is not to justify our decisions.
They are not in the business of building
an offense designed to fit precisely our
defense. Yet that is what we must believe
if Safeguard Phase I, standing by itself,
is to refiect the slightest shred of wisdom.

Another insuperable iceberg.

But Safeguard is still afloat, searching
for a mission. It comes to us not with an
apology for its failure, but with a new
demand for more public revenues, And
we are not even allowed to abandon the
last year's lost cause. Safeguard Phase
I, even though it is now either plainly
unnecessary or plainly inadequate, will
be continued because, in Secretary
Laird's words:

The additional cost needed to defend a

portion of Minuteman is small if the full area
defense is bought.

Translated into its real import, that
means that the best way to handle waste
is to make it a part of a bigger project.
Then, presumably, it becomes less notice-
able—even when it involves tens of bil-
lions of dollars.

BACE TO CHINA

So we return again to the anti-China
rationale. although most reports see the
Chinese having slipped another year in
their ambitions to develop an ICBM ca-
pability, we are asked to authorize an ex-
panded version of Safeguard in fiscal
1971. The deployments in Montana and
North Dakota will be beefed up with more
Sprint missiles. An additional Safeguard
site is proposed for Whiteman Air Force
Base, and long leadtime work on five
more sites—Northeast, Northwest, the
National Capital area, Warren Air Force
Base in Wyoming, and Miehigan/Ohio—
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will be undertaken. The discussion now,
although Secretary Laird’s statements
frequently repeat the obvious—that Con-
gress can review and stop the work at any
time—is about a full 12-site deployment
which would provide substantial area de-
fense of the U.S. population for a num-
ber of years against Communist Chinese
or nth country attack.

The essence of the reason, drawing
again from Secretary Laird's statement
of February 20, is “The potential capa-
bility of China to threaten serious dam-
age to a vulnerable U.S. through nuclear
attack, and thereby reduce the credi-
bility of our Asian commitments.”

If we have no ABM; if we rely only on
nuclear deterrence; and if, nonetheless,
we are presented with a Chinese ulti-
matum to let them have their way in
Asia or risk a first-strike nuclear attack
on a U.S, city, the President would be
confronted with the terrible choice of
backing down in Asia, risking the de-
struction of U.S. cities and loss of Ameri-
can lives, or initiating a strike against
Chinese ICBMs before they are launched.

Our evaluation of this proposal requires
several lines of inquiry—on the nature
of the so-called adversary, China; on
the prudence of the foreign policy which
would be pursued as a consequence of a
China-oriented defense; and on the tech-
nical capabilities of Safeguard to accom-
plish its stated purpose. All deserve the
closest inspection before the Senate au-
thorizes more billions of dollars for this
highly doubtful system.

CHINA AS A NUCLEAR POWER

In a primary sense the anti-China
rationale is grounded on the premise that
a China equipped with nuclear weapons
is likely to be unafraid of our enormous
retaliatory power; that they may gamble
through the delivery of ultimatums and
by employing nuclear blackmail. Part of
the argument is that while the Soviet
Union has been deterred by our ability
to absorb a first strike and deliver a
society-destroying blow in return, it is
reasonable that China will take a dif-
ferent view.

In part this fear is grounded in demo-
graphic differences between the Soviet
Union and China. Mainland China is still
a preponderantly agrarian society, with
only 11 percent of her population resid-
ing in the 1,000 largest cities as com-
pared to 47 percent for the Soviet Union
and 63 percent for the United States.
Thus, a large retaliatory strike probably
could not destroy as much of China as
of the Soviet Union or the United States.
If there is a direct relationship between
the percentage of population to be killed
in nuclear war and the unacceptability
of the risk, then it might be reasoned
that the Chinese would take more risks
than the Russians.

This view is fortified by the state-
ments of prenuclear Chinese leaders.
Administration spokesmen make much
of a statement attributed to Chairman
Mao Tse-tung that China, because of
its huge population, could ‘“‘survive” a
nuclear attack. There have been numer-
ous other reports downgrading the im-
portance of nuclear weapons, such as an
October 1960 statement by a People's
Liberation Army official:

The issue of a future war will not be de-
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cided by guided missiles or atom bombs, It
will stil be decided by man. Atom bombs will
never be able to destroy mankind or the
world. . . . The revolutionary people are
always able to find ways and means for over-
coming every kind of modern weapon.,

And we are, of course, familiar with
Chairman Mao’s thesis that “political
power grows out of the barrel of a gun,”
and with Chinese views on the inevitabil-
ity of war.

Certainly if we read selectively we can
find cause to be alarmed about Chinese
bellicosity.

It is my view, however, that our ten-
dency has been to overreact, to misin-
terpret, and to draw an enormously in-
flated picture of China’s ambitions and
China’s belligerence, to say nothing of
her capacity to mount a major nueclear
war against the United States. Out of
little more than words, we have literally
constructed an imaginary nation.

It bears little likeness to the China
that actually exists. The real China is
beset with overwhelming internal prob-
lems and with severely limited resources.
Reliable economic statistics are difficult
to obtain, yet we know that this nation
with a population approaching 800 mil-
lion people has a total output of goods
and services of much less than one-tenth
of our own. Her industrial output is prob-
ably no more than one-twentieth of ours.

Militarily, China has armed forces of
about 2.7 million men, compared to 3.4
million for the United States—only
China's troops are on their home sofl,
and their mission is not exclusively mili-
tary. In 1967 China had less than 900
ships, the bulk of them of kinds generally
associated with defensive operations,
such as patrol and torpedo-launching
craft. The air force is of a similar na-
ture, made up primarily of some 2,900 jet
fighters, with only a few bombers.

For present purposes, we are, of
course, more concerned with China’s
uses of force, and here again the image
that has been conjured in the American
mind is hard to sustain.

One good authority is Secretary
Laird's Defense report to which I have
already referred on several occasions. It
points out that:

While the Chinese have proclaimed a gen-
eral line of armed revolution in Asia and
actively propagandize agalnst “US. im-
perialists” and “puppet governments,” they
seem to be careful to avold Involvement of
their own personnel in military operations

associated with the so-called “liberation
movements,”

“Careful” may be too mild a word.

China has not, for example, given ef-
fective support or taken serious risks
on behalf of Communist movements in
India, even in light of the acrimonious
border dispute between the two coun-
tries. While she is involved in training
and equipping insurrectionary forces in
Burma and Thailand, there iz again no
significant involvement of combat forces.
Even in the case of our involvement in
what they view as the remnants of the
unfinished Chinese civil war, through
our protection of nationalist forces on
Quemoy and our support of Taiwan, the
Chinese have carefully avoided direct
confrontations.
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The Korean war can be seen as a vari-
ation from this cautious pattern, yet
in sum it still does not support the
image. We should readily perceive that
China was aiding a Communist neigh-
bor under attack by forces that were
hostile to China as well, and Chinese
troops entered the conflict only after
they had good reason to believe—having
the assurance of General MacArthur,
among others—that once North Korea
had been defeated we planned to press
on into Chinese territory. Surely we can
see the strictly defensive interest in-
volved there, just as we should be able
to see it in the case of China's much
more limited help to Vietnamese Com-
munist forces over the past several years.

China’s reluctance to become involved
in other countries may proceed from sev-
eral sources. One is probably the scar-
city of resources with which to lend
assistance. Another may be the policy
underscored by the very explicit offi-
cial denunciations of the Soviet Union’s
use of force in Czechoslovakia in 1968—
the view that it is more reprehensible
to violate the rights of a sovereign state
than for a state within the socialist
camp to follow revisionist policies.

But I suspect that the essence of her
attitude can be found in China's view
of revolution as a “do it yourself” proc-
ess in which there cannot and should
golt. be extensive reliance upon outside

elp.

Thus, the heavily analyzed writings of
Defense Marshal Lin Piao, with their em-
phasis on self-reliance and nationalism,
can be read to imply that the chances

of revolution in Asia, Latin America, and
Africa are best if the battles are fought

with indigenous forces. Communist
China is pictured as a model and the
October Revolution as an inspiration. If
China aspires to be the ideological center
of worldwide revolution, she appears to
cherish with equal fervor her status of
noncombatant.

In my view the acquisition of a limited
nuclear capability is quite unlikely to
work much change in the foreign policy
line followed by Mainland China to date.
To be sure it will remove our present
option of unilaterally attacking China—
and I think we can understand why they
might want to develop it for that single
purpose, particularly since they must feel
Increasingly insecure behind the Soviet
Union's nuclear shield. But it is difficult
indeed to envision a situation in which
the Chinese force would be useful to them
for other purposes.

Most official Chinese pronouncements
confirm the conclusion that they regard
their nuclear force as solely defensive. In
the letter of June 14, 1963, to the Soviet
Communist Party Central Committee on
the general line of the International
Communist Movement, for example, the
Chinese Communist Party Central Com-
mittee argued that:

In contrast to the imperialists, socialist
countries :I:'EhIr upon the rlghteous st.rength of
the people and on their own correct policies,
and have no need whatever to gamble with
nuclear weapons in the world arena. Soclalist
countries have nuclear weapons solely in
order to defend themselves and to prevent
imperialism from launching a nuclear war.
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Similarly, the New China News Agency
announcement of the 1964 nuclear test
described its meaning as follows:

China cannot remain idle and do nothing
in the face of the ever-increasing nuclear
threat posed by the United States. China is
forced to conduct nuclear tests and develop
nuclear weapons. . . . The development of
nuclear weapons by China is for defense and
for protecting the Chinese people from the
danger of the United States launching a
nuclear war.

At the same time, the Chinese began
advocating complete destruction of
nuclear weapons and the creation of
“nuclear-weapon-free” zones, and they
made a unilateral commitment never to
be the first nation to use nuclear
weapons—something the United States
has never done. Moreover, the Chinese
upbraided the Soviet Union for “ad-
venturism” following the Cuban missile
erisis in 1962, again indicating a cautious
attitude toward nuclear arms.

On the baris of this I do not argue that
the Chinese nuclear development is in-
significant or unworrisome. Certainly we
must be concerned with any proliferation
of these ominous weapons. Certainly the
cumulative danger will mount.

But it is nonsense to suggest that
China as a nuclear power will abandon
its past and be transformed into an ad-
venturous menace against whom deter-
rence will be ineffectual.

Nuclear weapons will enhance China’s
posture as a force to be reckoned with
in Asia. They will make her less fear-
ful of a preemptive strike from the Unit-
ed States.

But they will certainly not make nu-
clear war acceptable. They will not les-
sen the assurance that a nuclear con-
frontation with the United States would
wipe out millions of Chinese people and
all of China’s painfully built industrial
capacity from blast and firestorm alone,
with millions more dying from radiation,
fallout and other less-rapid forms of
destruction.

If we yield to pressures for the ex-
panded ABM system we will have been
taken in by our own unreasoning fears
and by strong words from Peking; by
the bravado of a nervous nonnuclear na-
tion asserting it could survive nuclear
attack. Chinese leaders are doubtless
pleased at the success of their verbal
foreign policy, doubtless incredulous at
our panie.

The Chinese have been noisy. They re-
gard the United States as a bitter enemy
and they see the contradiction between
capitalism and communism as irrecon-
cilable.

But they are not insane, and it would
require both total insanity and total de-
pravity for them to risk nuclear war with
the United States.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS OF AREA DEFENSE

It is certainly In our interest, and in the
interest of peace and stability in Asia and
the world, that we take what steps we can
toward Iimproved practical relations with
Peking . . . we will seek to promote un-
derstandinga which can establish a new pa.t-
tern of mutually beneficial actions.

These words from the President's for-
eign policy address of February 18, to-
gether with the resumption of talks in
Warsaw, are encouraging signs of recog-
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nition that our consideration of China as
an outlaw nation has been unrealistic.

The President’s approach is cautious
and his explorations are tentative. But
ultimately they may lead to at least some
fulfillment of the mutual interest both
Americans and Chinese have, ideological
disputes notwithstanding, in dispelling
the atmosphere of hostility between our
two countries.

If these early gestures give some rea-
son for hope, however, the administra-
tion’s plans for an anti-China ABM
threaten to completely dismantle any
prospect for normalized relations.

In terms of our view toward China it
makes sense for only two eventualities.
The first is that we envision a first strike
by the Chinese against the United States.
In light of what I have already said
about the words and deeds of Chinese
leaders, and about the damage China
would incur in a nuclear exchange with
the United States, that concept emerges
as a preposterous notion. It certainly
cannot help but sour any muted over-
tures we might make to Peking, because
it presumes that Peking is populated by
fools and maniacs.

The second basic purpose for which a
China-oriented ABM might be built is
the retention of a first-strike option
against the Chinese, which might be used
under some circumstances short of at-
tack upon the United States or its allies.
It, too, casts shadows upon United
States-China relations through its im-
plications that we can feel secure only
if we have the ability to launch a nuclear
attack upon China at will. Surely it will
exacerbate Chinese fears that we intend
at some point to destroy their society.
Moreover, this aspect of the case raises
grave questions about our general policy
toward the use of nuclear weapons. They
deserve specific answers during the de-
bate on Safeguard.

I am troubled, for example, by the
relationship between the effort to retain
a first strike option and the new doctrine
toward Asian security announced by
President Nixon. In his speech of No-
vember 3 he spoke of providing “A shield
if a nuclear power threatens the freedom
of a nation allied with us, or of a nation
whose survival we consider vital to our
security and the security of the region
as a whole.”

And he said that:

In cases involving other types of aggrese
sion we shall furnish military and economie
assistance when requested and 8s Approe
priate. But we shall look to the nation di-
rectly threatened to assume the primary
responsibilir,y of provldlng the manpower for
its defense.

If this latter portion is a change from
previous policies, and it has been con-
strued that way, it is toward less exten-
sive involvements of American conven-
tional forces.

But the President has also spoken of
the ABM giving us a more credible for-
elgn policy in Asia. Does this mean that
to the extent that we will decline to send
American boys to fight battles that Asian
boys should fight, we will stand more
ready to intervene with nuclear force?
Are we in fact embarking on an even
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more dangerous course, in which our vast
nuclear superiority will replace our man-
power as the source of our credibility in
Asia?

The presumption is that the Safeguard
system will give us more flexibility by
giving us an additional option in the
event that the Chinese threaten an Asian
ally wth nuclear force. In addition to
backing down, risking American cities
by holding to our threat of retaliation,
or initiating a preemptive strike against
Chinese weapons, we could await the
the showdown in the knowledge that
our cities would be safe if we were forced
to retaliate.

I think we should know, however, if
there are other scenarios, in which we
contemplate attack upon less than nu-
clear provocation from China. To the ex-
tent that it is designed to preserve such
options, the Safeguard system places us
in a posture we would regard as irre-
sponsible and criminal if assumed by
any other nation.

Moreover, we should be aware that the
Safeguard system, because of the things
it cannot do, will not come near to giv-
ing us the flexibility heralded as its
justification.

THE CAPABILITIES OF NIKE X-SENTINEL-

SAFEGUARD

At his press conference on January
30, President Nixon gave his impression
of how well Safeguard phase II will
work. He said:

I don’t anticipate an attack by Communist
China, but if such a power had some capa-
bility with ICBMs to reach the United States,
an area defense, according to the information
we have received, Is wirtually infallible
against that kind of potential attack, and,
therefore, gives the United States a credible
foreign policy in the Pacific area which it
otherwise would not have.

Secretary Laird’s statement of Febru-
ary 20 gives a similar impression, with
its assertion that the eredibility of our
nuclear shield in Asia would be “greatly
enhanced if our Asian allies knew that
because of a Safeguard defense the
Chinese Communists had virtually no
prospect of blackmailing the United
States by threatening American cities.”

Mr. President, it simply is not true.

The fallibility of Safeguard II is so
easily documented as to make one fearful
about the sources of information avail-
able to the President.

First, it is important to note that the
increment this year will not provide one
iota of protection against the Chinese.
Nor will any increment thereafter, until
the whole system is built. Since all the
Chinese would have to do is target their
missiles on the areas left unprotected,
the area defense will not give us damage
denial against the Chinese until all 12
sites are in place, even if the system
works perfectly. It is all waste until it
is all built.

Second, even the full 12-site deploy-
ment does not contemplate protection
of two entire States, Alaska and Ha-
waii. Both would be left fully vulnerable
to a Chinese ICBM attack. In the event
of any nuclear showdown with China
they could be wiped out. Safeguard, in
fact, increases the danger to them, by
making them the easiest targets.
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Third, the full deployment does not
protect other areas of critical interest
to the United States, including American
bases and enclaves in all parts of the
word. Does the President regard them as
expendable?

Fourth, the basic components of the
area defense—the Spartan missile and
the perimeter acquisition radar—can be
easily fooled by the most elementary of
penetration aids. The essence of area
defense is interception outside of the
atmosphere, where the friction of the
air is not available to filter out the de-
coys from the real warheads. It is en-
tirely probable that the Chinese will
build such devices in their very first op-
erational ICBM’'s—thus at least elimi-
nating any possibility for damage
denial.

Fifth, the area defense system can be
exhausted by bunched targeting. If the
Chinese have 100 missiles by the end
of the 1970's and we have the 12-site
Safeguard, they could target all of their
missiles on any one city which is not
protected by enough Spartans to in-
tercept them all and be assured of kill-
ing millions of Americans.

Sixth, the Chinese might rely on some
other form of delivery system to avoid
our ABM. There have been suggestions
that they could smuggle small nuclear
devices into the country, but they could
more easily station multimegaton weap-
ons aboard fishing ships along populous
coastal areas. Such vehicles could pro-
pel destruction many miles inland—area
defense or not.

Seventh, we must take into account
the probable technical failures of this
highly complex collection of machin-
ery. In an age when we are seeing wings
crack on C-5A's and fall off of F-111's,
when M-16's and Minutemen are failing
to fire, it seems unnecessary to even
comment that the President’s confidence
in Safeguard—which cannot even be
tested under battle conditions—may be
misplaced,

Consider the imaginary scenario in
light of these factors.

China demands that we let her have
her way in Asia, on pain of suffering a
nuclear attack against our cities if we
do not comply. What does the President
do?

Without Safeguard, it seems probable
that he would reiterate our policy of de-
terrence, declaring that such an attack
would mean instant retaliation, There
would be a risk to our cities from Chinese
missiles, just as there is now from Soviet
missiles. If the attack came millions of
Americans—and millions of Chinese—
woud be killed.

With Safeguard the President would
do precisely the same thing, with precise-
ly the same consequences. The President
would have no additional options. He
could not say “go ahead and attack we
are protected,” because the Chinese
could respond, “Alaska is not protected.
Hawaiil is not protected. Your bases in
Japan are not protected. Our penetra-
tion aids will assure that enough of our
ICBM's will get through to incinerate
millions of your people even in the con-
tinental United States. All of our missiles
are targeted on one city. We have nuclear
devices hidden in your country where
you can't locate them. And your ABM
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won'’t work.” And the President will know
they are right.

The truth is, Mr. President, that the
area defense will not contribute anything
at all to our ability to deter a Chinese
attack, an ability which we already pos-
sess in massive proportions because of
our overwhelming retaliatory forces. The
scenario I have described will not oceur
unless the Chinese are madmen, and if
they are then nothing can save us. Safe-
guard will not change the simple truth
that once the Chinese are equipped with
nuclear weapons any gamble or threat
involving nuclear forces on either side
will risk the lives of millions of Ameri-
cans.

The only thing that is virtually infal-
lible about Safeguard is its certain fal-
libility.

Mr. President, there has been a great
deal of speculation lately to the effect
that congressional opponents of the Safe-
guard ABM will settle at preventing any
expansion; that we should consider it a
victory if the system goes no further than
the phase I authorized last year. I do not
agree,

In 1969, 50 Senators voted against the
first step. Since then we have had but
one major new development—Secretary
Laird’s candid admission that the threat,
if it develops in precisely the way he said
it would in arguing for phase I last year,
will exceed Safeguard’s capabilities,
rendering it a complete waste in terms of
Minuteman protection. But he said we
would build it anyway, because if we buy
phase II then the added cost of buying
phase I will be small.

It boils down to this: if we reject the
expansion, as I am confident we will,
then the justification for what was au-
thorized last year disappears. The bar-
nacle loses its rock.

It is my view, therefore, that we should
stop any continental deployment of this
discredited system, and that we should
limit funds to research and development
on other approaches which might be able
to do what Safeguard clearly cannot.

Let us abandon the witless notion that
any expenditure on weapons will increase
our security.

Let us avoid the obvious interference
with the strategic arms limitation talks
involved in a system which purports to
protect our cities.

Instead of worsening the chances for
accommodation, let us replace unreason-
ing terror of a poor, primitive, and cau-
tious nation with positive steps toward
a mutual quest for survival.

Let us abandon this intolerable waste
of some $50 billion of our resources, when
domestic needs are crying out for ful-
fillment.

Those who have determined that we
will build this discredited system have
run out of reasons. They have started to
repeat. The Titanic has returned to an
iceberg it has encountered before.

It is time we let it sink quietly beneath
the waves.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING
TO ASSISTANCE TO SMALL BUSI-
NESS—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MercaLr) laid before the Sen-
ate the following message from the Pres-
ident of the United States:

To the Congress of the Uniled States:

Seventeen years ago President Eisen-
hower established the Small Business
Administration (SBA). This marked the
first peacetime recognition by the Fed-
eral government of the special needs of
small businesses.

—Today there are in the United States
an estimated 5,400,000 independent busi-
nesses, of which 95 percent are small by
SBA size standards.

—Ninety-seven percent of our Nation's
firms employ fewer than 100 full-time
workers.

The small business sector of the econ-
omy contributes roughly 37 percent of
the gross national product and is re-
sponsible for over 40 percent of U.S.
employment.

We all know the almost legendary
stories of men in the past and in our time
who have started out in small business
with little more than an idea and a belief
in themselves and have gone on to great
financial success. Yet small business can
also mean other things.

—1It can mean for the nation a source
of independent innovation which con-
tinually offers new products and services
needed by any economy if it is to remain
vital.

—It can mean the everyday success of
the average businessman whether he
owns his own retail or service enterprise
or heads a small manufacturing concern.
It is a quiet kind of success that doesn’t
make the big news on the financial page,
but makes life more rewarding for mil-
lions of Americans. It is the kind of suc-
cess that offers personal services to con-
sumers—and personal satisfaction to the
businessman.

—It can mean a chance for a young
American to bring not only his talent but
his individuality to the challenges of the
business world.

—It can also mean an opportunity for
dignity and for economic and social
progress for many Americans previously
without access to the economic system
of our nation. Small business is a way
to become a part of that system—and,
after seeing it work, believe in it, in its
promises and in its challenges.

THE REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON IMPROVING
THE PROSPECTS OF SMALL BUSINESS

In order to discover ways in which
we could help improve the prospects of
small business in the United States, I
appointed a Task Force, chaired by Mrs.
J. Wilson Newman of New York, to re-
port to me, In line with recommenda-
tions of their report, I am:

—Directing the Small Business Ad-
ministration to emphasize its role as the
advocate of the interest of small business.
I am further directing all agencies to
take these interests fully into account in
their activities affecting small business.

—Proposing legislation to expand re-
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search to provide a clear picture of the
problems, the trends and the needs of
small business and a clear picture of
the impact of government on small
business.

—Proposing legislation to create a new
position of Assistant Secretary in the
Department of Commerce to assist in
formulating policy for the Office of Mi-
nority Business Enterprise (OMBE). I
established OMBE early in my Adminis-
tration to coordinate programs and ac-
tivities within the Federal government
aimed at assisting minorities to enter
the American economic mainstream.
This is an extremely important under-
taking.

The Task Force identified three major
problem areas that can be found in all
parts of the small business community,
including that of the disadvantaged
entrepreneur:

—The need for capital and for recog-
nition of the special financial problems
small firms may face in their early
years;

—The need for sound management
counseling; and

—The need for people and especially
for trained people.

In order to help small business in these
areas, I am proposing a far-reaching leg-
islative program.

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

The Small Business Task Force found
in surveys of businessmen across the na-
tion that one-fifth of those consulted
ranked financing first among their prob-
lems. Interest assistance, incentives to
make loans, tax reform, bonding for
small contractors and Minority Enter-
prise Small Business Investment Com-
panies (MESBIC) are five major areas
for action.

INTEREST ASSISTANCE

The risk of failure for small business
is high, and the early years are the most
perilous. These are the years in which
the small businessman most often finds
himself short of working capital and
when high interest rates can have their
greatest impact. In order to help small
businessmen in such crucial early years,
I propose legislation to authorize the
Small Business Administration to make
grants to borrowers whose loans are
guaranteed by the SBA. These grants
would narrow the gap between the pre-
vailing interest rates and the statutory
interest rate for SBA direct loans.

INCENTIVES TO MAKE LOANS

Another problem area of financing is
that of providing adequate incentives to
the private sector to make high-risk
loans to small business. The cost of proc-
essing a small loan may and often does
equal or exceed the cost of processing a
large loan. In order to help the man who
needs a small loan that carries a higher-

than-usual degree of risk, I am propos--

ing legislation that would offer compen-
sation in the form of tax incentives to
those lenders who bear the additional
cost of making such loans. The incen-
tive would be an income tax deduction
equal to 20 percent of the interest earned
on SBA-guaranteed loans.

To further assist in this area, I am

8295

proposing legislation that the SBA be
permitted to delegate to the banks to the
full extent it deems advisable the author-
ity to make loans that the SBA guaran-
tees, provided the bank retains a portion
of the risk. Also, the SBA is revising its
procedures so that a bank, with SBA ap-
proval, can use its regular loan forms
rather than the special SBA forms.

A variety of organizations other
than banks—foundations, trusts, church
groups, community groups and others—
are also interested in assisting the small
business efforts of the disadvantaged by
loan programs. To encourage these ef-
forts, I also propose legislation to give
the SBA the authority to guarantee loans
by such organizations.

TAX REFORMS FOR SMALL BUSINESS

The man who is willing to take the fi-
nancial risks involved in beginning a
small business should be encouraged. In
recognition of these risks, I propose leg-
islation to provide the following tax
reforms:

—Revision of “Subchapter S" of the
Internal Revenue Code to make it easier
for small business to be treated like a
partnership for tax purposes.

—A ten-year tax loss carry-forward
period, instead of the present 5-year
period. This extension will be of special
use to those new businesses that find it
necessary during the early years to spend
large amounts of money on research and
development.

BONDING

No treatment of the problems of small
business—especially those problems in
the innercity—would be complete with-
out consideration of the problem of in-
surance, including crime and property
protection and surety bonds for con-
struction.

On June 30, 1970, the Federal Insur-
ance Administrator will report on these
matters as required by the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1968. How-
ever, the urgency of the need to provide
assistance relative to surety bonds for
small business calls for immediate action.
Accordingly, I am proposing legislation
that would enable the SBA to guarantee,
for a fee, as much as 90 percent of surety
bonds up to $500,000 for small contrac-
tors who are qualified by SBA standards
but lack the resources to aqualify for
bonding in the open market. Additional
action regarding bonding may be called
for in the Federal Insurance Adminis-
trator’s report.

MINORITY ENTERPRISE SMALL BUSINESS
INVESTMENT COMPANY

The MESBIC concept shows promise
of becoming an important tool for the
generation of capital and as a source
of managerial assistance for the disad-
vantaged who need help in small busi-
ness. The Federal government matches
the MESBIC sponsor on a “2 for 1" basis.
The “leverage” power of this concept can
be seen in an example: If a sponsor puts
$150,000 into his MESBIC, the govern-
ment lends it $300,000. This $450,000,
with the application of other loans it
generates, can result in over $2 million
for new enterprises. Of equal importance
is the availability of the sponsor's man-
agerial talents.
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To provide additional tools to assist
this program, I propose legislation to
provide:

—Statutory authorization for a bank
to become involved in the program as
the sole sponsor of a MESBIC.

—Ordinary income tax deductions for
contributions to MESBIC's organized and
operating under non-profit corporation
statutes. This would provide a tax incen-
tive for doubling the commitment of
funds.

The legislation being proposed also re-
flects the intention that the program
assist all the socially and economically
disadvantaged who need such assistance.

PERSONNEL AND MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE

In its survey, the Small Business Task
Force discovered that two out of every
five responses listed the quality and
availability of personnel as a major prob-
lem. It also is probably the most difficult
one to solve. However, there are steps
that can be taken at this time.

JOBS PROGRAM

The Secretary of Labor is initiating
an expansion of the Federal JOBS (Job
Opportunities in the Business Sector)
Program that will aid small business. The
JOBS Program until now has been in
practice suitable only to larger corpora-
tions. But under this new program, con-
sortiums of small businessmen—with the
cooperation of local organizations such
as boards of trade and chambers of com-
merce—will receive Federal assistance to
offset the extraordinary costs of train-
ing employees until they become fully
productive.

STOCK OPTIONS

In order to offset the advantages large
businesses have in attracting managerial
talent, I am sending legislation to the
Congress which would revise the tax rules
for stock options as they relate to smail
business. The proposal would extend the
qualified option exercise period from five
to eight years and reduce the required
holding period for the stock from three
vears to one year. This should substan-
tially assist small, technically-oriented
growth companies in their competition
with larger companies for managerial
and other talent.

MANAGERIAL TRAINING ASSISTANCE

In order to help disadvantaged entre-
preneurs get the kind of business know-
how needed for success in small busi-
ness, I propose legislation that would
provide management training for those
among the disadvantaged who are en-
trepreneurs and prospective entrepre-
-1eurs. Assistance would be offered for ex-
tension courses, night school and other
management training courses,

- - L]

Small business is an important part
of our national life; it has been an im-
portant part of my personal life as well.
My father knew the challenges and the
rewards of owning and operating a small
store. To him—and to our family—that
store meant more than a source of in-
come; it meant a daily chalienge, a place
where we could work out the destiny of
the family in our own way, taking the
risks, and enjoying the satisfactions of
ownership. Looking back on those years,
I know now that our store was a success
not only because of what it did for our
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family budget, but for what it did for our
spirit. I know that today, in helping
Americans in small business, we are
helping their spirit—and the spirit of
our nation.
RicHARD NIXON.
Trae WHITE Housg, March 20, 1970.

REFERRAL OF PRESIDENT'S MES-
SAGE ON SMALL BUSINESS TO
COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY AND COMMITTEE ON
FINANCE

Mr. KENNEDY subsequently said: Mr.
President, as in legislative session, I ask
unanimous consent that the message
from the President of the United States
on small business be referred jointly to
the Committee on Banking and Currency
and the Committee on Finance.

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

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

PrOPOSED DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ADMINISTRA-
TION OF ESTATES AcCT

A letter from the Assistant to the Com-
missioner, Executive Office, Government of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
District of Columbia Code to increase the
Jurisdictional amount for the administra-
tion of small estates, to increase the family
allowances, to provide simplified procedures
for the settlement of estates, and to elilminate
provisions which discriminate against women
in administering estates (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on the
Distriet of Columbia.

ProPOSED DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA EDUCATION
Act oF 1870

A letter from the Assistant tu the Commis-
sloner, Executive Office, Government of the
District of Columbia, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a draft of proposed legislation relating
to education in the District of Columbia
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

ProroseED DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FREEWAY
AIRSPACE UTILIZATION ACT

A letter from the Assistant to the Com-
missioner, Executive Office, Government of
the District of Columbia, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to authorlze the
Commissioner of the District of Columbia to
lease airspace above and below freeway
rights-of-way within the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes (with an accom-
panying paper); to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

REPORT OF NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

A letter from the Director, National Sci-
ence Foundation, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on Federal support of research
and development at universities and colleges
and selected nonprofit institutions, for fiscal
year 1968 (with an accompanying report); to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE
The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Committee on
Commerce, with an amendment:
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5.1289. A bill to amend the International
Travel Act of 1961, as amended, in order to
improve the balance of payments by further
promoting travel to the United States, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 01-T44).

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee
on Commerce, with amendments:

8.3072. A bill to stimulate the develop-
ment, production, and distribution in inter-
state commerce of low-emission motor ve-
hicles in order to provide the public increased
protection against the hazards of wvehlcular
exhaust emission, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 91-745).

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Forelgn Relations:

Robert Harry Nooter, of Missourl, to be an
Assistant Administrator of the Agency for
International Development.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr, COOEK (for himself and Mr.
MANSFIELD) :

5. 3614, A bill to amend the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act and the Clean Ailr
Act in order to provide assistance in enforc-
Ing such acts through Federal procurement
contract procedures; to the Committee on
Public Works.

(The remarks of Mr. Coox when he intro-
duced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself, Mr.
CoTTOoN, Mr. ScorT, and Mr, HRUSEA) :

S. 3615. A bill to provide for orderly trade
in textile articles; to the Committee on
Finance.

(The remarks of Mr. THURMOND When he
introduced the bill appear earlier in the
REcorD under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. TYDINGS (for himself, Mr,
BisLE, Mr. Cook, and Mr. HOLLINGS) :

8, 3616. A bill to amend title I of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act to provide direct financial assistance to
units of local government upon which the
presence of the Federal Government has
produced additional law enforcement bur-
dens; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

(The remarks of Mr. Tyoines when he in-
troduced the bill appear later in the Recorp
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. BAEKER:

8. 3617. A bill to amend the Marine Re-
sources and Engineering Development Act of
1066 to continue the National Council on
Marine Resources and Engineering Develop-
ment; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. MATHIAS:

S. 3618. A bill for the relief of Felicidad
Clemencia Glanan; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BAYH (for himself, Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. BrOOKE, Mr. CRANSTON, Mr.
EAcLETON, Mr. EAsTLAND, Mr. Fong,
Mr. Graver, Mr. Harrrs, Mr. HarT,
Mr. HarTEE, Mr. HucHES, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. Javits, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. Mc-
Gee, Mr. MiiLER, Mr. MoNDALE, Mr.
Myusxie, Mr. PeLL, Mr. RANDOLPH,
Mr. SponG, Mr. STEVvENS, Mr. TYDINGS,
Mr. WiLntams of New Jersey, Mr.
YarBoroUcH, and Mr. Youwmc of
Ohtlo) :

S. 3619. A bill to create, within the Office
of the President, an Office of Disaster As-
sistance, to revise and expand Federal pro-
grams for relief from the effects of major
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disasters, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works, by unanimous
consent. \

(The remarks of Mr, BAYR when he intro-
duced the bill appear later in the RECORD
under the appropriate heading.)

By Mr. GRIFFIN:

S. 3620, A Dbill for the relief of Anastasia
Pertsovitch; to the Committee on the Ju-
diclary.

8. 3616—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE DIRECT FEDERAL ATD
TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AF-
FECTED BY CRIME EMANATING
FROM FEDERAL ENCLAVES

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in en-
acting the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, Congress in-
tended to embark upon a major effort
to financially aid our State and local law
enforcement systems in their efforts to
combat erime. After 2 years of operation,
it is now all too obvious that the Fed-
eral effort is not measuring up to ex-
pectations. A principal reason for this is
that Federal anticrime funds are not
sufficiently reaching the areas of high
crime incidence where the money is
needed the most. The Federal Govern-
ment’s failure in this regard is egregious-
ly compounded in cases where the locali-
ties being denied adequate Federal anti-
crime funds suffer from lawlessness
which emanates from the activities of
the Federal Government itself.

That the Federal Government is con-
tributing to the groundswell of crime
which is afflicting many local communi-
ties is woefully apparent. In the prosecu-
tion of programs essential to the na-
tional defense and general welfare, the
Federal Government occupies hundreds
of thousands of acres of land, brings to-
gether hundreds of thousands of Amer-
icans and establishes large Federal en-
claves, such as military installations,
space centers and, of course, the Na-
tion’s Capital. We know that a substan-
tial amount of crime committed by per-
sons living or working on these Federal
enclaves spills over its borders and often
produces a stunning impact on the law
enforcement systems of adjacent com-
munities. In impacted localities, already
overworked police units are presented
with additional erime with which to
cope, criminal court dockets are further
congested and delayed, and prisons, ever
more crowded.

Notwithstanding the impact which the
Federal presence is having on law en-
forcement systems of contiguous com-
munities, the Federal Government has
not assumed its fair shar: of the law en-
forcement costs. This is because prop-
erty under Federal ownership or control
generally is not subject to local taxation.
Moreover, the resources which it occupies
and which might otherwise generate
money to fight crime have been left un-
tapped. As a result, already hard pressed
local taxpayers must pay ever higher
taxes for the increased effort needed to

combat the incoming crime.
Furthermore, when it comes time to

dole out Federal Safe Street Act :uvnds,
these communities which have experi-
enced crime’s impact by reason of nearby
Federal activities must wait their turn in
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line with no guarantee that they will not
go away empty handed.

The problem of crime impacting local
communities by reason of their adja-
cency to a Federal enclave is unfortu-
nately well illustrated in the communi-
ties surrounding the District of Colum-
bia. The Committee on the District of
Columbia, of which I am chairman, has
engaged in an in-depth examination of
the spillover of crime from the District
of Columbia to the suburbs of Maryland
and Virginia. Our hearings have adduced
information evidencing the seriousness
of the problem, especially in such areas
as narcotics, robbery, burglary, and
organized theft.

The criticality of the problem is re-
flected by the type and amount of crime
spilling from the District of Columbia
into Prince Georges County. During the
period between May 20, 1968, and Febru-
ary 6, 1969, 90.7 percent of the robberies
in this county occurred within a fe.
miles of the District of Columbia. Sixty-
three percent of the suspects arrested for
these robberies were residents of the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Moreover, for calen-
dar year 1969, 49 percent of all robberies
in Prince Georges County were com-
mitted by Washington residents. Statis-
tics also reveal that a high percentage of
other serious crimes in Prince Georges
County were commitied by District of
Columbia residents. No wonder William
J. Kersay, the sheriff of Prince Georges
County, testified that—

Crime spill-over from Washington, D.C.,
has become a major factor in the lives of
Prince Georges County citizens, especially
those that live on or near the District line,

These statistics bespeak of large in-
creases in law enforcement effort and
taxpayer expenses. During 1969, the
Prince Georges County fugitive squad
spent 166 man-days in District of Co-
lumbia court just in order to return 103
fugitives back to the county. An even
greater illustration of the added burden
is the fact that approximately 40 percent
of the inmates in Prince Georges County
jails are District of Columbia residents.

The problem of crime spillover also has
been seriously impacting local communi-
ties surrounding our large military bases,
such as Fort Bragg, N.C., 51,000 service-
men;: Fort Lewis, Wash., 45,000 service-
men; Camp Pendleton, Calif., 40,000
servicemen; Fort Dix, N.J., 37,000 serv-
icemen; and Fort Knox, Ky., 35,000 serv-
icemen. Law enforcement officers near
these large installations have informed
me that up to 70 percent of the crime in
their communities is committed by serv-
icemen. Because of a recent Supreme
Court decision, the impact of this crime
on local law enforcement efforts looms
even larger.

Last year in O’Callahan against Park-
er, the Supreme Court significantly re-
stricted court-martial jurisdiction by
holding that a serviceman may not be
tried by a military court for crimes which
are not service connected. Applying
O’Callahan, the Military Court of Ap-
peals has held that military courts are
without jurisdiction to try servicemen
who while in civilian clothes commit
against civilians off-post offenses such
as murder, assault, rape, armed robbery,
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burglary, larceny, drug possession, and
automobile theft. It will now be up to
civilian authorities to investigate, ap-
prehend, try, and imprison the service-
men who perpetrate these crimes. This
obviously will generate an ever heavier
work load upon the criminal justice sys-
tem of local communities adjacent to
military enclaves. The police and the
prisons will be further burdened. And,
as Prof. Robinson O. Everett of Duke
Law School has observed, “the dockets
of civil courts will be further congested.”

In assisting State and local commu-
nities to combat crime it is clearly the
first responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to come to the aid of those
communities that experience crime as a
result of the activities of the Federal
Government itself. So far the Federal
Government has failed to satisfy this
primary obligation.

Mr. President, today I am introducing
legislation which is designed to remedy
this regrettable oversight. My proposal,
which amends title I of the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act, em-
powers the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration to make grants directly
to units of general local government,
combinations of such units, and any re-
gional commission composed of repre-
sentatives from two or more such units
that are adjacent to any Federal en-
clave. The purpose of the grants is to
plan, develop, improve or implement any
law enforcement plan or project designed
to prevent or control the commission of
crime emanating from a Federal enclave.
The Federal Government will foot 80
percent of the cost of the local plans.
The Federal funds necessary to finance
such programs will be drawn from the
85-percent block grant fund. However,
these direct grants will in no way in-
fluence the size of the grant to States
in which the eligible units of local gov-
ernment are located.

I ask unanimous consent that my bill
be printed in the Recorp at this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LEN). The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
Jection, the bill will be printed in the
RECoORD.

The bill (S. 3616) to amend title I of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act to provide direct financial
assistance to units of local government
upon which the presence of the Federal
Government has produced additional
law enforcement burdens, introduced by
Mr. Typings (for himself, Mr, BisLE, Mr.
Coox, and Mr. HoLLINGS), was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorbp, as follows:

S. 3616

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act

of 1968 (82 Stat, 197), Title I, s amended as
follows:

1. Section 305 is amended:

(a) by renumbering the present section as
subsection 305(a) and inserting after the
last word In the subsection the words “ex-
cept as set forth in subsection 305(b)”; and

(b) by inserting the following new sub-
section after subsection 305(a):
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“(1) In recognition of the responsibility
of the United States for the impact which
the Federal presence has on law enforcement
in adjacent units of local government, Con-
gress declares it to be the policy of the
United States to provide direct financial as-
slstance to units of local government upon
which the presence of the Federal Govern-
ment has produced additional law enforce-
ment burdens.

“(2) The Administration is authorized to
make grants directly to the units of general
local government, combinations of such units,
and any regional commission composed of
representatives from two or more such units
which are adjacent to the District of Colum-
bia; a United States military installation, or
any other federal enclave for the purpose
of planning, developing, improving or im-
plementing any criminal justice or law en-
forcement plan or project designed to deter,
control or facilitate the administration of
criminal justice with regard to the commis-
sion of crime, in such units, which is in-
fluenced by the proximity of the federal
presence. These grants shall in no wise affect
the size of the grant made under this Act
to the States in which the eligible units
of local government are located.

“(3) No grant under this subsection to
an eligible recipient shall be for an amount
in excess of B0 percentum of the cost of the
project or program specified in the applica-
tion for such grant.

“(4) An eligible recipient seeking a grant
under this subsection shall submit to the
Administration a plan which specifies [a]
the law enforcement problem or problems
produced or exacerbated by the contiguity
of the federal enclave; [b] the plan or project
designed to solve such problem or problems;
[e] the budget of such plan or project; [d]
the intent and ability of the recipient to con-
tribute no less than 20 percentum of the
cost of such plan or project in funds, facili-
ties or services of any combination thereof;
[e] the policies and procedures designed to
assure that Federal funds made available
for such plan or project will not be used to
supplant local funds, but increase the
amounts of such funds that would, in the
absence of such Federal funds, be made
available for law enforcement; [{] procedures
for fiscal control and fund accounting which
assure proper disbursement of and account-
ing of funds received under this subsection;
[g] the relationship of the plan to other
relevant State or local law enforcement plans
and systems; and [h] certification that a
copy of the plan or project has been sub-
mitted to the chief executive of the State
or States in which the unit or units of local
government involved in the plan or project
are located.

“(5) The Administration shall allocate
funds to the eligible recipients on the basis
of population, the degree of contiguity with
the federal enclave, the evaluation, if any,
of the chief executive of the State in which
the involved local units or units of govern-
ment are located, and any other factor which,
in the judgment of the Administration, would
assure a falr and effective distribution of
funds. The Administration shall make no
grant prior to 60 days after the chief execu-
tive of the State has received a copy of the

lan."

3 2. Section 306 is amended by inserting after
the word “populations” and before the word
“and” the words '‘and the reciplents set forth
in subsection 305(b)".

S. 3619—INTRODUCTION OF A BILL
TO PROVIDE COMPREHENSIVE
DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to pro-
vide a comprehensive program of assist-
ance to individuals, organizations, and
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communities suffering losses in major
disasters. Although Congress has enacted
during the past 20 years a number of
beneficial disaster relief laws, many of
these have been limited in scope, tem-
porary in duration, and retroactive re-
sponses to particular catastrophes. More-
over, the basic disaster assistance act of
1950—Public Law 81-875—was directed
almost entirely toward the public sec-
tor; even though amendments have been
added from time to time, especially in
1966 and 1969, which were designed to
extend a helping hand to families and
businesses, the severe financial losses and
personal hardships often incurred by
many helpless victims of major disasters
are eligible for minimal assistance only.

Understandably, much of the present
disaster relief legislation has been piece-
meal in nature. Through the years new
provisions have been added in accord-
ance with immediate demonstrated needs
in reaction to specific situations. More-
over, the bulk of the 1969 act—Public
Law 91-79—while general in scope, will
expire on December 31, 1970. Scheduled
to terminate on that date are important
sections dealing with disaster assistance
for the repair and reconstruction of roads
and highways not on any Federal-aid
system, timber sale contracts, the $1,800
forgiveness feature of Small Business
Administration and Farmers Home Ad-
ministration loans, expanded authority
to provide temporary dwelling, food
stamp allotments for low income fami-
lies, and unemployment assistance for
those not eligible to receive compensa-
tion under other State programs.

The advantages to be gained from
codifying the many, diverse disaster as-
sistance statutes, as well as the need at
least to extend the life of the essential
provisions of the 1969 act, by themselves
would be sufficient justification for a
careful examination by Congress of the
whole matter of disaster relief, But there
is an even more overriding factor which
seems to necessitate prompt and vigor-
ous action by the National Government
in this field. Recent hearings conducted
by the Senate Special Subcommittee on
Disaster Relief, for which I am chair-
man, on the Federal role in providing as-
sistance to the thousands of people and
scores of communities in Mississippi,
Louisiana, and Virginia which suffered
devastating losses in the wake of Hurri-
cane Camille, have convinced members
of the subcommittee that certain new
approaches should be considered.

Hurricane Camille was the largest
known destructive force of wind and
water ever to strike the United States.
However, the physical damage it caused
and the human problems it created,
while possibly more extensive and longer
lasting, were almost identical in kind
with those following other similar major
disasters. Tornadoes, earthquakes, floods,
hurricanes, and other catastrophes have
occurred, and no doubt will continue to
occur, in astounding numbers in the
United States. During the last 20 years
alone the havoc caused by these natural
phenomena has been so great that the
President has declared the existence of
major disasters in more than 280 areas,
an average of about 14 each year. During
some of the last few years the number
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has been considerably higher than the
average; for instance, there were 25 ma-
jor disaster declarations in both 1964
and 1965, 19 in 1968, and an all-time
high of 29 was reached in 1969. Already
in 1970, with less than 3 months elapsed,
there have been three such declarations.
No doubt the approaching spring flood
and tornado season will again witness an
upsurge in major disasters. It must be
remembered, of course, that these sta-
tistics do not include the many other
hundreds of serious storms or floods
which result in large losses but are not
deemed sufficiently extensive to be classi-
fied as major disasters.

It is interesting to note that, while
property losses attributed to violent acts
of nature have greatly increased through
the years, loss of life and limb has gen-
erally decreased. The development of so-
phisticated weather forecasting and
warning techniques and the ability to
track and to map out the expected paths
of great storms have permitted the
evacuation of large numbers of people
from endangered territories who other-
wise might have been killed or injured.
On the other hand, the concentration of
large and expensive residential, com-
mercial, and industrial facilities in rela-
tively small areas, coupled with general
escalation of overall values, has meant
huge increases in property losses in-
curred by certain major disasters. For
instance, the terrible Galveston flood at
the beginning of the 20th century cost
more than 6,000 lives and some $30 mil-
lion property damage; in contrast, it has
been estimated by the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness that 69 years later
Camille caused 248 deaths but about $1.5
billion in property damages. The authors
of the leading work about the costs of
major disasters—D. C. Dacy and Howard
Kunreuther, “The Economics of Natural
Disasters”—tentatively estimate that the
“average damage to the United States
from hurricanes, floods, tornadoes, and
earthquakes has exceeded $600 million
annually” in recent years.

The fact that economic loss attributed
to unexpected natural catastrophes has
soared so dramatically points to the
needs for new approaches to the problem.
While our ability to curtail loss of life
or diminish personal injuries caused by
certain types of major disasters has
greatly improved, damages inflicted on
property have soared in real costs. For ex-
ample, Dacy and Kunreuther reported a
marked decline from 4,650 to 762 in the
number of lives lost in the United States
because of hurricanes, floods, tornadoes,
and earthquakes during two comparable
5-year periods—1925-29 and 1960-65—in
the last half century. In contrast, during
that interim the property damages in-
creased—in 1964 price levels—from $1.5
billion to more than $2.6 billion for the
same periods. At the same time, the role
of the Federal Government in extending
assistance to the victims of disasters has
substantially increased.

Although the type and quantity of
damage caused by major disasters varies
according to their location, scope, and
intensity, I have been impressed by the
similarity of the tragedy often inflicted
on those unfortunate enough to have
been subjected to these perils. I first be-
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came directly involved with the prob-
lems of disaster assistance after the Palm
Sunday tornadoes ravaged Indiana and
portions of Illinois and Michigan in 1965.
As g participant since then in congres-
sional hearings which have examined the
need for Federal help, it has seemed ob-
vious to me that the problems involved
in providing relief to individuals and
communities following a major disaster
are much the same no matter where it
occurs or what its cause.

During the last 5 years more than 100
major disasters have been declared by
the President of the United States. The
response by Congress and our people has
been very praiseworthy; when fellow
citizens, or indeed those in foreign coun-
tries, have been stricken by a great ca-
tastrophe, the American public has al-
ways been compassionate and generous.
That does not mean, however, that all
needs have been met or that improve-
ments could not be made.

In my opinion the hearings have dis-
closed certain gaps in legislative author-
ity and some deficiencies in administra-
tive organization and operation which
should be rectified. Among the most fre-
quently voiced significant suggestions,
complaints, and needs relating to dis-
aster assistance programs which have
come to the attention of the Special Sub-
committee on Disaster Assistance are the
following:

First. Delays and problems encoun-
tered in the provision, distribution, and
leasing of temporary housing;

Second. The insufficiency of insurance
coverage and slowness in settling insur-
ance claims;

Third. The need for establishing im-
mediate, effective communication sys-
tems;

Fourth. Inadequate centralized, co-
ordinated administration and supervi-
sion;

Fifth. Relief for local governments not
able to meet bonded indebtedness because
of diminished tax base;

Sixth. The advantages to be gained
from previously established State disas-
ter plans providing systematic programs
for refugee evacuation, emergency food
and shelter, and longer range assistance
to individuals;

Seventh. Need for trained emergency
support teams with capability of im-
mediate deployvment in major disaster
areas;

Eighth. Requirement for emergency
public transportation systems to provide
access to such vital places as govern-
mental offices, supply centers, post of-
fices, and major employment facilities;

Ninth. Charges of inequitable and dis-
criminatory treatment, both by public
and private agencies;

Tenth. Failure to recognize officially
more than one charitable organization
for the purpose of distributing goods and
commodities provided by the United
States;

Eleventh. Lack of adequate dissemina-
tion of information and clear explana-
tion about available benefits:

Twelfth. The need for assistance in
the preparation of application forms for
various programs;

Thirteenth. Authorization for disaster
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relief funds to be used to restore facilities
on a permanent and improved rather
than a temporary or emergency basis;
and

Fourteenth. Larger Federal contribu-
tions to those whose homes have been
destroyed.

Congress cannot foresee nor provide
in advance for every contingency or for
all of the serious problems which inevi-
tably arise from any major disaster.
Nevertheless, it has always seemed logi-
cal to me that every effort should be
made to establish by law full authority
for the President and the various Federal
departments and agencies to respond
quickly, efficiently and without unneces-
sary restrictions when confronted by a
major disaster. I do not believe it is
either expedient or wise for Congress to
attempt to enact separate relief bills each
time a major disaster occurs. Until 1964,
most Federal disaster relief legislation
had been given general application, al-
though it authorized assistance primar-
ily for public losses. Since then, however,
Congress enacted special bills for aid
after the Alaskan earthquake, the Pacific
Northwest floods, and Hurricane Betsy.
The 1966 and 1969 acts did provide addi-
tional aid for the private sector, but as
mentioned earlier much of the latter will
no longer be in force after this year.

I believe it is time to bring together
in one act the various features of dis-
aster legislation which Congress has
adopted from time to time and to sup-
plement them with additional assistance
and directions which testimony indicated
to be essential. Consequently, I am in-
troducing today an Omnibus Disaster
Assistance Act which would repeal the
basic acts of 1950, 1966, and 1969 and
would replace them with a comprehen-
sive measure designed to provide an or-
derly and continuing means of alleviat-
ing suffering and damages incurred in
major disasters. Following is a brief sum-
mary of the main provisions of this bill.

TITLE I. FINDINGS, DECLARATIONS AND
DEFINITIONS

Congress would recognize in title I
that the extensive property damage, loss
of life and limb, loss of income, and hu-
man suffering caused by major disasters
generally interrupts the normal func-
tioning of government and adversely af-
fects individuals and families. Accord-
ingly, it would declare its intention to
render aid in such cases by revising and
broadening existing relief programs, en-
couraging States to develop disaster
plans, and consolidating the administra-
tion of Federal disaster assistance.

The definition of a major disaster
would be basically the same as that pro-
vided in the Public Law 91-79, except for
the addition of the descriptive words
“high waters, wind-driven waters, tidal
waves, and tornado.” Perhaps it should
be emphasized that the provisions of
this bill, similar to previous disaster relief
laws, would be limited only to those dis-
asters which the President determined
to be of “sufficient severity and magni-
tude to warrant disaster assistance by
the Federal Government to supplement
the efforts and available resources of
States, local governments, and private
relief organizations.”
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TITLE II. OFFICE OF DISASTER ASSISTANCE

The bill would establish a new agency,
the Office of Disaster Assistance within
the Executive Office of the President,
which would administer Federal disaster
relief programs. The Office would be
headed by a Director and an Assistant
Director, both appointed by and respon-
sible to the President for an unfixed
term.

All of the present functions of the Of-
fice of Civil Defense, as well as the major
disaster relief functions of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, would be
transierred to the new Office of Disaster
Assistance. The President would also be
authorized to transfer during the next 6
months to the Office of Disaster Assist-
ance any functions of any other agency
or office which he determined related
primarily to the functions of the new of-
fice. Likewise transferred would be all
personnel, assets, liabilities, contracts,
property, and records belonging to such
agencies,

The Director of the Office of Disaster
Assistance would be granted the stand-
ard powers usually vested in heads of
agencies, including authority to issue
rules and regulations, appoint and fix
compensation of subordinate employees,
obtain the services of consultants, ac-
quire real or personal property, operate
and maintain facilities, enter into con-
tracts, appoint advisory committees, and
delegate his functions to other officers.
He would be required to submit at the
end of each fiscal year a report to the
President and Congress on the activities
of the Office of Disaster Assistance.

Title IT would take effect 90 days after
enactment of the bill unless the Presi-
dent should prescribe an earlier date.

TITLE III. THE ADMINISTRATION OF DISASTER
ASSISTANCE

Assistance provided under title III
would be classified in three groups: First,
emergency relief to be made available im-
mediately after a declaration of a major
disaster by the President; second, re-
covery assistance for long-range restora-
tion and rehabilitation of an area; and
third, certain general provisions which
would be applicable to the administra-
tion of all major disaster relief.

The first category would provide for a
Federal coordinating officer, emergency
support teams, emergency communica-
tions systems and the cooperation of
other Federal agencies. Congress stipu-
lated in the 1969 Disaster Relief Act that
the President should designate a Fed-
eral coordinating officer who would be
responsible for overseeing all relief ac-
tivities in a particular disaster area.
Testimony presented to the subcommit-
tee in the last few months clearly bears
out the need for such unifying authority.
Accordingly, section 301 of the bill
would not only continue the requirement
for such a coordinating officer but would
also strengthen and expand his role.

The coordinating officer would be ap-
pointed by the Director immediately
after a declaration of major disaster. He
would be directed to make an appraisal
of the types of relief needed to deploy
emergency support teams, to establish
field offices, to coordinate administration
of relief with private organizations, and
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to take other actions he deems necessary
to provide assistance to a disaster area.

Because of the great confusion and
chaos often ensuing after major dis-
asters, an urgent need exists for leader-
ship, skilled help, and workable com-
munications systems. Persons who expe-
rienced the utter devastation wrought by
Hurricane Camille and other similar
catastrophes have described how help-
less victims remained many hours with-
out the bare necessities of life—home-
less, leaderless, and unable to communi-
cate their plight either to the immediate
vicinity or to the outside world.

In order to help cope with these prob-
lems, sections 302 and 303 would provide
for emergency support teams and emer-
gency communications systems. The Di-
rector would be authorized to recruit,
train, and develop teams of personnel
which could be deployed immediately
following a disaster, Furnished with such
equipment and supplies as they might
need, the support teams would bring im-
mediate, emergency assistance to a major
disaster area and, after a preliminary
survey, report to the coordinating officer
on the kinds of relief most urgently
needed. The Director would be author-
ized to establish in any major disaster
area an emergency communications sys-
tem which could be made available to
State and local government officials or to
other persons.

Other Federal agencies would be au-
thorized by section 304 to provide, when
requested by the Director, additional
emergency disaster assistance. Although
based largely upon & similar provision
in section 3 of Public Law 81-875, the
powers conferred would be somewhat
clarified and expanded. All agencies
would be enabled to extend the use of or
lend their facilities, supplies, personnel,
or other resources, with or without com-
pensation, to States and local govern-
ments. They could also distribute food,
medicine and other consumables through
the American National Red Cross or
other private relief organizations. Like-
wise, surplus equipment and supplies
could be donated or loaned, and work
essential to preserve life or property
could be performed on either public or
private lands. This could include the
clearance of debris and wreckage, mak-
ing repairs to or replacing public facili-
ties, providing emergency shelter, and
making contributions to States or local
governments to perform this work. Re-
imbursement for such services or sup-
plies would be deposited to the credit of
the proper appropriations. A disclaimer
clause would exonerate the U.S. Gov-
ernment for any claim based upon the
exercise, performance, or failure to per-
form any discretionary aect in carrying
out such emergency assistance.

With respect to longer range recovery
assistance in contrast to purely tempo-
rary emergency relief, title ITI of the bill
would renew and strengthen several pro-
grams enacted in previous disaster laws
and would provide a number of new
kinds of aid. Present authorization for
debris removal from private property,
temporary housing, subsidized loans to
homeowners, food coupons, unemploy-
ment compensation, restoration of Fed-
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eral, State, and local facilities, highway
repair and reconstruction, loan adjust-
ments, timber sale contracts and public
land entry, several of which will expire
at the end of this year, would be ex-
tended indefinitely although in some
cases in modified form. In response to
extensive and convincing evidence of
need for other types of assistance, the
bill would authorize entirely new pro-
grams for temporary public transporta-
tion, a community disaster loan fund,
special aid to enterprises constituting
major sources of employment, the waiver
of conditions for Federal grants-in-aid,
preference to local firms and businesses
in recovery work, and priority for pub-
lic facility and public housing assist-
ance applications.

Grants could be made by the Director
under section 305 to any State or local
government to remove debris from pri-
vately owned lands or waters deposited
as a result of a major disaster. The State
or local governments would in turn be
authorized to reimburse any person for
actual debris removal costs, less any sal-
vage value of the debris. This provision
is almost identical with section 14 of
Public Law 91-79, now scheduled fo ter-
minate on December 31, 1970.

In order to provide dwelling accommo-
dations for individuals and familes whose
homes have been made uninhabitable by
a major disaster, section 306 would au-
thorize the Director for this purpose to
use any unoccupied housing owned by
the United States, to arrange with a
local public housing agency for any un-
occupied housing units, or to acquire,
either by purchase or lease, already ex-
isting dwellings, mobile homes, or other
readily fabricated dwellings. Mobile or
specially fabricated dwellings would be
installed on sites furnished without
charge by a State, local government, or a
displaced owner-occupant. Rentals col-
lected for occupancy of these temporary
dwelling accommodations could be ad-
justed or completely waived according
to the financial ability of the tenants
for as long as 1 year, but in no case
would disaster victims be required fo
pay more than 25 percent of the family
monthly income for housing expenses, in-
cluding the amortization of debt on a
destroyed or damaged house.

The only significant difference be-
tween section 306 of the bill and section
10 of Public Law 91-79 is that the au-
thority conferred on the Director to
acquire housing would include the right
to purchase as well as to lease dwellings
or mobile homes. The three previous
disaster relief bills which I introduced—
8. 1861, S. 438, and S. 1685—would
have authorized the purchase of housing
for this purpose, and each of the two
bills which passed the Senate in 1965 and
1969 included such a provision. Because
the cost to the Government of leasing
mobile homes from manufacturers or dis-
tributors for a year is very high, it might
be less expensive under certain circum-
stances to purchase them outright. They
could be either stockpiled or sold later,
either to the disaster victim occupant or
on the open market. The fact that mobile
homes have recently become eligible for
Government-insured loans might facili-
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tate their disposal, perhaps in some
cases to the disaster victim himself.

More important, however, is the time
which might be gained in some disasters
by immediate purchase of temporary
dwellings. Several weeks elapsed before
mobile homes in any quantity were
brought into the gulf coast areas most
damaged by Camille, and there were
many reports of other delays in install-
ing and connecting them up promptly
with public services. Some of this can be
attributed to poor road conditions and
destroyed facilities, but considerable time
was lost through advertisement for bids,
negotiating and letting contracts, and
manufacturing and shipping units from
factories hundreds of miles away. At the
same time it has been estimated that
within a hundred miles or so of the dis-
aster area there were local dealers who
had hundreds of mobile homes which
could have been purchased and moved
into place quickly if the agency had been
authorized to do so. It seems to me that
the Director at least should be empow-
ered to purchase such temporary dwell-
ings; he would use that power only if in
his opinion it were more expeditious and
economical to do so.

Emergency public transportation serv-
ice in a major disaster area could be pro-
vided by the Director under section 307.
The purpose would be to enable local
residents who have lost all means of
transportation to make necessary trips
to distant governmental offices, supply
centers, employment centers, post offices,
stores, and other similar places of busi-
ness, The emergency service could be pro-
vided only until regular public transpor-
tation was restored, or for a maximum
period of 1 year after the disaster.

Although the number of major disas-
ters in which there would be need for
such a temporary transportation system
is few indeed, the subcommittee was im-
pressed with the plight of many residents
of the Mississippi gulf coast who found it
very difficult to transact business, make
applications for assistance, pick up food
and clothing, or talk with officials. When
neighborhood shopping centers and
stores have been destroyed, private auto-
mobiles have been damaged beyond re-
pair, and public buses are no longer run-
ning, those living in isolated and removed
sections of large communities have great
difficulty in carrying on normal life ac-
tivities. In such limited cases I believe
the Director should be authorized to
provide temporary transportation until
regular service can be restored. The type,
frequency, routes and fares charged, if
any, for such service would be left to the
discretion of the Director.

Several important changes would be
made by sections 308 and 313 of the bill
in the disaster loan programs of the
Small Business Administration, the
Farmers Home Administration, the Vet-
erans’ Administration, and other
agencies.

First, the interest rate on any loan
made under the authority of a disaster
loan program would be changed from
the current 3 percent—in most cases—
to a rate not less than the average annual
interest rate on all interest-bearing ob-
ligations of the United States with ma-
turities of 20 years or more.
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Second, offsetting the proposed higher
interest rate would be an increase in the
amount of forgiveness in SBA, FHA, and
other disaster relief loans. At present
on loans in excess of $500, a maximum
of $1,800 will be canceled. The new
formula would provide cancellation up
to 50 percent of the uninsured loss to a
maximum amount of $5,000.

Third, all disaster loans could be made
without regard to whether financial as-
sistance might have been available from
private sources.

Fourth, the age of any adult applicant
could not be a factor in determining
whether a disaster loan should be made
or what the amount of the loan should
be.

Fifth, any home built with the aid of
a major disaster loan would have to be
constructed according to minimum
standards of safety, decency, and sani-
tation prescribed by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development and in
conformity with applicable building
codes and zoning regulations.

Despite the higher interest rate which
would be charged for disaster loans, sub-
stantial benefits would accrue under the
new formula for many of those seeking
assistance. Any homeowner whose loss
exceeded $10,500 would be eligible for a
forgiveness of the maximum amount, or
$5,000. His total encumbrance on $10,500
would be only $5,500. One who suffered
a loss of $8,000 would be eligible for a
cancellation of $3,750, leaving a balance
of $4,250 due. A $6,000 loss would be
credited with $2,750, reducing the obli-
gation to $3,250. On the other hand a
$4,000 loss would be entitled only to a
$2,000 cancellation, which would be only
$200 more than that available under the
1969 Disaster Act.

It is believed that the maximum of
$5,000 cancellation in disaster loans up
to $10,500 would bring substantial relief
to the low- and middle-income groups
whose homes might not be protected by
insurance. The $5,000 credit would apply
to loans on more expensive houses dam-
aged in disasters as well, but the higher
interest rates paid over a number of years
would tend to counterbalance this can-
cellation.

Congress first provided for the $1,800
cancellation feature in disaster loans
after Hurricane Betsy in 1965; a similar
provision was included in the 1969 dis-
aster assistance law. Because of the great
increase in building construction costs
in the last 5 years and the likelihood
that such costs may continue to rise,
a sizable increment in this amount would
not appear to be unreasonable. When a
major disaster seriously damages or de-
stroys a dwelling, one which more often
than not already may be encumbered by
a sizable mortgage, the hard-pressed
homeowner in this day of high prices
may be skeptical of the value of an $1,800
subsidy. Disaster victims have raised the
question of what $1,800 would mean to
an owner sustaining a $15,000 loss on
a8 home which might be burdened with an
already existing $10,000 mortgage. Can-
celling $5,000 of a loan made in such
a case would cut the total obligation to
$20,000 rather than $23,200 under the
1969 act.
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Even though the interest rate through
the years would be higher, the reduction
in principal to most homeowners would
be a welcame, encouraging ray of hope.
Especially for older borrowers a lower
principal ought to be more attractive
than a reduced interest over a longer
period of time. Eliminating the differ-
ential between the present 3-percent
disaster loan rate and the average cost
of borrowing by the U.S. Government
would, of course, mean a higher imme-
diate Federal expenditure, but in the
long run the actual cost would tend to
balance out.

It is important to note that, if the
national disaster insurance program pro-
posed in title IV of the kill is established,
no homeowner would be eligible for dis-
aster assistance under title III for loss
of or damage to real property unless he
had acquired major disaster insurance
within 1 year after it should become
available. I fully agree with those who
insist that to the extent possible the
homeowner should contribute to his pro-
tection against disaster losses through
payment of regular insurance premiums.
However, until such time as a workable
disaster insurance system can be made
applicable to the Nation as a whole, it
would be entirely proper to continue the
partially subsidized loan program.

The bill would also prohibit the deny-
ing of a disaster loan to any adult solely
on the grounds of age. Testimony has
been received indicating some reluctance
to grant disaster home loans to individ-
uals whose life expectancy might not be
equal to the usual length of most mort-
gages. Older people displaced by a dis-
aster ordinarily are as much or more in
need of adequate dwelling space as are
younger families. In any case, since the
equity in the home would remain no mat-
ter what happened to the mortgagee,
persons in need after a major disaster
should not be in a disadvantageous posi-
tion because of their age.

Minimum standards of safety, decency,
and sanitation as well as applicable
building codes would have to be adhered
to in the construction of any residence
financed with the aid of a disaster lozn.
The purpose of this provision is to as-
sure that no home damaged or destroyed
in a major disaster would be rebuilt with
Federal assistance in a shoddy, unsafe,
or unsanitary condition. The Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development
would be authorized, after consultation,
to promulgate regulations designed to
guarantee that such construction would
conform to these minimum standards as
well as local building codes and other
requirements.

Loans or grants could be made under
section 314 by the Director to any in-
dustrial, commercial, agricultural, or
other enterprises which have been major
sources of employment in major disaster
areas but which are unable because of
the disaster to operate. In view of the
widespread unemployment which fre-
quently accompanies major disasters, it
is crucial to restore local industries and
other enterprises to a functional condi-
tion as soon as possible so that local resi-
dents can become self-sustaining. This is
especially important in those communi-
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ties or areas which are heavily dependent
on only one or two major types of enter-
prise for the bulk of their employment.
For example, a small village or town
which depends almost entirely for its
livelihood on a fishing fleet, a canning
factory, or a papermill destroyed in a
major disaster would be practically des-
titute until that business could resume
normal activities. Similar to other dis-
aster loans, the interest for loans made
by the Director under this section would
be a rate equal to the average annual
interest rate on all interest-bearing ob-
ligations of the United States having
maturities of 20 years or more. However,
the Director would be empowered to de-
fer payments of principal and interest
for a period not to exceed 3 years.

As mentioned previously, several pro-
visions of the 1969 Disaster Act would be
made permanent legislation by this bill.
Prominent among them is the special
unemployment compensation program
proposed by section 316 for persons los-
ing jobs because of a major disaster but
who are not eligible for such compensa-
tion under laws of their States. Although
the first payments under the program
were not made until late in December, a
large number of jobless individuals have
already received substantial finanecial
help. More than 22,500 in Mississippi and
2,000 in Virginia had filed claims with
the Department of Labor by February 21,
1970; of that number nearly 19,000 in
the first State and over 1,300 in the sec-
ond have received one or more payments
ranging between $30 and $48 per week,
Total Federal expenditures for this pur-

pose until February 21 were nearly $3.2
million, most of which had been allo-

cated to Mississippi. Because of the
proven success of this program I am pro-
posing that it be continued indefinitely.

Worthy of reenactment also are sec-
tions 315, 318, 325, and 326 authorizing
the free distribution of food coupons and
surplus commodities, contributions of up
to 50 percent for the repair of highways
not on the Federal-aid system, the repair
of timber roads, the salvage, cleanup and
sale of damaged timber, and extended
time for entry on public lands. The food
coupon program has not yet been put
into operation, although the President
on November 18 by Executive order dele-
gated authority to implement it to the
Secretary of Agriculture. It is my under-
standing that guidelines are in the proe-
ess of preparation. Assistance in the sal-
vage and cleanup of timber damaged by
disasters is essential to reduce or prevent
additional losses because of insects, fire,
disease, or other causes. Grants could
be used only for expenses incurred in ac-
tual removal of damaged timber, offset
by any value gained from salvage. The
public land entry section would merely
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to extend the time for entry on public
lands in any State affected by a major
disaster if he determined that the entry-
man could not comply with existing re-
quirements because of a major disaster.
Finally, although no funds have yet been
expended under the non-Federal aid
highway disaster program, several proj-
ect applications are being processed and
will no doubt be approved.
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Section 317 of the bill, which would
authorize the restoration of Federal fa-
cilities damaged in a major disaster, re-
states in somewhat simpler language the
provisions of section 6 of Public Law 81-
875, the Disaster Relief Act of 1950. If
the President determined such action to
be so urgent that it could not be deferred,
he would be authorized to allow any
agency to repair, reconstruct or restore
facilities owned by the United States
which were damaged or destroyed in a
major disaster. Work on the project could
begin, even if sufficient funds had not
been appropriated, if other funds could
be transferred from different appropria-
tions.

Three other sections of the bill—sec-
tions 319, 323, and 324—are based upon
similar provisions of the 1966 Disaster
Assistance Act. In those cases where
State or local government public works
projects, such as flood control, naviga-
tion, reclamation, electric power, water
and sewage treatment, or airport instal-
lations, were damaged or destroyed in a
major disaster while they were in the
process of construction, reimbursement
would be authorized for not more than
50 percent of the eligible costs incurred
to repair, restore, or reconstruct such
projects. Priority and immediate con-
sideration would be given in the process-
ing of applications for assistance under
various housing acts received from gov-
ernmental agencies located in major dis-
aster areas. Also, under the loan adjust-
ment program, the authority of the Rural
Electrification Administration to adjust
the schedules of payment for interest and
principal on loans and to extend the ma-
turity date to 40 years in case of loss
caused by a major disaster, would be
continued, The Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development would be authorized
to refinance loans where it might be made
necessary by loss or damage caused by
a major disaster, but the interest rate
to be charged on refinancing such ob-
ligations would be fixed at the average
annual rate on all interest-bearing obli-
gations of the United States. In line with
other sections of the bill the Secretary’s
authority to reduce that rate by as much
as 2 percent would not be continued.

A new community disaster loan fund
would be established in the Treasury by
section 320; local governments which
have suffered a loss of more than 25 per-
cent of their tax base because of a major
disaster would be able to borrow from
this fund in order to make payments of
interest and principal due on outstanding
bonded indebtedness which they could
not otherwise do. Loans for this purpose
would be for a maximum period of 20
years and would carry an interest rate
similar to that for other programs, equiv-
alent to the average annual rate on all
outstanding interest-bearing obligations
of the United States having a maturity of
20 years or more. However, the Director
would be authorized to waive payment of
interest and prinecipal on community dis-
aster loans for a period not to exceed 5
years. As much as $100 million would be
authorized to be appropriated for the
purposes of the community disaster loan
fund.
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If a sizable proportion of the property
in a community should be severely dam-
aged or destroyed by a major disaster, its
revenue sources almost inevitably would
be drastically curtailed. Most local gov-
ernments depend very heavily on the
property tax for much of their income;
in situations where one-third, one-half,
or more of the assessed property valua-
tion might be wiped out in a few hours,
those governments would not be able to
avoid comparable losses in taxable reve-
nues. As a consequence they would face
a financial crisis if they could not meet
unavoidable fixed obligations, especially
payments on the interest and principal
of outstanding bonds previously issued
for governmental purposes.

Testimony was presented to the sub-
committee indicating that within a few
months several of the gulf coast cities in
Mississippi, which have lost upward of
40 to 50 percent of their tax base, will
not be able to collect sufficient property
taxes to remain solvent. Under these cir-
cumstances I firmly believe that the type
of community disaster loan fund which
is proposed in this bill would be of real
assistance and should be established as
soon as possible. Loans under this pro-
gram could also be used to help provide
the local share on any Federal grant-in-
aid program available for restoration of
the major disaster area.

Two other new provisions would facil-
itate economic recovery in a major disas-
ter area. Section 321 would stipulate that
organizations, firms, and individuals re-
siding in or who do business in the area
should be given preference in the ex-
penditure of Federal funds for debris
clearance, distribution of supplies, re-
construction, and other disaster assist-
ance activities. Section 322 would au-
thorize any agency administering Fed-
eral grant-in-aid programs to modify or
waive temporarily various conditions,
including the matching of funds, if a
major disaster would prevent the meet-
ing of those conditions in order to re-
ceive assistance.

Several provisions of general applica-
tion would be enacted by part C of title
ITI. Foremost among these is the section
which would clarify the scope of and
extend for 1 year the period in which
States receiving grants for the prepara-
tion of comprehensive disaster relief
plans would have in which to submit
their completed plans. The 1969 Dis-
aster Relief Act authorized the Presi-
dent to make grants up to $250,000 to
any State for not more than 50 percent
of the cost of developing “comprehensive
plans and practicable programs for as-
sisting individuals suffering losses as
the result of a major disaster.” The orig-
inal intent of this section, dating back
to 8. 1861 which I introduced in 1965,
was without question to assist States in
developing a complete and thorough
blueprint outlining in detail the neces-
sary preparation, organization, proec-
dures, supplies, equipment, and other re-
quirements which would enable them to
do everything possible to minimize the
terrible effects of a major disaster and
to begin restoration of the normal life
and activities in any disaster area. How-
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ever, in the formulation of the final lan-
guage of section 8 of Public Law 91-79,
somehow the wording seems to limit its
scope to plans and programs which
would assist only “individuals” suffer-
ing losses. This has been narrowly in-
terpreted by some to mean that State
plans developed under this section could
not apply to assistance for local gov-
ernments, public agencies, or business
enterprises. In order to resolve any
doubts about this matter, section 327
would authorize the Director to make
grants to States to develop “comprehen-
sive plans and practicable programs for
preparation against major disasters, and
for relief and assistance for individuals,
businesses, and local governments.” In
order to give States more time to apply
for and prepare such plans, the date
before which they would have to be sub-
mitted to the Director would be advanced
from December 30, 1970, to December
31, 1971.

Although it is not possible to predict
when or where catastrophes might oc-
cur, it seems to me only good sense for
governments to do as much advance
planning and to prepare themselves as
much as possible in order to cope with
the eventuality that their areas might be
subjected to a major disaster. Recently I
wrote to the Governor of each State,
calling to his attention the awvailability
of Federal funds for planning assistance.
While many have not yet had the op-
portunity to respond, I was pleased to
note how widespread is the realization
of the importance for States to develop
disaster relief plans. A number of States
have already pioneered in this field, for-
mulating at least a preliminary program,
and several others have indicated inten-
tion to proceed with application for as-
sistance. Others pointed out the dif-
ficulties they would encounter in trying
to appropriate matching funds in time
to contract for and complete a compre-
hensive plan by the end of this calendar
year. Therefore, I am suggesting that the
date should be extended another 12
months.

Allegations have been made that there
were some instances of ineguitable and
discriminatory treatment, especially
after the first emergency period, in pro-
viding aid following Hurricane Camille.
Such charges have been levied against
both public and private agencies, and
those most concerned have been investi-
gating the facts and will no doubt re-
port on their findings. Certainly dif-
ferential treatment in the handling of
disaster assistance should not be tol-
erated.

In order to assure that aid would be
provided to all irrespective of their per-
sonal background or status, section 330
of the bill would authorize the Director
to establish regulations which would be
applicable to the personnel and proce-
dures of both public and private agencies
involved in handling Federal disaster as-
sistance programs. These guidelines
would stipulate that there should be no
discrimination on the grounds of race,
color, religion, nationality, sex, age, or
economic status in distributing supplies,
processing applications or managing
other relief activities.
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Section 328 would authorize the Direc-
tor to arrange with the American Na-
tional Red Cross, the Salvation Army,
the Mennonite Board of Missions and
Charities, and other private relief or-
ganizations for the use of their person-
nel and facilities in the distribution of
medicine, food, supplies, or other mate-
rial if he found that this would be nec-
essary. This would resolve certain gues-
tions brought to the attention of the
subcommittee about the power of the
National Government to utilize officially
the manpower, supplies, and skills which
private organizations other than the Red
Cross might be willing to provide. Con-
siderable testimony has been presented
illustrating the tremendously helpful as-
sistance which the Salvation Army, the
Mennonite Board, and others have ren-
dered following disasters. There is no
reason why the Director should lack au-
thority to recognize them officially and
call upon their services for disaster as-
sistance. Any private relief organization
entering into an agreement with the Di-
rector for this purpose would have to
comply with regulations issued under
section 330 discussed above pertaining to
impartial and nondiscriminatory admin-
istration.

The Director also would be author-
ized—under sections 331 and 332—to es-
tablish emergency supply depots and to
assign advisory personnel he deemed to
be necessary. While some civil defense
and military supply depots do exist
which have been helpful in disasters, the
Director should be empowered to locate
and set up those which in his judgment
would be essential for the accumulation
of disaster assistance equipment and
supplies. To meet a need often expressed
to the subcommittee, upon request he
also could send trained and experienced
representatives to advise State or local
government officers about various kinds
of Federal programs and procedures.
The subcommittee has been informed
that in the smaller communities espe-
cially, where the chief executives often
are part-time officers with little experi-
ence in or knowledge about national pro-
grams, it would be extremely helpful if
well-informed consultants could be pro-
vided who would work closely with local
governments when a major disaster
overtakes them. These representatives,
of course, would be strictly advisory and
would be assigned only if the Director
believed they would help enable com-
munities to apply for and utilize fully
various assistance programs.

The 1969 Disaster Relief Act—section
13—authorized grants and loans to States
and local governments to assist in sup-
pressing any fire on publicly or privately
owned forest or grasslands which might
threaten to become a major disaster.
Congress took this action after it had
been pointed out that a small conflagra-
tion, beginning either on public or pri-
vate property, could become a major fire
threatening large areas if there were not
sufficient manpower and equipment to
quell it at the start. Such a holocaust
would pay no attention to jurisdictional
ownership boundary lines and could in a
short time devour huge quantities of tim-
ber and grassland. Although the U.S.
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Forest Service has a number of well-
trained, able firefighters and extensive
equipment, this is often not true in pri-
vately owned tracts and sometimes is
lacking in State and local lands as well.
To help reduce great losses from fires of
the type which desolated thousands of
acres of timber in the Northwest during
1967, section 333 of the bill would re-
enact the grant and loan provision of the
1969 act which is scheduled to expire at
the end of this year.

Finally, section 329 would be designed
to prevent any person, business concern,
or other entity from receiving duplicate
disaster relief benefits. It would be the
duty of the Director to be sure that finan-
cial assistance would not be given for any
major disaster loss for which compensa-
tion had been received from any other
Federal program, insurance policy, or
other source. This, however, would not
preclude Federal assistance for any part
of a loss which had not been compen-
sated otherwise. The Treasury would
have to be reimbursed for any amount of
assistance paid to a person, business con-
cern, or other entity for disaster relief
in excess of that to which the recipient
was legally entitled.

TITLE IV. NATIONAL MAJOR DISASTER INSURANCE

No issue was accorded more unanimity
of opinion by the witnesses who appeared
before the Special Subcommittee on Dis-
aster Relief than the urgent need for
adequate insurance protection against
major disaster losses. Nearly all State
and local officials, private group repre-
sentatives, industry spokesmen and in-
dividual property owners who testified
seemed to agree that some kind of com-
prehensive policy covering catastrophic
damages would be one of the most useful
and desirable ways of providing assist-
ance. My experience leads me to believe
that most citizens would prefer invest-
ing an annual premium in advance to
purchase protection against major dis-
aster losses than they would seeking pri-
vate relief, personal loans, or govern-
mental subsidies after a tragedy has oc-
curred.

For many years comprehensive cas-
ualty insurance covering a wide variety
of damages resulting from fire, wind-
storm, hail, and other causes has been
available, but this has not been true for
floods, mud slides, wind-driven waters,
high waves, and earthquakes. With the
exception of the new program authorized
by the National Flood Insurance Act of
1968, almost no insurance protection for
damage caused solely by water has been
obtainable. The difficulty of determining
in the area afflicted by a hurricane the
proper percentage of loss caused by wind
versus water has in particular given rise
to many controversies. Policyholders in
the gulf coast area following Hurricane
Camille have in many cases been frus-
trated and disappointed in pressing their
claims for losses because of this almost
insoluble factor.

For various reasons Federal flood in-
surance has not yet been made available
on a widespread basis. Until recently the
program has been limited to a few com-
munities. An amendment to the 1969
Housing and Urban Development Act,
however, permitted the Federal Insur-
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ance Administration to institute emer-
gency programs which could be con-
verted later to permanent status after
the necessary studies have been com-
pleted. This enabled the Administration
to provide flood insurance coverage in a
total of eight places by early March,
while another seven have been definitely
scheduled for inclusion this month. It is
expected that a number of other com-
munities will qualify for the emergency
flood insurance program during the next
few months, although the law currently
requires that they be converted by De-
cember 31, 1971.

Nevertheless, I believe there is ample
reason for Congress to reexamine the
whole matter of disaster insurance. Hear-
ings held by the subcommittee in Missis-
sippi and Virginia clearly demonstrated
the need for more inclusive and extensive
insurance protection for major disasters.
Despite its recent gains the Federal flood
insurance program, structured as it is on
a community-by-community approach,
likely will not gain nationwide applica-
tion for many years. What is needed, it
seems to me, is a comprehensive all-
disaster risk-type insurance which could
be made available in a comparatively
short time to property owners in all parts
of the country.

To be effective, actuarially sound, and
purchaseable at rates which the ordinary
householder could afford, any major dis-
aster insurance program must have a
broad base of policyholders; losses from
disasters are such that the burden of
funding relief costs should be shared
throughout the Nation, This, of course,
can be done, as it has many times in the
past, through public revenues raised by
taxation. Using public funds to assist
those who have incurred sizable losses in
major disasters may in one sense re-
semble a system of enforced public in-
surance. Probably there always will be
many major disaster costs which all
members of society will be called upon to
absorb through small contributions in the
form of national taxes. With respect to
private property damages, however, there
is no reason why owners should not be
required to subseribe through advance
payments to a system which would pro-
vide them at least minimum protection
against possible future major disaster
losses.

It would be preferable, of course, if
satisfactory, sensibly priced insurance
coverage against damages to private
property caused by major disasters could
be established by the insurance industry.
In view of the nature and size of the risk
involved, some kind of national reinsur-
ance or subsidy might be necessary to
induce private insurance companies to
embark on such a venture. I would wel-
come any reasonable proposal which in-
surance representatives might make sug-
gesting a joint approach involving Gov-
ernment participation in an industry
managed disaster insurance system, and
I believe that Congress would give seri-
ous attention to such a plan.

Consequently, the bill—section 413—
would provide a period of more than a
yvear in which the insurance industry
could develop an acceptable program.
However, unless the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development should deter-
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mine and certify to the President and
Congress not later than June 30, 1971,
that private insurance companies have
made available on reasonable terms ma-
jor disaster insurance with coverage
equal to or more extensive than that pro-
posed by title IV, the Secretary would ‘be
directed to establish a national major
disaster insurance program. Alt.hop.gh
delays in the legislative process might
make the above date unrealistie, it could
be extended easily if chances appeared
to be good that such a program would
indeed become a reality. Without such a
deadline, however, I fear that little prog-
ress could be made, and in any event it
may well be necessary to institute an all-
Federal program. '

To be suecessful, major disaster insur-
ance must have widespread application
and must be offered at premium rates
which are not inordinately expensive.
With these premises in mind, the bill—
section 412(b)—would blanket in to the
proposed new national major disaster in-
surance system all residential or other
structures encumbered by loans or mort-
gages which have been guaranteed or in-
sured by the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration, the Veterans' Administration, or
any other Federal agency. This would
provide a sizable base upon which the
program could be founded from the be-
ginning. Second, as will be explained, the
rate structure would be devised so as to
attract into the system homeowners who
would not be included automatically un-
der the above provision. Third, further
additional impetus to join would be pro-
vided by the outright denial—section
510—of any other Federal financial as-
sistance to any owner of real property
for damage to his property in a major
disaster to the extent the loss could have
been covered by a valid claim under ma-
jor disaster insurance made available at
least 1 year prior to the disaster. It is
believed that these three factors—man-
datory inclusion of federally insured
mortgagors, minimal rates, and advance
warning to nonparticipants of ineligi-
bility for other Federal aid—would be
sufficient to assure that within a reason-
able period of time most homeowners
throughout the Nation would be encom-
passed by the program. ;

To explain the specific features' in
more detail, the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development would be au-
thorized—section 401—to establish and
carry out the national disaster insurance
system. He would be directed, to the
maximum extent possible, to encourage
and arrange for the financial participa-
tion and risk sharing in the program by
private insurance companies or other
insurers.

Priority would have to be given—sec-
tion 402—to the coverage of residential
properties housing from one to four
families, but, if appropriate studies and
investigations demonstrated that it
would be feasible, the Secretary could ex-
tend major disaster insurance to other
residential, business, agricultural, non-
profit, or public properties.

The Secretary would provide by reg-
ulation for the general terms and con-
ditions of insurability which would apply
to major disaster insurance, These would
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include such matters as the types, classes,
and locations of properties, the nature of
and limits of loss to be covered, the classi-
fication, limitation and rejection of risks,
minimum premiums, loss-deductibles
and any other necessary terms or
conditions.

Coverage provided by the bill would be
divided into two categories: First, a basic
minimum amount, the premiums for
which could be fixed by the Secretary at
a rate below established costs; second,
amounts above the basic minimum, which
would be charged at rates not less than
those estimated to be needed for all
costs of providing that proteetion.

The basic coverage for residential
properties housing up to four families
would be $15,000 aggregate liability for
any single dwelling unit, $30,000 for any
structure containing more than one
dwelling, and $5,000 aggregate liability
for the contents of any dwelling unit. If
the Secretary should declare other types
of property to be eligible for major dis-
aster insurance, any single structure in
those specified categories would have an
aggregate liability of $30,000.

The Secretary would be authorized—
section 404—to make studies and investi-
gations which would enable him to esti-
mate what the risk premium rates
would be for various areas based on
actuarial principles, operating costs, and
administrative expenses. He would also
be directed to estimate what level of
rates would be reasonable, would en-
courage prospective insurers to purchase
disaster insurance, and would be con-
sistent with the purposes of the act.

Based on the above information, and
after consultation with the Director, the
Secretary would—section 405—from time
to time prescribe by regulation the
chargeable premium rates for all types
and classes of property for which dis-
aster insurance is made available. He
could if necessary fix the premium rates
for the basic property values covered—
noted above—at less than the estimated
risk premium rates. Otherwise, the rates
would have to be based, insofar as prac-
ticable, on the respective risks involved
and would have to be adequate to pro-
vide reserves for anticipated losses. If
the rates were fixed at a lower amount,
they would have to be consistent with
the objective of making major disaster
insurance available at reasonable rates
in order to encourage its purchase by
homeowners and others.

To provide working capital for the na-
tional major disaster insurance program,
the Secretary would be authorized—sec-
tion 406—with the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, to issue notes
or other obligations in an amount not
exceeding $500 million. The Secretary of
the Treasury would determine the rate
of interest for these notes or obliga-
tions, and would be authorized to pur-
chase or sell them as public debt trans-
actions.

The Secretary would also be author-
ized—section 407—to establish in the
Treasury of the United States the na-
tional major disaster insurance fund
from which would be paid all claims, ex-
penses, administrative costs, and debt
redemption of the major disaster insur-
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ance programs. The fund would be the
repository for all funds which might be
borrowed, appropriated by Congress,
earned as interest on investments, de-
rived from premiums, or received from
other operations. If the Secretary should
determine that the fund total would be
in excess of current needs, he could re-
quest the Secretary of the Treasury to
invest the amounts which the latter
deemed advisable in obligations issued or
guaranteed by the United States.

Claims for losses would be adjusted
and paid for according to rules which
the Secretary would be authorized—sec-
tion 408—to prescribe. It would also be
his duty—section 409—to inform the gen-
eral public and any State or local official
about the extent, objectives, and pre-
mium rates of the national major dis-
aster insurance system, including the
basis for and the differences between
the rates for the two categories of cov-
erage.

As pointed out previously, the bill
would prohibit—section 410—Federal
disaster assistance to any eligible prop-
erty owner for a real property loss to the
extent that such loss would be either cov-
ered by a valid claim or could have been
covered by a wvalid claim under major
disaster insurance which had been made
available in his area at least 1 year prior
to the oceurrence of the damage. On the
surface this may appear to be a harsh
provision, but it seems to me that it is
essential if the program is to be made
workable on a national basis without
exorbitant rates for participants. If ma-
jor disaster insurance is provided for any
area, an eligible property owner would
have a grace period of 1 full year in
which to secure protection; subsequently,
he would have to absorb any loss caused
by a disaster unless he had taken ad-
vantage of the insurance opportunity
provided him. It should be noted that
this caveat applies only to the owners of
real property, and does not exclude other
types of Federal assistance such as loans
for any amount of loss not recovered
by major disaster insurance or for the
loss of personal property.

To prevent structures being rebuilt in
areas which have proven fo be disaster
prone, the bill would prohibit—section
411—issuing new major disaster insur-
ance coverage for any property which
the Secretary finds has been declared by
a State or local government to be in vio-
lation of State or local laws, regulations,
and ordinances intended to prevent land
development or occupancy in those areas.
In order that the major disaster insur-
ance system would be coordinated with
other programs, the Secretary and the
Director would be instructed—seection
412(a)—to consult with other Federal,
State, and local government departments
and agencies having responsibility for
disaster assistance.

TITLE V. MISCELLANEOUS

Section 501 would make a number of
technical amendments in existing laws
to bring them into conformity with the
new proposed Omnibus Disaster Assist-
ance Act. The three extant basic disaster
relief laws of 1950, 1966, and 1969 would
be repealed by section 502. Such sums as
would be necessary to carry out the new
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act would be authorized—section 503—
to be appropriated.

In general, the national major disaster
insurance system would be designed to
provide basic, minimum protection
against disaster losses to most homeown-
ers and possibly to other property hold-
ers as well. It would enable them to con-
tract in advance at reasonable cost for
coverage not now widely available which
would assure at least partial compensa-
tion for dwellings, other structures, and
personal property damaged or destroyed
by major disasters. I believe that the
American people on the whole would sup-
port a program whereby they could
through a contributory system help share
in the heavy burden which inevitably
will fall on those unfortunate enough to
be caught in the maelstrom of a natural
catastrophe. Although the insurance
plan outlined in title V may have cer-
tain unknown defects or omissions which
will have to be corrected, it should pro-
vide a pattern for further discussion and
the basis for a perfected program.

In conclusion, Mr, President, I believe
that the Omnibus Disaster Assistance
Act which I am introducing today would
provide meaningful assistance to major
disaster victims in several ways:

First, with the exception of aid to
schools and institutions of higher educa-
tion—see 20 U.S.C. 646, 758—and special
limited disaster programs administered
by various agencies and departments, it
would consolidate into one act all of the
extant major disaster laws;

Second, it would sharpen and strength-
en present powers and duties relating to
the providing of emergency aid to people
and areas subjected to a major disaster;

Third, it would amplify and supple-
ment present programs and authorize
new ones designed to help individuals,
organizations, and communities to re-
cover from the awful consequences in-
flicted by a major disaster; and

Finally, it would authorize compre-
hensive, all-disaster risk insurance which
would permit property owners to obtain
protection at reasonable expense against
a sizable proportion of their losses from
major disasters.

Enactment of this measure would do
much to insure that the Federal Govern-
ment would be authorized to extend sig-
nificant aid of all types to individuals
and communities immediately after a
Presidential declaration of a major dis-
aster without having to wait several
months for possible specific congres-
sional action. I hope that the bill will re-
ceive prompt and favorable considera-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the bill and a
section-by-section synopsis be printed in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks, and that the bill be referred to
the Committee on Public Works.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GurNEY). The bill will be received and
referred to the Committee on Public
Works; and, without objection, the bill
and synopsis will be printed in the
RECORD.

The bill (3. 3619) to create, within the
Office of the President, an Office of Dis-
aster Assistance, to revise and expand
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Federal programs for relief from the
effects of major disasters, and for other
purposes, introduced by Mr. Baya (for
himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Public Works, and or-
dered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:
8. 3619

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 “Omnibus Disaster
Assistance Act"”.

TITLE I—FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
DEFINITIONS

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

Sec. 101. (a) The Congress hereby finds
and declares that—

(1) because extensive property damage and
loss, loss of life, loss of income, and human
suffering result from major disasters such as
hurricanes, tornadoes, storms, floods, high
waters, wind-driven waters, tldal waves,
earthquakes, droughts, fires, and other catas-
trophes; and

(2) because such disasters disrupt the nor-
mal functioning of government and the
community, and adversely affect individual
persons and families with great severity, spe-
cial measures, designed to expedite the ren-
dering of ald and assistance and the recon-
struction and rehabilitation of devastated
areas, are necessary.

(b) It is the intent of the Congress, by this
Act, to provide an orderly and continuing
means of alleviating the suffering and damage
which result from such disasters by—

(1) revising and broadening the scope of
existing major disaster relief programs;

(2) encouraging the development of com-
prehensive disaster rellef programs by the
States; and

(3) achieving greater coordination and re-
sponsiveness of Federal major disaster relief
programs by consolidating their administra-
tion.

DEFINITIONS

SEcC. 102. As used In this Act—

(1) “major disaster” means any flood, high
waters, wind-driven waters, tidal wave,
drought, fire, hurricane, tornado, earthquake,
storm, or other catastrophe In any part of
the United States which in the determina-
tion of the President, is or threatens to be of
sufficlent severity and magnitude to warrant
disaster assistance by the Federal Govern-
ment to supplement the efforts and available
resources of States, local governments, and
private relief organizations in alleviating the
damage, loss, hardship, or suffering caused
thereby, and respecting which the Governor
of any State in which such catastrophe oc-
curs or threatens to occur certifies the need
for disaster assistance under this Act, and
shall give assurance of expenditure of a rea-
sonable amount of the funds of such State,
its local govermnments, or other agencies for
the same or similar purposes with respect to
such catastrophe;

(2) “United States” means the fifty States,
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;

(3) “State" means any State in the United
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa,
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands;

(4) “Governor' means the chief executive
of any State;

(5) "local government" means any county,
city, village, town, district, or other political
subdivision of any State, and includes any
rural community or unincorporated town or
village for which an application for assist-
ance Is made by a State or political subdivi-
sion thereof;
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(6) “Federal agency” means any depart-
ment, independent establishment, Federal
corporation, or other agency of the executive
branch of the Federal Government, excepting
the American National Red Cross;

(7) “Director” means the Director of the
Office of Disaster Assistance except where a
different meaning is indicated by the context
within which it is used; and

(8) *“Office” means the Office of Disaster
Assistance.

TITLE II—OFFICE OF DISASTER
ASSISTANCE

ESTABLISHMENT

Sec. 201. (a) There is hereby established,
within the Office of the President, an Office of
Disaster Assistance, for the purpose of ad-
ministering Federal disaster relief programs,
coordinating relief activities of private rellef
organizations in major disasters, and for
other purposes.

(b) There shall be in the Office a Director of
Disaster Assistance and an Assistant Director
of Disaster Assistance (hereafter referred to
as the "Assistant Director™), each of whom
shall be appointed by the President, and shall
serve at his pleasure. The Office shall be un-
der the control and supervision of the Di-
rector., The Assistant Director shall perform
such duties as may be assigned to him by the
Director, and, during the absence or inca-
pacity of the Director, or during a vacancy
in that office, shall act as the Director. The
Director shall designate an employee of the
Office to act as Director during the absence
or incapacity of both the Director and the
Assistant Director, or during a vacancy in
both of such offices.

(e¢) Subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 5,
United States Code (relating to Executive
Schedule pay rates), is amended as fol-
lows:

(1) Section 5313 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

"“(20) Director, Office of Disaster Assist-
ance.”

(2) Section 5314 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“{54) Assistant Director, Office of Disaster
Assistance."”

(d) There are hereby transferred to the
Director all the functions of the Secretary
of Defense carried out through the Office of
Civil Defense, and the functions, insofar as
such functions relate to major disaster re-
lief, of the Director of the Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness.

(e) Within one hundred and eighty days
after the effective date of this Act, the Presi-
dent may transfer to the Director any func-
tion of any other agency or office, or part
of any agency or office, In the executive
branch of the United States Government if
the President determines that such function
relates primarily to functions transferred to
the Director by the preceding subsection of
this section.

TRANSFER OF PERSONNEL

Sec. 202 (a) All personnel, assets, llabili-
ties, contracts, property, and records as are
determined by the Director of the Bureau of
the Budget to be employed, held, or used
primarily in connection with any function
transferred under the provisions of section
201(d), are transferred to the Director, Ex-
cept as provided in subsection (b), person-
nel engaged in functions transferred under
this title shall be transferred In accordance
with applicable laws and regulations relating
to transfer of functions.

(b) Personnel not under sectlon 5337 of
title 5, United States Code, shall be trans-
ferred without reduction in classification
or compensation for one year after such
transfer.

(c) In any case where all of the functions
carried out through any agency or office are
transferred pursuant to this Act, such agency
or office shall lapse,
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AUTHORITY OF THE DIRECTOR

SEec. 203. (a) The Director of the Office of
Disaster Assistance may, in addition to the
authority to delegate and redelegate con-
tained in any other Act in the exercise of the
functions transferred to him by this Act,
delegate any of his functions to such officers
and employees of the Office as he may des-
ignate, may sauthorize such successive re-
delegations of such functions as he may deem
desirable, and may make such rules and
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
his functions.

(b) The Director is authorized to appoint,
without regard to the provisions of title 5,
United States Code, governing appointments
in the competitive service, such advisory
committees as may be appropriate for the
purpose of consultation with and advice to
the Office in the performance of its func-
tions. Members of such committees, other
than those regularly employed by the United
States Government, while attending meet-
ings of such committees or otherwise serving
at the request of the Director, may be pald
compensation at rates not exceeding those
authorized to be pald experts and consultants
under section 3109 of such title, and while
so serving away from their homes or regu-
lar places of business, may be allowed travel
expenses, including per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence, as authorized by section 5703 of
such title, for persons in the Government
service employed intermittently.

(c) In order to carry out the provisions of
this Act, the Director is authorized—

(1) to adopt, amend, and repeal rules and
regulations governing the manner of oper-
ations, organization, and personnel of the
Office, and the performance of the powers
and dutles granted to or imposed upon him
by law;

(2) to appoint and fix the compensation
of such officers and employees, and prescribe
their functions and duties, as may be neces-
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act;

(3) to obtain the services of experts and
consultants in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code;

(4) to acquire by purchase, lease, condem-
nation, or in any other lawful manner, any
real or personal property, tangible or in-
tangible, or any interest therein; to hold,
maintaln, use, and operate the same; to
provide services in connection therewith,
and to charge therefor; and to sell, lease, or
otherwise dispose of the same at such time,
in such manner, and to the extent deemed
necessary or appropriate;

(&) to construct, operate, lease, and main-
tain buildings, facilities, and other improve-
ments as may be necessary;

(6) to accept gifts or donations of services,
money, or property, real, personal, or mixed,
tangible or intangible;

(7T) to enter into contracts or other ar-
rangements or modifications thereof, with
any government, any agency or department
of the United States, or with any person,
firm, association, or corporation, and such
contracts or other arrangements, or modifica-
tions thereof, may be entered into without
legal consideration, without performance or
other bonds, and without regard to section
3709 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (41
U.S.C.5);

(8) to make advance, progress, and other
payments which the Director deems neces-
sary under this Act without regard to the
provisions of section 3648 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529); and

(9) to take such other action as may be
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act.

REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS

Segc. 204. The Director shall, as soon as
practicable after the end of each fiscal year,
make & report in writing to the President for
submission to the Congress on the activities
of the Office during the preceding fiscal year.
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MISCELLANEOUS TRANSFER FPROVISIONS

Sec. 205. (a) All orders, determinations,
rules, regulations, permits, contracts, certif-
icates, licenses, and privileges—

(1) which have been issued, made, granted,
or allowed to become effective in the exercise
of functions which are transfered under this
Act, by (A) any agency or office, or part
thereof, any functions of which are trans-
ferred by this Act, or (B) any court of com-
petent jurisdiction; and

(2) which are in effect at the time this
title takes effect;

shall continue in effect according to their
terms until modified, terminated, superseded,
set aside, or repealed by the Director, by any
court of competent jurisdiction, or by opera-
tion of law.

{b) The provisions of this Act shall not
affect any proceedings pending at the time
this section takes effect before any agency
or office, or part thereof, functions of which
are transferred by this Act, except that
such proceedings, to the extent that they
relate to functions so transferred, shall be
continued before the Office. SBuch proceed-
ings, to the extent they do not relate to func-
tions so transferred, shall be continued be-
fore the agency or office, or part thereof,
before which they were pending at the time
of such transfer. In either case orders shall
be issued in such proceedings, appeals shall
be taken therefrom, and payments shall be
made pursuant to such orders, as If this
Act had not been enacted, and orders issued
in any such proceedings shall continue in ef-
fect until modified, terminated, superseded,
or repealed by the Director, by a court of
competent jurisdiction, or by operation of
law.

(c) (1) Except as provided in paragraph
(2)—

(A) the provisions of this title shall not
affect suits commenced prior to the date this
section takes effect; and

(B) in all such suits proceedings shall be
had, appeals taken, and judgments rendered,
in the same manner and effect as if this Act
had not been enacted. No suit, action, or
other proceeding commenced by or against
any officer in his official capacity as an
officer of any agency or office, or part thereof,
functions of which are transferred by this
Act, shall abate by reason of the enact-
ment of this Act. No cause of action by or
against any agency or office, or part thereof,
functions of which are transferred by this
Act, or by or against any officer thereof in his
official capacity shall abate by reason of the
enactment of this Act. Causes of actions,
sults, or other proceedings may be asserted
by or against the United States or such of-
ficlal of the office as may be appropriate
and, in any litigation pending when this sec-
tion takes effect, the court may at any time,
on its own motion or that of any party, enfer
an order which will give effect to the provi-
sions of this subsection.

(2) If before the date on which this title
takes effect, any agency or office, or officer
thereof in his officlal capacity, is a party to
a suit, and under this Act—

(A) such agency or office, or any part
thereof, is transferred to the Director; or

(B) any function of such agency, office, or
part thereof, or officer is transferred to the
Director;

then such suit shall be continued by the Di-
rector (except in the case of a suit not
involving functions transferred to the Di-
rector, In which case the suit shall be con-
tinued by the agency, office, or part thereof,
or officer which was a party to the suit prior
to the effective date of this title).

(d) With respect to any function trans-
ferred by this Act and exercised after the
effective date of this title, reference in any
other Federal law to any agency, office, or
part thereof, or officer so transferred or func-
tions of which are so transferred shall be
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deemed t0 mean the office or officer in which
such function is vested pursuant to this Act.

(e) This Act shall not have the effect or
releasing or extinguishing any criminal
prosecution penalty, forfeiture, or lability
incurred as a result of any function trans-
ferred under this Act.

(f) Orders and actions of the Director in
the exercise of functions transferred under
this Act shall be subject to judicial review
to the same extent and in the same manner
as if such orders and actions had been by
the agency or office, or part thereof, exer-
cising such functions, immediately preceding
their transfer. Any statutory requirements
relating to notice, hearings, action upon the
record, or administrative review that apply
to any function transferred by this Act shall
apply to the exercise of such function by the
Director.

(g) In the exercise of the functions trans-
ferred under this Act, the Director shall have
the same authority as that vested in the
agency or office, or part thereof, exercising
such functions immediately preceding their
transfer, and his actions in exercising such
functions shall have the same force and
effect as when exercised by such agency or
office, or part thereof.

EFFECTIVE DATE

SEC. 206. (a) This title, other than this
section, shall take effect ninety days after
the date of enactment of this Act, or on
such prior date after enactment of this Act
as the President shall prescribe and publish
in the Federal Register,

(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), any
of the officers provided for in subsection (a)
or (b) of section 201 may be appointed in
the manner provided for in this Act, at any
time after the date of enactment of this
Act. Such officers shall be compensated from
the date they first take office, at the rates
provided for in this Act. Such compensation
and related expenses of their offices shall be
paid from funds available for the functions
to be transferred to the Director pursuant
to this Act.

TITLE III—THE ADMINISTRATION OF
DISASTER ASSISTANCE

PART A—EMERGENCY RELIEF
FEDERAL COORDINATING OFFICER

Sec. 301. (a) Immediately upon the Presi-
dent’s designation of an area as a major
disaster area, the Director shall appoint a
coordinating officer to operate in such area.

(b) In order to effectuate the purposes
of this Act, the coordinating officer shall per-
form the following functions within the dis-
aster area:

(1) make an initial appraisal of the types
of relief most urgently needed;

(2) deploy any emergency support teams
assigned to the area by the Director;

(3) establish such field officers as he deems
necessary and as are authorized by the
Director;

(4) coordinate the administration of re-
lief, including activities of the American
National Red Cross and such other private
relief organizations as may agree to operate
under his advice or direction; and

(5) take such other action, consistent
with authority delegated to him by the Di-
rector, and consistent with the provisions of
this Act, as he may deem necessary to assist
local citizens and public officlals in promptly
obtalning assistance to which they are
entitled.

EMERGENCY SUPPORT TEAMS

Sec. 302. The Director is authorized to
recruit, train, or otherwise develop emer-
gency support teams of personnel with the
capability and responsibility of deploying
themselves in a major disaster area immedi-
ately upon the proclamation of a major
disaster. Such teams shall have such equip-
ment and supplies as may be necessary to
bring immediate, emergency assistance to
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disaster victims upon deployment. An
emergency support team deployed in a dis-
aster* area by the Director shall make a
preliminary survey of the disaster area and
advise the Federal coordinating officer with
respect to the types of assistance most
urgently needed, and, subject to the direc-
tion of such officer, give assistance and relief
to the victims of the disaster,

EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEMS

Sec. 303. The Director is authorized, after
consultation with such other Federal agen-
cies, including the Federal Communications
Commission and the Federal Aviation
Agency, as may be appropriate, to establish
an emergency communications system in
any major disaster area in order to carry out
the functions of his office, and to make such
system avallable to State and local goven-
ment officials and other persons as he deems
appropriate.

COOPERATION OF FEDERAL AGENCIES

Sec. 304, In any major disaster, Federal
agencies are hereby authorized, upon re-
quest of the Director, to cooperate with the
Director in providing assistance by—

(1) utilizing or lending, with or without
compensation therefor, to States and local
governments, their equipment, supplies,
facilities, personnel, and other resources,
other than the extenslon of credit under the
authority of any Act;

(2) distributing, through the American
Nationl Red Cross, other private reliel or-
ganizations, or otherwise, medicine, food,
and other consumable supplies;

(3) donating or lending equipment and
supplies, determined in accordance with
applicable laws to be surplus to the needs
and responsibilities of the Federal Govern-
ment;

(4) performing on public or private lands
protective and other work essential for the
preservation of life and property, includ-
ing—

(a) clearing debris and wreckage;

(b) making repalrs to, or replacing, public
facilities, belonging to State or local gov-
ernments, which were damaged or destroyed
by a major disaster;

(c) providing temporary housing or other
emergency shelter for families who, as a
result of such major disaster, require tem=-
porary housing or other emergency shelter;
and

(d) making contributlons to State or loeal

governments for the purpose of carrylng out
the provisions of this paragraph.
Any funds received by Federal agencies as
reimbursement for services or supplies fur.
nished under the authority of this section
shall be deposited to the credit of the ap-
propriation or appropriations currently avall-
able for such services or supplies. The Federal
Government shall not be llable for any claim
based upon the exercise or performance or
the failure to exercise or perform a discre-
tionary function or duty on the part of a
federal agency or an employee of the Gov-
ernment in carrying out the provisions of
this section.

PArT B—RECOVERY ASSISTANCE
DEBRIS REMOVAL GRANTS

Sec, 305. The Director, whenever he deter-
mines it to be in the public interest, is
authorized to make a grant or grants to any
State or local government or agency thereof
for the purpose of removing debris deposited
on privately owned lands and on or in pri-
vately owned waters as a result of a major
disaster, and such State or local govern-
ment or agency is authorized, upon applica.
tion, to make payments from amounts re-
ceived in such grants to any person for re-
imbursement of expenses actually Incurred
by such person in the removal of such de-
bris, but not to exceed the amount that
such expenses exceed the salvage value of
such debris.
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TEMPORARY HOUSING

Sec. 306. (a) The Director is authorized
to provide on a temporary basis, as prescribed
in this section, dwelling accommodations for
individuals and families displaced by a
major disaster.

(b) The Director is authorized to provide
such accommodations by (1) using any un-
occupied housing owned by the United States
under any program of the Federal Govern-
ment, (2) arranging with a local public
housing agency for using unoccupied public
housing units, or (3) acquiring existing
dwellings or mobile homes or other readily
fabricated dwellings, by purchase or lease,
to be placed on sites furnished by the State or
local government or by the owner-occupant
displaced by the major disaster, with
no site charge being made. Rentals shall be
established for such accommodations, under
such rules and regulations as the Director
may prescribe, taking into account the finan-
cial ability of the occupant. In case of finan-
cial hardship, rentals may be compromised,
adjusted, or waived for a period not to exceed
twelve months, but in no ease shall any such
individual or family be required to incur &
monthly housing expense (including any
fixed expense relating to the amortization of
debt owing on a house destroyed or damaged
in a major disaster) which is in excess of 25
per centum of the monthly income of the
occupant or occupants,

EMERGENCY PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Sec. 307. The Director is authorized to pro-
vide an emergency public transportation
service in a major disaster area. Such service
will provide transportation to governmental
offices, supply centers, skores, post offices,
major employment centers, and such other
places as may be necessary in order to enable
the community to resume its normal pattern
of life as soon as possible. Such service shall
be provided only until regular public trans-
portation is restored or provided on a regular

basis, and shall not in any case be provided
for more than one year after the date of the
major disaster proclamation.

SMALL BUSINESS DISASTER LOANS

Sec. 308 (a) In the administration of the
disaster loan program under section 7(b) (1)
of the Small Business Act, as amended (15
U.S.C. 636(b)), In the case of property loss
or damage resulting from a major disaster
the Small Business Administration—

(1) to the extent such loss or damage is
not compensated for by insurance or other-
wise, (A) shall at the borrower's option on
that part of any loan in excess of 8500 cancel
(1) the interest due on the loan, or (ii) the
prinecipal of the loan, or (iii) any combina-
tion of such interest or principal except that
the total amount so canceled shall not exceed
50 per centum of the amount of such loss or
damage, or $5,000, whichever is less, and (B)
may defer interest payments or principal
payments, or both, in whole or in part, on
such loan during the first three years of the
term of the loan without regard to the abil-
ity of the borrower to make such payments;

(2) may grant any loan for the repair, re-
habilitation, or replacement of property dam-
aged or destroyed, without regard to whether
the required financial assistance is otherwise
available from private sources; and

(3) may in the case of the total destruc-
tion or substantial property damage of a
home or business concern refinance any
mortgage or other llens outstanding against
the destroyed or damaged property if such
financing is for the repair, rehabilitation, or
replacement of property damaged or de-
stroyed as a result of such disaster and any
such refinancing shall be subject to the pro-
visions of clauses (1) and (2) of this section.

(b) Section 7(b) (2) (A) of the Small Busi-
ness Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b) (2) (A)) is amend-
ed to read as follows:
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“(A) a major disaster, as determined by
the President under the Omnibus Disaster
Assistance Act, or".

(c) Section T(f) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 636(f) ) is amended by striking out
“section 2(a) of the Act of September 30,
1950 (42 US.C. 1855a(a) )" and inserting in
lieu thereof “Section 102(1) of the Omnibus
Disaster Assistance Act".

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
EMERGENCY LOANS

Sec. 309. In the administration of the
emergency loan program under subtitle C of
the Consolidated Farmers Home Administra-
tion Act of 1961, as amended (7 U.8.C. 1961-
1967), in the case of property loss or damage
resulting from a major disaster the Secre-
tary of Agriculture—

(1) to the extent such loss or damage is
not compensated for by insurance or other-
wise, (A) shall at the borrower's option on
that part of any loan in excess of $500 cancel
(i) the interest due on the loan, or (il) the
principal of the loan, or (iii) any combina-
tion of such interest or prineipal except that
the total amount so cancelled shall not ex-
ceed 50 per centum of the amount of such
logss or damage, or £5,000, whichever is less,
and (B) may defer interest payments or prin-
cipal payments, or both, in whole or in part,
on such loan during the first three years of
the term of the loan without regard to the
ability of the borrower to make such pay-
ments;

(2) may grant any loan for the repair, re-
habilitation, or replacement of property dam-
aged or destroyed, without regard to whether
the required financial assistance is otherwise
availlable from private sources; and

(3) may in the case of the total destruc-
tion or substantial property damage of a
home or business concern refinance any
mortgage or other llens outstanding against
the destroyed or damaged property if such
finanecing is for the repair, rehabilitation, or
replacement of property damaged or de-
stroyed as a result of such disaster and any
such refinancing shall be subject to the pro-
visions of clauses (1) and (2) of this section.

LOANS HELD BY THE VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 310. Section 1820(f) of title 38, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(f) (1) The Administrator is authorized
to refinance any loan made or acquired by
the Veterans’ Administration when he finds
such refinancing necessary because of the
loss of or destruction or damage to, property
securing such loan as the result of a major
disaster as determined by the President pur-
suant to the Omnibus Disaster Assistance
Act.

“(2) The interest rate on any loan re-
financed under this subsection may be re-
duced to a rate equal to the average annual
interest rate on all interest-bearing obliga-
tions of the United States having maturities
of twenty years or more and forming a part
of the public debt as computed at the end of
the fiscal year next preceding the date of the
loan, adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of
1 per centum, and the term thereof may be
extended for such period as will provide a
maturity of not to exceed forty years, except
that the administrator may authorize a
suspension in the payment of principal and
interest charges on, and an additional ex-
tension in the maturity of, any such loan for
a period not to exceed five years if he deter-
mines that such action is necessary to avoid
severe financial hardship.

“(8) To the extent such loss or damage is
not compensated for by insurance or other-
wise, the Administrator shall, at the borrow-
er's option on that part of any loan in ex-
cess of 8600, cancel (A) the interest due on
the loan, or (B) the principal of the loan, or
(C) any combination of such interest or
principal except that the total amount so
canceled shall not exceed 50 per centum of
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the amount of such loss or damage, or $5,000,
whichever is less.”

DISASTER LOAN INTEREST RATES

BSec. 311. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, any loan made under the au-
thority of a disaster loan program adminis-
tered by any federal agency, for the purpose
of reconstruction, repair, or replacement of
a structure damaged or destroyed as the
result of a major disaster, or for the purpose
of refinancing existing loans, mortgages, or
liens on a structure so damaged or destroyed,
shall bear interest at a rate not less than
the average annual interest rate on all inter-
est-bearing obligations of the United States
having maturities of twenty years or more
and forming a part of the publlc debt as com-
puted at the end of the fiscal year next pre-
ceding the date of the loan, adjusted to the
nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum.

AGE OF APPLICANT FOR LOANS TO REBUILD
HOMES

Sec. 312. In the administration of any Fed-
eral disaster loan program in which a loan is
requested for the purpose of reconstructing,
repairing, or replacing any residential struc-
ture damaged or destroyed as the result of
a major disaster, or for the purpose of re-
financing an existing obligation on any such
structure so damaged or destroyed, the age
of any adult loan applicant shall not be con-
sidered in determining whether such loan
should be made or the amount of such loan.

BUILDING STANDARDS FOR HOMES REBUILT

Sec. 313. (a) Any residential structure
built with the ald of a loan granted by a
Federal agency as the result of a major dis-
aster shall be built in accordance with such
minimum standards of safety, decency, and
sanitation as the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development may prescribe by regula-
tion for such purpose, and in accordance with
applicable building codes.

(b) In order to carry out the provisions of
this section, the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development is authorized—

(1) to consult with such other officials in
the Federal, State, and local governments as
he deems necessary, in order that regulations
prescribed under this section shall—

(A) carry out the purpose of this section,

(B) have the necessary flexibility to be
consistent with requirements of other build-
ing regulations, codes, and program require-
ments applicable; and

(2) to promulgate such regulations as may
be necessary.

AID TO MAJOR SOURCES OF EMPLOYMENT

Sec. 314, (a) The Director Is authorized to
provide any industrial, commercial, agricul-
tural, or other enterprises, which have con-
stituted the major sources of employment
in an area suffering a8 major disaster, and
which are no longer in operation as a result
of such disaster, such assistance by means of
grants, loans, or a combination thereof, as
may be necessary to enable such enterprises
to resume operations in order to restore the
economic viability of the disaster area.

(b) Assistance under this section shall be
in addition to any other Federal disaster as-
sistance provided, however, such other as-
slstance may be adjusted or modified to the
extent deemed appropriate by the Director
under the authority of section 328 of this
Act. Any loans made under this section shall
be subject to the interest requirements of
section 811 of this Act, but the Director, if

he deems it necessary, may defer initial pay-
ments of principal and interest for a period
not to exceed three years,

FOOD COUPONS AND DISTRIBUTION
Sec. 315. (a) Whenever, as the result of a
major disaster, the Director determines that
low-income households are unable to pur-
chase adequate amounts of nutritious food,
he is authorized, under such terms and con-
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ditions as he may prescribe, to distribute
through the Secretary of Agriculture coupon
allotments to such households pursuant to
provisions of the Food Stamp Act of 1964 and
to make surplus commodities avallable pur-
suant to the provisions of section 304 of this
Act.

(b) The Director is authorlzed to continue
through the Secretary of Agriculture to make
such coupon allotments and surplus com-
modities available to such households for so
long as he determines necessary, taking into
consideration such factors as he deems ap-
propriate, including the consequences of the
major disaster on the earning power of the
households to which assistance is made avail-
able under this section.

(¢) Nothing in this section shall be con-
structed as amending or otherwise changing
the provisions of the Food Stamp Act of 1964
except as it relates to the avallability of food
stamps in a major disaster area,

UNEMPLOYMENT ASSISTANCE

Sec. 316. The Director is authorized to
provide to any individual unemployed as a
result of a major disaster, such assistance as
he deems appropriate while such individual
is unemployed. Such assistance as the Direc-
tor shall provide shall not exceed the maxi-
mum amount and the maximum duration of
payments under the unemployment compen=~
sation program of the State in which the
disaster occurred and the amount of assist-
ance under this section to any such indi-
vidual shall be reduced by any amount of
unemployment compensation or of private
income protection insurance available to
such individual for such period of unem-
ployment.

RESTORATION OF FEDERAL FACILITIES

Sec. 317. The President is authorlzed upon
a determination by him that such repair,
reconstruction, or restoration Is of such im-
portance and urgency that it cannot reason-
ably be deferred pending the enactment of
specific authorizing legislation or the mak-
ing of an appropriation, to authorize any
Federal agency to repair, reconstruct, or re-
store facilities owned by the United States,
under the jurisdiction of such agency, which
are damaged or destroyed in any major dis-
aster. In order to carry out the provisions of
this sectlon, such repair, reconstruction, or
restoration may be begun notwithstanding a
lack or an insufficiency of funds appropriated
for such purpose, where such lack or insuffi-
clency can be remedied by the transfer, in
accordance with law, of funds appropriated
for another purpose.

REPAIR OF HIGHWAYS NOT PART OF FEDERAL-AID
SYSTEM

Sec. 318. The Director is authorized to
make a grant to any States aflected by a
major disaster for the permanent repair and
reconstruction of those permanent street,
road, and highway facilities not on any of
the Federal-aid systems which were destroyed
or damaged as a result of such a major dis-
aster. No funds shall be allocated under this
section for repair or reconstruction of such
a street, road, or highway facility unless the
affected State agrees to pay not less than 50
per centum of all costs of such repalr or
reconstruction.

REPAIR OF CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT FACILITIES
SEc. 319. The Director is authorized to
make a grant of such sums as may be neces-
sary to pay not more than 50 per centum of

eligible costs incurred to repalr, restore, or
reconstruct any project of a State, county,

municipal, or other local government agency
for flood control, navigation, irrigation, ree-
lamation, public power, sewage treatment,
water treatment, watershed development, or
alrport construction which was damaged or
destroyed as a result of a major disaster, and
of the resulting additional eligible costs in-
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curred to complete any such facility which
was in the process of construction when dam-
aged or destroyed as a result of such major
disaster. Eligible costs are those costs de-
termined by the Director as incurred or to
be incurred in (1) restoring a public facility
to substantially the same condition as
existed prior to the damage resulting from
the major disaster, and (2) completing con-
struction not performed prior to the major
disaster to the extent the increase of such
costs over original construction costs is at-
tributable to changed conditions resulting
from the major disaster. Payment under this
section shall be made to the SBtate, or local
governmental agency which is constructing
the public facility or for which it is being
constructed, except that if the economic
burden of the eligible costs of repair, restora-
tion, reconstruction, or completion is in-
curred by an individual, partnership, corpo-
ration, agency, or other private entity (other
than an organization engaged in the business
of insurance), the State or local govern-
mental agency shall pay such individual,
partnership, corporation, agency, or other
private entity not to exceed 50 per centum of
those costs. Eligible costs shall not include
any costs for which payment is received
pursuant to insurance contracts or otherwise
by the party incurring the economic burden
of such costs.

COMMUNITY DISASTER LOAN FUND

Sec. 320. (a) There is established within
the Treasury a Community Disaster Loan
Fund from which the Director may authorize
loans to local governments for the purposes
of meeting payments of principal and inter-
est on outstanding bonded indebtedness and
for providing the local share of any Federal
grant-in-aid program which is necessary to
the restoration of the area as the result of a
major dlzaster., Such loans shall be made
only where the borrowing local government
has suffered a loss of more than 25 per
centum of its tax base and is otherwlse un-
able to meet such payments or local share
obligations.

(b) Loans from the fund established by
this section shall be made for such periods
as may be necessary, not to exceed twenty
years, at an interest rate equivalent to the
average annual interest rate on all outstand-
ing interest-bearing obligations of the United
States which have a maturity of twenty years
or more, computed at the end of the fiscal
year next preceding the date of the loan,
adjusted to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per
centum. The Director may walve initial pay-
ments of interest and principal on such a
loan for a period not to exceed five years or
half the term of the loan, whichever is less.

(¢) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums, not to exceed $100,-
000,000, as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this section.

USE OF LOCAL FIRMS AND INDIVIDUALS

Sec. 321. In the expenditure of Federal
Funds for debris clearance, distribution of
supplies, reconstruction, and other major
disaster assistance activities which may be
carried out by contract with private organi-
zations, firms, or individuals, preference shall
be given first to those persons who reside or
do business primarlly in the disaster area,
and second to those persons residing or doing
business primarily in the State in which the
disaster area is located.

FEDERAL GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS

Sec. 322. In the administration of Federal
grant-in-aid programs, any agency charged
with the administration of such a program
is authorized to modify or walve, for the du-
ration of a major disaster proclamation, such
conditions for assistance, including matching
funds, as would otherwise prevent the giving
of assistance under such programs if the
inability to meet such conditions is a result
of the disaster.
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PRIORITY TO CERTAIN APPLICATIONS FOR PUBLIC
FACILITY AND PUBLIC HOUSING ASSISTANCE

Sec. 323. In the processing of applications
for assistance—

(1) under title IT of the Housing Amend-
ments of 1955, or any other Act providing as-
sistance for the repalr, construction, or ex-
tension of public facilitles;

(2) under the United States Housing Act
of 1937 for the provision of low-rent hous-
ing;

(3) under section 702 of the Housing Act of
1954 for assistance in public works planning;

(4) under section 702 of the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 18656 providing
for grants for public facilities; or

(5) under section 306 of the Consolidated
Farmers Home Administration Act

priority and immediate consideration shall
be given, during such period as the President
shall by proclamation preseribe, to applica-
tions from public bodies situated in major
disaster areas.

FEDERAL LOAN ADJUSTMENTS

Sec. 324. (a) Where such action is found to
be necessary because of impairment of the
economic feasibility of the system, or loss,
destruction, or damage of the property of
borrowers under programs administered by
the Rural Electrification Administration, re-
sulting from a major disaster, the Secretary
of Agriculture is authorized to adjust and
to readjust the schedules for payment of
principal and interest on loans to such bor-
rowers, and to extend the maturity dates
of such loans to a period not beyond forty
years from the dates of such loans. The au-
thority hereln confarred is in addition to the
loan extension authority provided in section
12 of the Rural Electrification Act.

(b) The Secretary of Houslng and Urban
Development is authorized to refinance any
note or other obligation which is held by
him in connection with any loan made by
the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment or its predecessor in Interest, or
which is Included within the revolving fund
for liquidating programs established by the
Independent Offices Appropriation Act of
1955, where he finds such refinancing nec-
essary because of the loss, destruction, or
damage to property or facilitles securing such
obligations as a result of a major disaster.
The interest rate on any note or other obli-
gation refinanced under this subsectlon may
be reduced to a rate not less than a rate
equal to the average annual interest rate on
all interest-bearing obligations of the United
States having maturities of twenty years or
more and forming a part of the public debt
as computed at the end of the fiscal year
next preceding the date of refinancing, ad-
justed to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per
centum, and the term thereof may be ex-
tended for such period as will provide a ma-
turity of not to exceed forty years from the
date of the loan. The Secretary may author-
ize a suspension in the payment of princi-
pal and Interest charges on, and an addi-
tional extension in the maturity of, any
such loan for a period not to exceed five
years If he determines that such action is
necessary to avold severe financial hardship.

TIMBER SALE CONTRACTS

Sec. 325. (a) Where an existing timber
sale contract between the Secretary of Agri-
culture or the Secretary of the Interlor and
a timber purchaser does not provide rellef
from major physical change not due to neg-
ligence of the purchaser prior to approval
of construction of any section of specified
road or other specified development facility
and, as a result of a major disaster a major
physical change results in additional con-
struction work in connection with such road
or facility by such purchaser with an esti-
mated cost as determined by the appropriate
Becretary (1) of more than $1,000 for sales
under one million board feet, or (2) of more

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

than $1 per thousand board feet for sales of
one to three million board feet, or (3) of
more than $3,000 for sales over three mil-
lion board feet, such increased construction
cost shall be borne by the United States.

{b) Where the Secretary determines that
damages are so great that restoration, re-
construction, or construction is not practical
under the cost-sharing arrangement au-
thorized by subsection (a) of this section,
the Secretary may allow cancellation of the
contract notwithstanding provisions therein.

(¢) The Secretary of Agriculture is author-
ized to reduce to seven days the minimum
period of advance public notice required by
the first section of the Act of June 4, 1897
(16 U.8.C. 476), In connection with the sale
of timber from national forests, whenever
the Secretary determines that (1) the sale of
such timber will assist in the construction of
any area of a Btate damaged by a major dis-
aster, (2) the sale of such timber will assist
in sustaining the economy of such area, or
(3) the sale of such timber is necessary to
salvage the value of timber damaged in such
major disaster or to protect undamaged
timber.

(d) The Director is authorized to make
grants to any State or political subdivision
thereof for the purpose of removing from
privately owned lands timber damaged as
a result of a major disaster, and such State
of political subdivision is authorized, upon
application, to make payments out of such
grants to any person for reimbursement of
expenses actually incurred by such person
in the remvoal of damaged timber, but not
to exceed the amount that such expenses
exceed the salvage value of such timber,

PUBLIC LAND ENTRYMEN

Bec. 326. The Secretary of the Interior is
authorized to give any public land entryman
such additional time in which to comply with
any requirement of law in connection with
any public land entry for lands affected by
a major disaster as the Secretary finds ap-
propriate because of interference with the
entryman's ability to comply with such re-
quirement as a result of such major disaster,

PART C—GENERAL PROVISIONS
STATE DISASTER PLANS

Sec. 327. (a) The Director 1s authorized to
provide assistance to the States in develop-
ing comprehensive plans and practicable pro-
grams for preparation agalnst major dis-
asters, and for relief and assistance for in-
dividuals, businesses, and local governments
following such disasters. Such plans should
include long-range recovery and reconstruc-
tion assistance plans for seriously damaged
or destroyed public and private facilities.

(b) The Director is authorized to make
grants of not more than $250,000 to any
State, upon application therefor, for not to
exceed 50 per centum of the cost of develop-
ing such plans and programs.

(c) Any State desiring assistance under
this section shall designate or create an
agency which is specially qualified to plan
and administer such a disaster rellef pro-
gram, and shall, through such agency, sub-
mit a State plan to the Director not later
than December 31, 1971, which shall—

(1) set forth a comprehensive and detailed
State program for preparation against and
relief following a major disaster, including
provisions for emergency and long-term as-
sistance to individuals, businesses, and local
governments, and

(2) include provision for the appointment
of a State coordinating officer to act in co-
operation with the Federal coordinating of-
ficer appointed under section 301 of this Act.

(d) As soon as practicable after December
81, 1871, the Director shall make a report to
the President, for submission to the Congress,
containing his recommendations for pro-
grams for the Federal role in the implemen-
tation and funding of comprehensive disaster
relief plans, and such other recommendations
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relating to the Federal role in disaster relief
activities as he deems warranted.

TUSE AND COORDINATION OF PRIVATE RELIEF
ORGANIZATIONS

Sec. 328. (a) In providing relief and assist-
ance following a major disaster, the Director
may utilize, with their consent, the person-
nel and facilities of the American National
Red Cross, the Salvation Army, the Men-
nonite Board of Missions and Charities, and
other private relief organizations, in the dis-
tribution of medicine, food, supplies, or other
items, whenever the Director finds that dis-
tribution through such organizations is nec-
essary.

(b) The Director is authorized to enter
into agreements with the American National
Red Cross and other private relief organiza-
tions under which the disaster relief activi-
ties of such organizations may be coordi-
nated by the Federal coordinating officer
whenever such organizations are engaged in
providing relief during and after a major
disaster. Any such agreement shall include
provisions conditioning use of the facilities
in the Office and the services of the coordi-
nating officer upon compliance with regula-
tions promulgated by the Director under
section 330 of this Act, and such other regu-
lations as the Director may require.

DUPLICATION OF BENEFITS

Sec. 329. (a) The Director, in consultation

with the head of each department or agency
of the Federal Government administering
any program providing financial assistance
to persons, business concerns, or other en-
titles suffering losses as the result of a ma-
jor disaster, shall assure that no such per-
son, business concern, or other entity will
receive such assistance with respect to any
part of such loss as to which he has received
financial assistance under any other pro-
gram.
(b) The Director shall assure that no per-
son, business concern, or other entity receives
any Federal assistance for any part of a loss
suffered as the result of a major disaster if
such person, concern, or entity received com-
pensation from insurance or any other source
for that part of such a loss. Partial compen-
sation for a loss or & part of a loss resulting
from a major disaster shall not preclude addi-
tional Federal assistance for any part of such
a loss not compensated otherwise.

(c) Whenever the Director determines that
(1) & person, business concern, or other en-
tity has received assistance under this Act
for a loss and that such person, business con-
cern, or other entity recelved assistance for
the same loss from another source; and (2)
that the amount received from all sources
exceeded the amount of the loss, he shall
direct such person, business concern, or other
entity to pay to the Treasury an amount, not
to exceed the amount of Federal assistance
received, sufficlent to reimburse the Federal
Government for that part of the assistance
which he deems excessive.

NONDISCRIMINATION IN DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Sec. 330. (a) The Director shall make, alter,
and amend such regulations as may be nec-
essary for the guidance of personnel carrying
out emergency relief functions at the site of
a major disaster. Such regulations shall in-
clude provisions for insuring that the dis-
tribution of supplies, the processing of appli-
cations, and other relief and assistance activ-
ities shall be accomplished in an equitable
and impartial manner, without discrimina-
tion on the grounds of race, coler, religion,
nationality, sex, age, or economic status prior
to a major disaster.

(b) As a condition of participation in the
distribution of assistance or supplies under
section 328, private rellef organizations shall
be required to agree to comply with Office
regulations relating to nondiscrimination
promulgated by the Director, and such other
regulations applicable to activities within a
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major disaster area as he deems necessary
for the effective coordination of rellef efforts.

EMERGENCY SUPPFLY DEPOTS

Sec. 331. The Director is authorized to es-
tablish such emergency supply depots as he
deems necessary for the accumulation of es-
sential disaster relief equipment and supplies.

ADVISORY PERSONNEL

Sec. 332. The Director is authorized to as-
sign advisory personnel to the chief ex-
ecutive officer of any State or local govern-
ment within a major disaster area, upon
request by such officer, whenever the Di-
rector determines that such assignment is
desirable in order to insure full utilization
of rellef and assistance resources and
Programs.

FIRE SUPPRESSION GRANTS

Sec. 333. Director is authorized to make
grants and loans to any State to assist in the
suppression of any fire on publicly or pri-
vately owned forest or grasslands which
threatens such destruction as would consti-
tute a major disaster.

DISASTER WARNINGS

Sec. 334. The Director is authorized to uti-
lize or to make available to other agencies
the facilitles of the civil defense communica-
tions system established and maintained
pursuant to section 201(c) of the Federal
Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended (50
U.S.C. App. 2281(c) ), for the purpose of pro-
viding needed warning to governmental au-
thorities and the civillan population in areas
endangered by imminent natural disasters.

TITLE IV—THE NATIONAL MAJOR
DISASTER INSURANCE PROGRAM

BASIC AUTHORITY

SEc. 401. (a) The Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development (hereafter in this title
referred to as the “Secretary') is authorized
to establish and carry out a national major
disaster insurance program which will enable
interested persons to purchase insurance
against loss resulting from physical damage
to or loss of real property or personal prop-
erty related thereto arising from any major
disaster occurring in the United States.

(b) In carrying out the major disaster
insurance program the Secretary shall, to the
maximum extent practicable, encourage and
arrange for—

(1) appropriate financial participation and
risk-sharing in the program by insurance
companies or other insurers, and

(2) other appropriate participation on
other than a risk-sharing basis by insurance
companies or other insurers, insurance agents
and brokers, and Insurance adjustment
organizations.

SCOPE OF PROGEAM AND PRIORITIES

Sec. 402. (a) In carrying out the major
disaster Iinsurance program the Secretary
shall afford a priority to making major
disaster insurance avallable to cover resi-
dential properties which are designed for
the occupancy of from one to four families.

(b) If on the basis of—

(1) studies and investigations undertaken
and carried out and information received or
exchanged under section 404, and

(2) such other information may be neces-
sary, the Secretary determines that it would
be feasible to extend the major disaster in-
Surance program to cover other properties, he
may take such action under this title as from
time to time may be necessary in order to
make major disaster insurance available to
cover, on such basis as may be feasible,
any types and classes of—

(A) other residential properties,

(B) business properties,

(C) agricultural properties,

(D) properties occupied by private non-
profit organizations, and

(E) properties owned by State and local
governments and agencies thereof,

and any such extensions of the program to
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any types and classes of these properties
shall from time to time be prescribed in
regulations.

NATURE AND LIMITATION OF INSURANCE
COVERAGE

Sec. 403. (a) The Secretary from time to
time shall, after consultation with the Di-
rector and appropriate representatives of
the insurance authorities of the respective
States, provide by regulation for general
terms and conditions of insurability which
shall be applicable to properties eligible for
major disaster insurance coverage under sec-
tion 402, including—

(1) the types, classes, and locations of any
such properties which shall be eligible for
major disaster insurance;

(2) the nature of and limits of loss or
damage in any areas (or subdivisions there-
of) which may be covered by such insur-
ance;

(3) the classification, limitation, and re-
jection of any risks which may be advisable;

(4) appropriate minimum premiums;

(5) appropriate loss-deductibles; and

(6) any other terms and conditions re-
lating to insurance coverage or exclusion
which may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title.

{b) In addition to any other terms and
conditions under subsection (a), such regu-
lations shall provide that—

(1) any major disaster insurance cover-
age based on chargeable premium rates (un-
der section 405) which are less than esti-
mated premium rates (under section 404(a)
(1)), shall not exceed—

(A) In the case of residential properties
which are designed for the occupancy of
from one to four familles,

(1) $15,000 aggregate Hability for any
dwelling unit, and $30,000 for any single
dwelling structure containing more than one
dwelling unit, and

(1) 5,000 aggregate liahility per dwelling
unit for any contents related thereto; and

(B) in the case of any other properties
which may become eligible for major disaster
insurance coverage under section 402, $30,-
000 aggregate liability for any single struc-
ture; and

(2) any major disaster insurance coverage
which may be made available in excess of any
of the limits specified in subparagraphs (A)
and (B) shall be based only on chargeable
premium rates (under section 405) which
are not less than estimated premium rates
(under section 404(a) (1)), and the amount
of such excess coverage shall not in any case
exceed an amount which is equal to any such
limit so specified.

ESTIMATES OF PREMIUM RATES

Sec. 404. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to undertake and carry out such studles
and investigations, and to receive or ex-
change such information as may be neces-
sary, to estimate on an area, subdivision, or
other appropriate basis—

(1) the risk premium rates for major disas-
ter insurance which

(A) based on consideration of the risk
involved and accepted actuarial prineiples,
and

(B) including—

(1) applicable operating costs and allow-
ances prescribed under section 408 to be re-
flected In such rates, and

(1) any administrative expenses (or por-
tion of such expenses) of carrylng out the
major disaster insurance program which,
in his discretion, should properly be reflected
in such rates,
would be required in order to make such
insurance available on an actuarial basis for
any types and classes of propertles for which
insurance coverage shall be avallable under
section 402; and

(2) the rates, if less than the rates estl-
mated under paragraph (1), which would
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be reasonable, would encourage prospec-
tive insureds to purchase major disaster in-
surance, and would be consistent with the
purposes of this title,

(b) In carrying out subsection (a), the
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent
feasible and on a reimbursement basis, utilize
the services of the Department of the Army,
the Department of the Interior, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Department of
Commerce, and the Tennessee Valley Au-
thority and, as appropriate, other Federal
departments or agencies, and for such pur-
poses, may enter into agreements or other
appropriate arrangements with any persons.

ESTABLISHMENT OF CHARGEABLE PREMIUM
RATES

Sec. 406. (a) On the basls of estimates
made under section 404 and such other In-
formation as may be necessary, the Secre-
tary from time to time shall, after consulta-
tion with the Director and appropriate rep-
resentatives of the insurance authorities of
the respectlve States, by regulation pre-
scribe—

(1) chargeable premium rates for any
types and classes of properties for which
insurance coverage shall be avallable under
section 402 (at less than the estimated risk
premium rates under section 404(a) (1), is
necessary), and

(2) the terms and conditions under which
and areas (including subdivisions thereof)
within which such rates shall apply.

(b) Such rates shall, insofar as practica-
ble, be—

(1) based on a consideration of the re-
spective risks involved,

(2) adequate, on the basis of accepted
actuarial principles, to provide reserves for
anticipated losses, or, if less than such
amount, consistent with the objective of
making major disaster insurance available,
where necessary, at reasonable rates so as to
encourage prospective insureds to purchase
such insurance, and

(3) stated so as to reflect the basis for
such rates, including the differences (if any)
between the estimated risk primium rates
under paragraph (1) of section 404(a), and
the estimated rates under paragraph (2) of
such section.

{c) Any chargeable premium rate pre-
scribed under this section is—

(1) at a rate which is not less than the
estimated risk premium rate under sec-
tion 404(a) (1), and

{2) such rate includes any amount for ad-
ministrative expenses of carrying out the
major disaster insurance programs which
have been estimated under clause (ii) of
section 404(a) (1) (B),

a sum equal to such amount shall be paid to
the Secretary, and he shall deposit such sum
in the fund authorized under section 407.

TREASURY BORROWING AUTHORITY

SEC. 408. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
issue to the Secretary of the Treasury from
time to time and have outstanding at any
one time, in an amount not exceeding $500,-
000,000 (or such greater amount as may be
approved by the President), notes or other
obligations in such forms and denomina-
tions, bearing such maturities, and subject
to such terms and conditions as may be pre-
scribed by the Administrator, with the ap-
proval of the Secretary of the Treasury. Such
notes or other obligations shall bear Interest
at a rate determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, taking into consideration the cur-
rent average market yield on the outstand-
ing marketable obligations of the United
States of comparable maturities during the
month preceding the issuance of such notes
or other obligations. The Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized and directed to pur-
chase any notes and other obligations to be
issued under this subsection, and for such
purpose he is authorized to use as a public
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debt transaction the proceeds from the sale
of any securities issued under the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
poses for which securities may be issued
under such Act, as amended, are extended
to include any purchases of such notes and
obligations.

The Secretary of the Treasury may at any
time sell any of the notes or other obliga-
tions acquired by him under this section.
All redemptions, purchases, and sales by
the Secretary of the Treasury of such notes
or other obligations shall be treated as pub-
lic debt transactions of the United States.

(b) Any funds borrowed by the Secre-
tary under this authority shall, from time
to time, be deposited in the National Major
Disaster Insurance Fund established under
section 407.

NATIONAL MAJOR DISASTER INSURANCE FUND

Sec, 407. (a) To carry out the major dis-
aster insurance program authorized by this
title, the Secretary is authorized to estab-
lish in the Treasury of the United States a
National Major Disaster Insurance Fund
(hereinafter referred to as the “fund”) which
shall be available, without fiscal year limita-
tlon—

(1) to repay to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury such sums as may be borrowed from him
(together with interest) in accordance with
the authority provided in section 406 of this
title; and

(2) to pay such administrative expenses
(or portion of such expenses) of carrying
out the major disaster insurance program as
he may deem necessary; and

(3) to pay claims and other expenses and
costs of the major disaster insurance pro-
gram, as the Secretary deems necessary.

(b) The fund shall be credited with—

(1) such funds borrowed in accordance
with the authority provided in section 406
of this Act as may from time to time be
deposited In the fund;

(2) such amounts as may be advanced to
the fund from appropriations in order to
maintain the fund in an operative condition
adequate to meet its liabilities;

(3) interest which may be earned on in-
vestments of the fund pursuant to subsec-
tion (c¢);

(4) such sums as are required to be pald
to the Secretary under section 405(d); and

(6) receipts from any other operations
under this title which may, from time to
time, be credited to the fund (including
premiums and salvage proceeds, if any, re-
sulting from reinsurance coverage).

(e) If, after all outstanding obligations
have been liquidated, the Secretary deter-
mines that the moneys of the fund are In
excess of current needs, he may request the
investment of such amounts as he deems ad-
visable by the Secretary of the Treasury in
obligations issued or guaranteed by the
United States.

PAYMENT OF CLAIMS

SEc, 408. The Secretary is authorized to
prescribe regulations establishing the general
method or methods by which proved and ap-
proved claims for losses may be adjusted and
paid for any damage to or loss of property
which is covered by major disaster insur-
ance made available under the provisions of
this Act.

DISSEMINATION OF MAJOR DISASTER INSURANCE
INFORMATION

SEec. 409. The Secretary shall take such ac-
tion as may, from time to time, be necessary
in order to make information and data avail-
able to the public and to any State or local
agency or cfficial, with regard to—

(1) the major disaster insurance program,
1ts coverage and objectives, and

(2) estimated and chargeable major dis-
aster insurance premium rates, including the
basis for and differences between such rates
in accordance with the provisions of section
405.
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PROHIBITION AGAINST CERTAIN DUFLICATIONS OF
BENEFITS

Sec. 410. (a) Notwithstanding the provi-
sions of any other law, no Federal disaster
assistance shall be made available to any
owner of real property for the physical loss,
destruction, or damage of such property, to
the extent that such loss, destruction, or
damage

(1) is covered by a valid claim which may
be adjusted and paid under major disaster
insurance made avallable under the author-
ity of this title, or

(2) could have been covered by a valid
claim under major disaster insurance which
had been made available under the author-
ity of this title, if—

(A) such loss, destruction, or damage oc-
curred subsequent to one year following the
date major disaster insurance was made
svallable in the area (or subdivision thereof)
in which such property or the major part
thereof was located, and

(B) such property was eligible for major
disaster insurance under this title at that
date,

and in such ecircumstances the extent that
such loss, destruction, or damage could have
been covered shall be presumed (for pur-
poses of this subsection) to be an amount
not less than the maximum limit of insur-
able loss or damage applicable to such prop-
erty in such area (or subdivision thereof),
pursuant to regulations under sectlion 403,
at the time insurance was made avallable
in such area (or subdivision thereof).

(b) For purposes of this section *“Federal
disaster assistance” shall include any Federal
financial assistance which may be made
available to any person as a result of—

(1) a major disaster,

(2) a natural disaster, as determined by
the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant to
section 321 of the Consolidated Farmers
Home Administration Act of 1961 (7 U.S.C.
1961), and

(3) a disaster with respect to which loans
may be made under section 7(b) of the
Small Business Act, as amended (15 U.S.C.
636(b) ).

(e¢) For purposes of section 329 of this Act,
the term “financial assistance” includes any
major disaster insurance which is made avall-
able under this title.

PROPERTIES IN VIOLATION OF STATE AND

LOCAL LAW

Sec. 411. (a) No new major disaster in-
surance coverage shall be provided under
this Act for any property which the Secre-
tary finds has been declared by a duly con-
stituted State or local zoning authority, or
other authorized public body, to be in viola-
tion of State or local laws, regulations, or
ordinances which are intended to discourage
or otherwise restrict land development or
occupancy In disaster-prone areas.

COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS

Sec. 412. (a) In carrying out this title, the
Secretary, in cooperation with the Director,
shall consult with other departments and
agencies of the Federal Government, and in-
terstate, State, and local agencies having
responsibilities for major disaster assistance
in order to assure that the programs of such
agencies and the major disaster insurance
program authorized under this title are mu-
tually consistent,

(b) The Veterans' Administration, the
Federal Housing Administration, and any
other Federal agency administering a pro-
gram under which loans or mortgages on
residential or other structures are guaran-
teed or insured by the Federal Government,
shall, by regulation, require that any such
structure be insured under the major disaster
Insurance program administered by the
Secretary.

TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY

Sec. 418. The Secretary shall not establish
or carry out the major disaster insurance
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program authorized by this title if he finds
and certifies to the President and the Con-
gress not later than June 30, 1971, that major
disaster insurance with coverage equal to
or more extensive than that which would be
provided under this title has been made
available on reasonable terms by private in-
surance companies. The provisions of this
title shall have no effect from and after such
certification by the Secretary.
TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Sec. 501. (a) Sectlon T01(a)(3)(B) (i) of
the Housing Act of 1954 (40 U.S.C. 461(a)
(3(B) (i1)) is amended to read as follows:
“(i1) have suffered substantial damage as a
result of a major disaster as determined by
the President pursuant to the Omnibus Dis-
aster Assistance Act;"

(b) Section 8(b)(2) of the National Hous-
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 1706¢c(b) (2)) is amended
by striking out of the last proviso the words
“section 2(a) of the Act entitled ‘An Act to
authorize Federal assistance to States and
local governments in major disasters, and
for other purposes’ (Public Law 875, Eighty-
first Congress, approved September 30,
1950)" and Inserting In lieu thereof the
words “section 102(1) of the Omnibus Dis-
aster Assistance Act".

(¢) Section 203(h) of the National Hous-
ing Aet (12 US.C. 1709(h)) is amended by
striking out “section 2(a) of the Act entitled
‘An Act to authorize Federal assistance to
States and local governments in major dis-
asters and for other purposes' (Public Law
875, Eighty-first Congress, approved Septem-
ber 30, 1950), as amended” and inserting in
leu thereof “section 102(1) of the Omnibus
Disaster Assistance Act”.

(d) Section 221(f) of the National Hous-
ing Act (12 U.S.C. 17151(f)) is amended by
striking out of the last paragraph the words
“the Act entitled ‘An Act to authorize Fed-
eral assistance to States and local govern-
ments in major disasters, and for other pur-
poses’, approved September 30, 1950, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 1855-1855g) " and insert-
ing in lieu thereof the words “the Omnibus
Disaster Assistance Act'.

(e) Sectlon T(a)(1)(A) of the Act of Sep-
tember 30, 1950 (20 U.S.C. 241-1(a) (1) (A)),
is amended by—

(1) striking out “Office of Emergency Plan-
ning"” and inserting in lieu thereof "“Office of
Disaster Assistance’; and

(2) striking out “pursuant to section 2(a)
of the Act of September 30, 1950 (42 U.B.C.
1855a(a) )" and inserting in lleu thereof the
following: “pursuant to section 102(1) of
the Omnibus Disaster Assistance Act”. (f)
Section 16(a) of the Act of September 23,
1950 (79 Stat. 11568; 20 U.S.C. 646(a)) 1s
amended by—

(1) striking out “the Director of the Office
of Emergency Planning” and inserting in
lieu thereof “the Director of the Office of
Disaster Assistance”; and

(2) striking out “section 2(a) of the Act
of September 30, 1950 (42 U.S.C. 1855a(a))"
and inserting in lieu thereof “section 102(1)
of the Omnibus Disaster Assistance Act".

(g) Section 408(a) of the Higher Educa-
tion Facilities Act of 1963 (20 U.S.C. 758(a))
is amended by striking out “section 2(a) of
the Act of September 30, 1950 (42 U.S.C.
1855a{a) )" and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “section 102(1) of the Omnibus
Disaster Assistance Act”.

(h) Section 165(h)(2) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, relating to disaster
losses (26 U.S.C. 165(h)(2)) is amended to
read as follows:

*(2) occurring in an area subsequently
determined by the President of the United
States to warrant assistance by the Federal
Government under the Omnibus Disaster As-
slstance Act,”.

(1) Section 5064(a) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (26 U.S.C. 5064(a) ), relat-
ing to losses caused by disaster, is amended
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by striking out “the Act of September 30,
1950 (42 U.S.C. 1855)" and inserting in lleu
thereof “the Omnibus Disaster Assistance
Act™.

() Section 5708(a) of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (28 U.S.C. 5708(a) ), relat-
ing to losses caused by disaster, 1s amended
by striking out “the Act of September 30,
1950 (42 U.S.C. 1855) " and inserting in lieu
thereof “the Omnibus Disaster Assistance
Act',

(k) Section 3 of the Act of June 30, 1854
(68 Stat. 330; 48 U.8.C. 1681), is amended by
striking out of the last sentence the words
“section 2 of the Act of September 30, 1950
(64 Stat. 1109), as amended (42 US.C.
1855a)" and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: “section 102(1) of the Omnibus
Disaster Assistance Act"”.

(1) Whenever reference 1s made in any pro-
vision of law (other than this Act), regu-
lation, rule, record, or document of the
United States to (1) the Office of Civil De-
fense, or (2) the Act of September 30, 1950
(64 Stat. 1109), or any provision of such Act,
such reference shall be deemed to be a ref-
erence to (1) the Office of Disaster Assistance,
or (2) the Omnibus Disaster Assistance Act,
respectively.

REPEAL OF EXISTING LAW

Sec. 502, The following Acts are hereby
repealed:

(1) the Act of September 30, 1950 (64 Stat.
1109);

(2) the Disaster Rellef Act of 19668 (B0
Stat, 1316); and

(3) the Disaster Rellef Act of 19690 (83
Stat. 125).

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 503. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated, except as provided otherwise
in this Act, such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this Act,

The synopsis, presented by Mr. BayH,
is as follows:

OMNIBUS DISASTER ASSISTANCE AcT, BRIEF
SECTION-BY~-SECTION SYNOPSIS

TITLE I—FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS,
DEFINITIONS

Sec. 101. Findings and declarations, Con-
gress would declare Its intention to provide
relief to disaster areas by revising and broad-
ening relief programs, advanced planning,
and improved federal administration,

Sec. 102. Definitions, Same as P.L. 91-79,
except for the addition of the words “high
waters, wind-driven waters, tidal waves, and
tornado.”

TITLE II—OFFICE OF DISASTER ASSISTANCE

Sec. 201. Establishment. The Office of Dis-
aster Assistance (ODA) would be established
within the Executive Office of the President,
headed by a Director. ODA would subsume
the functions of the Office of Civil Defense,
which would be abollshed, and the national
disaster functions of the Office of Emergency
Preparedness.

Sec. 202. Transfer of Personnel. Personnel,
property, contracts, and records of the Office
of Civil Defense and the disaster relief func-
tions of the Office of Emergency Prepared-
ness would be transferred to ODA.

Sec. 203. Authority of the Director. The Di-
rector would have the usual powers conferred
on the head of an agency.

Sec. 204. Reports to Congress. The Director
would submit a report to Congress on the
activities of the Office of Disaster Assistance
at the end of each fiscal year,

Sec. 205. Miscellaneous Transfer Provisions.
Provides that certain administrative respon-
eibilities, obligations and functions would be
transferred to the new Office of Disaster
Assistance,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

TITLE II—THE ADMINISTRATION OF DISASTER
ASSISTANCE
Part A—Emergency relief

Bec. 801. Federal Coordinating Officer.
Would strengthen and expand the role of the
Federal coordinating officer established by
the 1960 disaster relief act.

Sec. 302, Emergency Support Teams. The
coordinating officer would deploy emergency
support teams where needed, and coordinate
relief administration with private organiza-
tions.

Sec. 303. Emergency Communications Sys-
tem. The Director would establish an emer-
gency communications system which would
be made avallable to state and local govern-
ments.

Sec. 304, Cooperation of Federal Agencies.
Other federal agencies, at the request of the
Director of ODA, would be authorized to pro-
vide facilities, supplies, personnel, food, med-
icine, ete., for distribution, and to provide
machinery for clearance of debris, to make
repairs, etc.

Part B—Recovery assistance

Sec. 305. Debris Removal Grants., Grants
to state and local governments for removal
of debris from private property would be
authorized.

Sec. 306, Temporary Housing, Provisions
for temporary housing would be similar to
those in P.L. 81-79, but the Director of ODA
would be authorized to purchase as well as
lease mobile homes. Temporary housing
rentals would be charged according to abll-
ity to pay, and could not exceed 259% of
family income for one year after the dis-
aster.

Bec. 307. Emergency Public Transportation.
Emergency public transportation would be
authorized In a major disaster area where
regular public transportation has been dis-
rupted. Service would be terminated when
regular public transportation has been re-
stored but in no case would it continue for
more than one year

Sec. 308. Small Business Disaster Loans.
SBA disaster lpans could be made for re-
financing the repair or reconstruction of
homes and businesses, regardless of the avail-
ability of loans from other sources, Cancel-
lation of up to 50% of uninsured losses in
excess of 8500 up to a maximum of $5000
would be authorized through the forgiveness
of principal and/or Interest. Payments of
prinecipal and/or interest could be deferred
up to 3 years.

Sec. 309. Farmers Home Administration
Emergency Loans. FHA disaster loans would
be treated the same as those made by FHA
in Sec. 308,

Sec. 310. Loans Held by the Veterans Ad-
ministration. Veterans Administration loans
could be refinanced in disasters under terms
similar to SBA and FHA disaster loans.

Sec. 311. Disaster Loan Interest Rates. All
disaster loans administered by any Federal
agency would bear an interest rate not less
than the average of all U.S, interest-bearing
obligations maturing in 20 years or more,
adjusted to the nearest l4th of 1%.

Bec. 312, Age of Applicant for Disaster
Home Loans., All Federally administered dis-
aster loan applications must be considered
without discrimination because of age.

Seec. 313. Building Standards for Homes
Rebullt. Any home repaired or rebuilt with
the aid of disaster loans would have to be
constructed according to minimum standards
of safety, decency and sanitation as pre-
scribed by HUD.

Sec. 314. Ald to Major Sources of Employ-
ment. The Director would be authorized to
make grants or loans to industries and busi-
nesses which are a major source of employ-
ment in a disaster-stricken area. Loans would
be at Interest rates prescribed in Sec. 311,
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but the Director would be authorized to de-
fer payments of principal and interest for
up to three years.

Sec. 315. Food Coupons and Distribution.
The Director would be authorized to dis-
tribute, through the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, food stamps and commodities in areas
where he determined that low-income family
households would be unable to purchase suf-
ficient quantities of nutritious food.

Sec. 316. Unemployment Assistance. Un-
employment compensation would be pro-
vided for individuals made Jobless by dis-
asters but who would not be eligible for
unemployment compensation under the laws
of their states.

Sec. 317. Restoration of Federal Facilities.
The President would be authorized to order
the reconstruction of any federal facllity
damaged or destroyed by disaster, Any agency
could begin reconstruction, even if sufficient
funds were not available to complete the
job, provided that sufficient funds could be
transferred from another agency's appropria-
tions.

Sec. 318. Repair of Highways Not Part of
Federal-Ald System. The Director would be
authorized to approve grants for the restora-
tion of state and local highways not on the
federal-ald system damaged by disasters.
Grants could not exceed 50% of the total
cost of restoration.

Sec. 319. Repair of Certain State and Local
Government Facilities. The Director would
be authorized to make grants up to 50% of
the costs of restoring public works projects
in the process of construction but not yet
completed which might be damaged or de-
stroyed by major disasters. Eligible public
works include projects for flood control, navi-
gation, reclamation, electric power, water and
sewage treatment, alrports.

Sec. 320. Community Disaster Loan Fund.
$100 million would be authorized for a Dis-
aster Loan Fund in the Treasury which could
be used for loans to local governments which
have lost at least 259 of their tax base be-
cause of a major disaster. Loans would be
made at interest rates specified In Sec. 311,
except that the Director would be authorized
to walve payment of interest and principal
for up to five years.

Sec. 321. Use of Local Firms and Individ-
uals. In the expenditure of federal funds,
preference would be given to those persons
or firms who work or do business in the areas
which are recelving major disaster assistance.

Sec. 322. Federal Grant-in-Aid Programs.
Any agency administering aid to disaster
areas would be authorized to waive the con-
ditions for receipt of federal grant-in-aid
programs for the duration of the disaster
proclamation, if inability to meet such con-
ditions resulted from the disaster.

Sec. 323. Priority to Certaln Applications
for Public Facility and Public Housing As-
sistance. In processing applications for varl-
ous housing programs, priority would be
given to applications from public bodies lo-
cated in disaster areas for the duration of
a Presidential major disaster proclamation.

Sec. 324, Federal Loan Adjustments. The
Secretary of Agriculture would be authorized
to readjust payment schedules of borrowers
from Rural Electrification Administration, if
the borrowers are unable to make payments
because of disaster damage. The Secretary
of HUD would be suthorized to refinance
any note or other obligation which could
not be paid because of disaster damage. The
interest rate could be reduced to the rate
provided by Sec. 311 above. The Secretary
would be authorized to suspend payment of
interest and principal and to extend matu-
rity of loans which may cause filnancial
hardship.

Sec. 325. Timber Sale Contracts. Grants
could be made to assist in the increased
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costs for the repair of forest roads and for
the salvaging and clean-up costs of disaster-
damaged timber.

Sec. 326. Public Land Entrymen. The Sec-
retary of Interior would be authorized to
give public land entrymen additional time
to comply with legal requirements for land
entry if disaster damage prevents lmme-
diate compliance.

Part C—General Provisions

Sec. 327, State Disaster Plans. The Presi-
dent would be authorized to grant up to
£250,000 to any State for not more than 50%
of the cost of preparing comprehensive plans
and practicable programs for preparation
agalnst and for rellef to individuals, busi-
nesses and local governments suffering losses
in major disasters.

Sec. 328. Use and Coordination of Private
Relief Organlzations. The Director would be
authorized to make agreements with private
rellef organizations to help distribute food,
clothing, medicine and other supplies, in ac-
cordance with Sec. 330, below, which would
bar discrimination, The Director would be
authorized to make agreements with private
organizations which would allow the federal
coordinating officer to coordinate all rellef
activities of private agencles in a given dis-
aster area.

Sec. 320. Duplication of Benefits. The Di-
rector of ODA would be required to ascertain
that no person or business would be recelving
ald from more than one source for the same
disaster damage. No person or business could
receive asslstance from the government for
any loss compensated by insurance. The Di-
rector would be required to determine
whether any person had received duplicate
benefits and direct him to relmburse the
Treasury for the excess amount.

Sec. 330. Non-discrimination In Disaster
Assistance. The Director would be required to
issue regulations forbidding discrimination
by race, color, age, sex, nationality, religion
or economic status in providing disaster re-
lief supplies and services.

Sec. 331. Emergency Supply Depots. The
Director would be authorized to establish
emergency supply depots for disaster assist-
ance materials.

Sec. 332. Advisory Personnel. The Director
would be authorized to assign advisory per-
sonnel to the chief executive officer of a state
or local government.

Sec. 333. Fire Suppression Grants. The Di-
rector would be authorized to make grants
and loans to any state In order to assist In
the suppression of fires on publicly or pri-
vately owned forest and grass lands.

Sec. 334. Disaster Warnings. The Director
would be authorized to make avallable facili-
tles of the civil defense communications sys-
tem for warnings against imminent disasters.

TITLE IV—THE NATIONAL MAJOR DISASTER
INSURANCE PROGEAM

Sec. 401. Basic Authority. Unless a suita-
ble program is established by the private in-
surance industry by June 30, 1971, the Secre-
tary of HUD would be authorized to establish
a national major-disaster insurance program
to enable property owners to buy compre-
hensive major disaster insurance.

Sec. 402. Scope of Program and Priorities.
Dwellings in which are housed one to four
families would be glven priority for insur-
ance. The Secretary would be authorized,
however, to make disaster insurance available
to other residential, business, agricultural,
non-profit, and publicly owned properties if
studies have deemed such insurance would
be feasible.

Sec. 403, Nature and Limitation of Insur-
ance Coverage. The Secretary, In consulta-
tion with the Director of ODA and appro-
priate State insurance authorities, would
issue regulations for major disaster insurance
pertaining to the classes of property, damage
covered, classification of risks, premium
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amounts, loss-deductibles, and other matters.
Coverage provided by the bill would be di-
vided into two categories: first, & basic mini-
mum amount, the premiums for which could
be fixed by the Secretary at a rate below
established costs; second, amounts above
the basic minimum, which would be charged
at rates not less than those estimated to be
needed for all costs of providing that pro-
tection.

The baslc coverage for residential proper-
tles housing up to four familles would be
$15,000 aggregate liabllity for any single
dwelling unit, $30,000 for any structure con-
taining more than one dwelling, and $5,000
aggregate liability for the contents of any
dwelling unit. If the Secretary should de-
clare other types of property to be eligible
for major disaster insurance, any single
structure in those specified categorles would
have an aggregate llability of $30,000.

Sec. 404. Estimates of Premium Rates. The
Secretary would be authorized to make
studies and investigations which would en-
able him to estimate what the risk premium
rates would be for various areas based on
actuarial principles, operating costs and
administrative expenses. He would also be
directed to estimate what level of rates would
be reasonable, would encourage prospective
insurers to purchase disaster insurance, and
would be consistent with the purposes of the
act.

Sec. 405. Establishment of Chargeable Pre-
mium Rates. The Secretary would from time
to time prescribe by regulation the charge-
able premium rates for all types and classes
of property for which disaster insurance is
made available. He could if necessary fix the
premium rates for the basic property values
covered (noted above) at less than the esti-
mated risk premium rates. Otherwise, the
rates would have to be based, insofar as
practicable, on the respective risks involved
and would have to be adequate to provide
reserves for anticipated losses. If the rates
were fixed at a lower amount, they would
have to be consistent with the objective of
making major disaster insurance avallable at
reasonable rates in order to encourage Its
purchase by homecwners and others.

Sec. 408. Treasury Borrowing Authority.
The Secretary would be authorized with the
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, to
{ssue notes or other obligations in an amount
not exceeding $500 milllon. The Secretary
of the Treasury would determine the rate
of interest for these notes or obligations,
and would be authorized to purchase or sell
them as public debt transactions.

Sec. 407. Natlonal Major Disaster Insur-
ance Fund. The Secretary would also be au-
thorized to establish In the Treasury of the
United States the National Major Disaster
Insurance Fund from which would be paid
all claims, expenses, administrative costs and
debt redemption of the major disaster in-
surance programs. The Fund would be the
repository for all funds which might be
borrowed, appropriated by Congress, earned
as interest on investments, derived from pre-
miums or received from other operations, If
the Secretary should determine that the
Fund total would be in excess of current
needs, he could request the Secretary of the
Treasury to invest the amounts which the
latter deemed advisable in obligations issued
or guaranteed by the United States.

Sec. 408. Payment of Claims. The Secre-
tary would be authorized to establish regu-
lations for adjustment and payment of
claims.

Sec. 409. Dissemination of Major Disaster
Insurance Information. The Secretary could
make avallable to state and local agencles
data and information with regard to the cov-
erage, objectives and premium rates for dis-
aster insurance programs.

Sec. 410. Prohibition Against Certain Du-
plications of Benefits. No property-owner
would be eligible for disaster rellef assist-
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ance if a person or business is covered for
losses by insurance or could have been cov=-
ered by disaster insurance which had been
made available in his area at least one year
prior to the occurrence of the damage.

Sec. 411. Properties in Violation of State
and Local Law. No new major disaster insur-
ance would be provided for properties which
the Secretary found to be Iin violation of
State and local zoning laws and ordinances.

Sec. 412, Coordination With Other Pro-
grams. The SBecretary would consult with the
Director of ODA and other departments and
agencles of the federal, state and local agen-
cles in order to coordinate the insurance pro-
gram with their activities. Veterans Admin-
istration, Federal Housing Administration,
and other federal agencies which guarantee
or insure loans and mortgages would have
to require that any such structures must
be insured wunder the major disaster In-
:urance program administered by the Secre-
ary.

Sec. 413. Termination of Authority. The
major disaster insurance program would not
be established if the Secretary determined
that by June 30, 1971, private insurance
companies have provided equivalent cover-
age on reasonable terms,

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS

Sec. 501. Technical Amendments. Exist-
Ing statutes would be brought into conform-
ity with the Omnibus Disaster Assistance Act.

Sec. 502. Repeal of Existing Law. The dis-
aster relief acts of 1950, 1966, and 1969 would
be repealed.

Sec. 503. Authorization of Appropriations.
Funds needed to carry out provisions of the
act would be authorized to be appropriated.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, it is a
pleasure to join the Senator from In-
diana, the distinguished chairman of the
Special Public Works Subcommittee on
Disaster Relief, in the introduction of
the Omnibus Disaster Assistance Act.

As a member of the subcommittee, I
participated with him in several days
of hearings in Mississippi and Virginia
for the purpose of evaluating the effec-
tiveness of the Federal response to vic-
tims of Hurricane Camille, and deter-
mining the need for additional Federal
legislation.

The testimony we received was most
helpful and enlightening. It demon-
strated the need for: First, better co-
ordination between Federal, State, and
local officials; second, improvement in
the administration of the temporary
housing program for disaster victims:
third, better systems of communications
in disaster areas; fourth, better insur-
ance coverage and quicker settlements
of insurance claims; fifth, financial as-
sistance to localities unable to meet their
financial obligations because of extensive
losses in their tax base; sixth, better dis-
semination of information, readily un-
derstandable to the general citizenry, on
the types of available assistance; and
seventh, official recognition of additional
charitable groups having the capacity to
distribute goods and commodities to dis-
aster victims.

The bill being imtroduced today seeks
to accomplish these purposes. A broad
range of disaster relief programs would
be established on a permament basis.
This would facilitate a quick and effective
response to natural disasters which may
occur in the future. It is a sounder ap-
proach than attempting to respond leg-
islatively to disasters on a piecemeal and
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individual basis after they have occurred.
Congress cannot be expected to foresee
every need arising from every emergency,
but the bill we have developed offers
great flexibility and establishes a foun-
dation for an efficient response by Gov-
ernment agencies.

The Disaster Relief Act of 1969—Pub-
lic Law 91-79—has been a useful tool
in the Virginia effort to recover from
damage inflicted last summer by Hur-
ricane Camille. It was my privilege to
serve on the conference committee
which developed the legislation. Several
key sections of that measure will expire
on December 31, 1970, however, and it
is important that they be continued and
in some cases expanded.

Provisions scheduled to terminate deal
with the removal of debris from private
property, assistance for the repair and
reconstruction of non-Federal aid high-
ways, forgiveness of a portion of disas-
ter loans made by the Small Business
Administration and the Farmers Home
Administration, authority for temporary
housing for disaster victims, and food
stamp and unemployment assistance.

Besides establishing these programs on
a permanent basis, the bill would con-
solidate into one act all major existing
disaster laws. Such a codification would
lead to better coordination of relief ma-
chinery, and enable disaster victims to
refer to one statute to ascertain the vari-
ous types of available assistance.

The Omnibus Disaster Act would
transfer the functions of the Office of
Civil Defense, and the major disaster
relief responsibilities of the Office of
Emergency Preparedness, into a new
Office of Disaster Assistance.

It would expand the role of the Fed-
eral coordinating officer provided for in
the Disaster Relief Act of 1969 to in-
clude responsibility for appraising the
types of assistance necessary in a disas-
ter area, for establishing field offices, and
for coordinating the administration or
relief with private organizations.

The housing provisions of the bill are
similar to those in existing law, except
authority would be added to purchase as
well as lease mobile homes. Rentals would
be based on ability to pay, but in no event
would exceed 25 percent of family income
for 1 year after a disaster.

Emergency public transportation
would be authorized in a major disaster
area where regular public transportation
has been disrupted.

Several changes are proposed in the
disaster loan programs of the Small Busi-
ness Administration and the Farmers
Home Administration. Interest rates
charged for most loans would be in-
creased from the current 3 percent to
the average rate for interest-bearing ob-
ligations of the Federal Government.
However, this would be offset by increas-
ing the amount of disaster loans which
can be forgiven. Under present law, for
loans in excess of $500, a maximum of
$1,800 can be cancelled. A revised for-
mula would provide forgiveness of up to
50 percent of the uninsured loss, to a
maximum amount of $5,000.

I have some reservations over the com-
munity disaster loan fund which would
be established under the bill. Localities
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that have suffered a loss of more than 25
percent of their tax base would be per-
mitted to borrow from the fund in order
to make interest and principal payments
on outstanding bonded indebtedness.

I have no objection to the intent of the
fund, but believe the Federal Govern-
ment should not be required to bear the
burden alone. There should be some re-
quirement for participation by State gov-
ernments before Federal funds could be
loaned to a locality. I expressed the view
at the subcommittee’s hearings in Vir-
ginia that State governments have a re-
sponsibility in this area of disaster assist-
ance, and the Senator from Indiana is
aware of my feellngs. No criticism of the
bill is intended by my observation, but I
look forward to receiving additional tes-
timony on the point.

The bill provides that both public and
private agencies involved in disaster re-
lief work cannot discriminate on the
grounds of race, color, religion, national-
ity, sex, age, or economic status.

Another provision would give official
status to the Salvation Army and the
Mennonite Board of Missions and Chari-
ties in the utilization of their manpower
and supplies during disaster recovery ef-
forts. Only the American Red Cross now
has such status.

Our subcommittee heard considerable
testimony in support of improved insur-
ance protection against major disaster
losses. Coverage presently is available for
damage from fire, windstorm, and hail,
but it is not generally available for floods,
mudslides, wind-driven waters, high
waves, and earthquakes. Congress sought
to remedy the problem of water damage
through the enactment of the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, but that
program has not been fully implemented.

The bill seeks to encourage the private
insurance industry to develop a major
disaster insurance program. I join the
Senator from Indiana in inviting indus-
try proposals on a joint approach involv-
ing Government participation in an in-
dustry-managed insurance system.

In any event, I welcome industry com-
ment on insurance proposals which would
become operative under the bill in the
event a private plan is not developed.
Some of its provisions, particularly those
which would deny eligibility for a portion
of disaster assistance to property owners
who do not have insurance, seem some-
what harsh and restrictive.

However, the insurance section of the
bill serves the worthwhile purpose of es-
tablishing a basis for comment and dis-
cussion. I reserve judgment on this aspect
of the measure until the subcommittee
has had the benefit of testimony from
experts on estimated premium costs, and
the possible effect of such costs on lower
economic groups.

Mr, President, the bill is deserving of
prompt consideration in view of the fact
that the most important provisions of
last year's Disaster Act will expire on
December 31. The Nation has experienced
an average of 14 major disasters per year
over the past 20 years. The legislation
being offered today would establish the
means to alleviate promptly and effec-
tively the damage and human suffering
that accompany these phenomena.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

5. 3579

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), the Senator from
Maine (Mrs. Smite), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. CorToN),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PasTore) and the Senator from Rhode
Island (Mr. PeLL), be added as cospon-
sors of S. 3579 to authorize the importa-
tion without regard to existing quotas
of fuel oil to be used for residential heat-
ing purposes in the New England States.

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

8. 3586

Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the name of the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. ProuTy) be added as a co-
sponsor of S, 3596, the Humane Seal
Protection Act of 1970.

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
JOINT RESOLUTION

S.J. RES. 61

Mr: McCARTHY. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at the next
printing, the names of the Senator from
Washington (Mr. MaeNUsoN), the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. PErcy), and the
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWoOD),
be added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 61, proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
relative to equal rights for men and
women.

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

SENATE RESOLUTION 374—RESOLU-
TION SUBMITTED TO AUTHORIZE
THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
TO STUDY RESTRAINTS IMPOSED
ON U.S. COMMERCE BY FOREIGN
IMPORT RESTRICTIONS

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am
submitting for appropriate reference a
Senate Resolution to authorize the Com-
mittee on Commerce to study restraints
imposed on U.S. commerce by foreign
import restrictions.

Just about every foreign country im-
poses restrictions on the importation of
American goods, but we have none on
theirs. The result is the United States
has become a dumping ground for cheap
shoes, cheap textiles, foreign-made elec-
tronic products, and many, many other
manufactured goods. For a long time
many Members of the Senate have been
striving to save American industries and
American jobs from being destroyed by
this ever-increasing influx. Our efforts
have been misunderstood by many who
have gained the impression that we are
seeking to invoke a protectionist policy
and that we are opposed to free trade.
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Speaking for myself and I believe for
most of my colleagues who share my
concern about this situation, I want to
again make it clear that we are not
seeking a return to a protectionist pol-
icy. What we do want is free trade that
is a two-way street.

Recently the Senate voted overwhelm-
ingly by a better than 2-to-1 margin in
favor of the so-called Cotton amendment
to the tax bill which authorized the Pres-
ident to impose quotas or other restric-
tions on the importation of goods from
countries that imposed restrictions
against American goods and to remove
such restrictions whenever such other
country removed theirs.

This amendment was dropped from
the tax bill in the conference between
the House and the Senate because the
Ways and Means Committee of the
House and the Finance Committee of the
Senate believe they should not get in-
volved in trade matters and that the
tax bill was not the proper legislation
to carry such an amendment. I have no
quarrel with the position of the Finance
Committee in this regard.

However, it is high time that the Con-
gress gets involved in trade matters and
asserts itself. In my section of the coun-
try over 10,600 shoe jobs have been lost
in the last 3 years, fully one-quarter of
these in my own State of New Hamp-
shire. The electronics industry is one of
the hardest hit by cheap-labor foreign
imports. They now account for 98 per-
cent of the portable and transistor radios
sold in this counfry, nearly that per-
centage of the black and white television
sets, and now serious inroads are being
made in color TV sets.

I believe that an immediate study
should be made of the barriers against
American goods imposed by other na-
tions, including import licenses, tariffs,
and many other forms of restriction.
I believe that the Senate Committee on
Commerce, formerly known as the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, is the logical committee to make
this study. I believe that an early report
to the Senate cataloging and analyzing
these trade barriers will be an eye opener
not only for the Congress but for some
of those in the executive departments
who have been so slow to move toward
saving our industries and our jobs. I
would hope that hearings before the
Committee on Commerce or any author-
ized subcommittee would include testi-
mony from Secretary of Commerce
Stans, as well as officials of the State
Department.

One more word, much of the opposi-
tion to congressional action in the field
of foreign imports comes from those who
are concerned about the consumers and
want them to have the full advantage
of low-priced forelgn goods. There are
two answers to this. First, the workers
in our maunfacturing plants are con-
sumers and, as such, are entitled to keep
their jobs. The second and more impor-
tant answer is that history has shown
that, whenever a forelgn industry has
succeeded in virtually destroyving its
American competitor, the price of its
goods goes up immediately. The conten-
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tion that allowing American industry to

be destroyed for the benefit of the Amer-

ican consumer is completely fallacious.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a speech by Kenneth N. Davis,
Jr., Assistant Secretary of Commerce for
Domestic and International Business, be-
fore the Electronic Industries Associa-
tion on March 9 be printed at this point
in the Recorp. I would like to direct the
attention of my colleagues particularly
to that part of the speech which quotes
a letter from the president of Zenith
Radio Corp., Joseph S. Wright, to Sec-
retary Stans, in which Mr. Wright de-
scribes the plight of the electronies in-
dustry and a planned reduction in the
Zenith working force by about 3,000 jobs
this year due to the opening of their new
plant in Taiwan.

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

U.S. INTERNATIONAL TRADE PROSPECTS—CAN
AMERICAN BUSINESS, LABOR, AND GOVEERN-
MENT MEET THE CHALLENGE OF NEw WORLD
COMPETITIVE FORCES?

(Address by Hon. Kenneth N. Davis, Jr.)

It is a particular pleasure and privilege to
appear before the Electronic Industries As-
soclation. As you have heard, my entire
business background was in one of your
member industries. It is especially appropri-
ate to discuss world trade prospects in this
forum, because you are representatives of
exactly the kind of industry on which the
nation's future economic strength depends—
strentgh which we must have if we are to
be able to deal with our burning national
issues.

I am proud to have been a member of the
Nixon Administration during this past year.
It has been a great thrill to work with others
in government in their efforts to create ef-
fective programs to deal with the massive
problems facing the natlon and the world.
I can tell you quite honestly that this year
has taught me that the problems of govern-
ment are more difficult than most business-
men imagine. I am convinced, though, that
we are making real progress. We will do even
better in the months ahead.

IMPORTANCE OF MAINTAINING U.S. WORLD
COMPETITIVE POSITION

There 1s one overriding responsibility
which should command the ultimate dedica-
tion of the Commerce Department and of
U.S. industry. That is the responsibility to
see that America does what is needed to as-
sure its continued economic strength. If our
great industries and the nation as a whole
do not maintain their strength and vitality,
we will not have the financial resources to
solve our massive mational social and eco-
nomic problems. Also, we would not be able
to continue to provide leadership in inter-
national economic development which is so
vital to the whole world's future. It will cost
many billions of dollars to bring economic
and social equality to our minority citizens,
to rebuild urban America, and to win the
fight against environmental pollution. Does
anyone here deny that we need our full
strength now as never before in our history?

For a business to be strong today, it is no
longer enough just to be able to compete
effectively with other American companies
here at home, The world has suddenly be-
come a global marketplace! We must now
compete more effectively in this new global
environment if we are to stay strong as in-
dustries and as a nation.

Since coming to Washington, I have had
the rare opportunity of observing the full
range of problems belng faced by business
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and labor in this country. I have also been
working with the many others in government
who share responsibility for our international
trade and Investment policy. Government
policy-makers must constantly remind them-
selves of the increasingly competitive inter-
national world in dealing with many matters
which could formerly be looked at as strictly
domestic problems. No longer can we treat
inflation, consumerism, and antitrust matters
from a strictly domestic viewpoint. In the
antitrust fleld, for example, we have not yet
found ways to get other countries to adopt
as tight anti-merger laws as our. Yet our
companies must compete with thelr com-
panies both overseas and here in the United
States, In the consumer area, it is sometimes
argued that we should permit unlimited im-
ports of low cost forelgn products such as
textiles, oll, or steel because of the beneficial
effect on consumer prices. However, from &
truly national standpoint, our precarious bal-
ance of payments position simply will not
permit such a policy. Also, from the stand-
point of business and labor, the country can-
not afford to see its major industries lose
their strength just because of the existence
of low cost labor or raw materials overseas, or
because other countries subsidize their in-
dustry or have lax antitrust laws.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE MUCH IN CURRENT NEWS

There has been much in the news of late
about world trade problems. It is difficult for
those of us in government to try to assimilate
and make sense out of the many conflicting
reports. It must be virtually impossible for
those of you who must devote most of your
time to running your companies.

I have here just a few of the speeches,
statement, and news reports on trade gath-
ered in the past two weeks, They include
major items from the departments of state,
Justice, and labor urging freer access to the
United States market for foreign firms. There
is a major policy statement from the AFL-—
CIO decrying the shift of U.S. jobs to over-
seas plants owned by foreigners and by Amer-
lean companies. From one newspaper, there
Is an editorial criticizing U.8. trade policy as
too protectionist, but also a news story from
the same paper criticlzing the European
Common Market for being unfalr to the
U.S. There are numerous stories, pro and con,
about the U.8.-Japan textile talks, The most
surprising itemn to me is the report of the
press conference held by European Common
Market officials after their “informal" dis-
cussions with various government agencies
here last week. The Europeans appear to have
misunderstood what we were trying to say
to them. I will comment more on that later.

Rather than attempt to sort out all of the
seeming contradictions, I am golng to read
a portion of another letter to you. The letter
was just recelved by Secretary Stans from a
highly respected member of your own indus-
try—Mr. Joseph Wright, Chairman of Zen-
ith Radio. As you will soon see, this is ob-
viously an unsolicited letter, but its mes-
sage is so Important for everyone in busi-
ness, labor, and government that I called
Mr. Wright to get his approval to quote from
it today.

FEBRUARY 26, 1970.

DEAR M. SECRETARY: I am sure you are
aware that the electronics industry, both
components and finished goods, is engaged
in a life and death struggle with the Japa-
nese. On several occasions I have sought to
interest the Department of Commerce in
what is going on in this field, but apparently
without any success.

- - - - . . *

I am always struck very forcibly by the
great difference between our situation and
that of our Japanese competitors. The latter
have the complete cooperation and support
of ,their government in two major areas.
First, in substantially subsidizing and pro-




8316

moting Japanese export trade and, second,
In keeping out any United States competi-
tion which they do not regard as desirable.
We attempted to break into the Japanese
market, where TV sets that sell for 8500 in
the United States command a retall price
of $1300 or more and we were kept out by
denial of import and exchange licenses. We
are sending a new high level team to Japan
in a few weeks to try to break this open
agaln, but I am absolutely sure that we
will be met by the same kind of reception.

It is a very discouraging thing to us when
our own United States Government agencies
apparently have little If any interest in our
problems, many of which could be solved,
not by some new law or new bureau, but by
effective and aggressive use of the machinery
that is already on the books. I hope the
Department can look into this matter, and
at least stop indicating to people that there
isn’t any significant problem. Zenith's
United States employment will be down an
average of 3000 jobs in 1970 against 1969,
When our new plant in Taiwan comes on
stream In early 1871 It will have a capacity of
4000 jobs which will probably be lost in this
country. This most tragic part of this story
is that the heaviest impact of our 3000 lost
Jobs this year is on the blacks we have
worked to train and give a sense of identity
and pride, and the economic ability to es-
cape the ghetto. Due to seniority, 38% of
those laid off are blacks.

Respectfully yours,
JOsSEPH S. WRIGHT.
PROTECTIONISM VS, FREE TRADE

Those of you who know Mr. Wright know
that he is anything but a “protectionist.’
What he is saying is that our government is
not helping sufficiently in obtaining fair
competitive conditions for American indus-
try in world trade. He wants equal access to
the Japanese market. When Japan engages
in fllegal “dumping” of merchandise in our
market, which they sometimes do, he wants
government action in far less than the 18 to
24 months taken today, He wants our gov-
ernment to object more strenuously to for-
elgn export subsidlies and cartels which would
be illegal in this country.

The old “protectionism vs. free trade” ar-
gument has become a very sterile issue, I be-
lieve. Instead, we should all recognize that
there are strong competitors all around the
world today—In Europe, the Far East, and
elsewhere. After World War II, the United
States set out to build up industrial strength
In all parts of the world to meet the needs
of all people. An expansionist trade policy
was a key part of the program. Now that we
have been successful in creating worthy
competitors, and with the onward thrust of
modern transportation and communications
technology, we should not turn back toward
protectionism! Rather, we must keep moving
ahead toward trade ezpansion! But now, we
must insist more firmly on receiving fair
competitive treatment—itreatment which
just isn't being given to us by many of our
trading partners!

I am afrald that many of the '‘free trade”
speeches made by American business and
government leaders (and I admit to making
my own share this year) are misunderstood
by other nations, particularly by their offi-
clals who are responsible for coping with the
problems of their own Industries. Foreign
misunderstandings of U.S. intentions in the
trade fleld can be most unfortunate. For ex-
ample, the fallure of Japan to understand
the firmness of the U.S. intent to secure rea-
sonable limitations on textile imports to this
country may well result in protectionist U.S.
legislation socon. The failure of the Common
Market to be more constructive in working
on non-tariffi barrier reduction with us, to
take more progressive steps In its agricul-
ture policy, and to recognize that we canmot
stand idly by while it makes trading agree-
ments which discriminate agalnst the U.S.,
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is endangering the passage of our Trade Act
of 1969. And yet, this bill contalns the repeal
of the Amerlcan Selling Price system of
chemical import valuation, a change long
sought primarily by Europe.

Of particular interest to this audience is
the point that right now, while Europe is
calling for the repeal of ASP as the key to
progress in other non-tariff barrier reduc-
tions, it is about to impose a new mon-tariff
barrier against the American electronic com-
ponent industry. The so-called Tripartite Ac-
cord between France, Germany, and Britain
would Impose discriminatory Inspection
standards against outside manufactured
components. The EIA has estimated that
U.S. exports of electronic components to
Europe could be reduced by as much as 35%
under the new restrictions. We could not
help but be very disappointed with the lack
of interest shown by the Common Market
officials when we ralsed this matter with
them last week.

EUROPEAN COMMON MARKET ATTITUDE ON
TRADE POLICY

I mentioned earlier the news reports of
comments by Common Market officials on our
“informal” talks last week. They had met
with wvarlous Washington agencies at their
own suggestion. After the talks, their Direc-
tor General of External Trade Matters was
quoted in the press as follows:

1. The U.S. is no longer concerned over
European border taxes.

2. The American Selling Price System must
be repealed or international trade relations
will suffer a grave setback.

3. The textile agreement which the U.S.
seeks with the Far Eastern countries should
be limited to selected items where injury
can be proven,

4, The Common Market is alarmed by
quota bills in the U.S. Congress and rising
protectionist sentiment here.

5. Non-tariff barrier negotiations probably
can't start until after 1971,

Frankly, 1t is hard for me to belleve that
this is an accurate report of the Common
Market's understanding of the U.S. Govern-
ment attitude. Here is what we said to the
Common Market people at the Commerce
Department:

1. The U.S. considers European border taxes
a major non-tariff barrier, particularly with
respect to export rebates in sales to third
countries in competition with U.8. suppliers.

2. We are concerned about the prospects
for obtaining Congressional approval of the
repeal of ASP, both because of the lack of
a textile agreement and because of little
progress ls being made with Europe toward
non-tariff barrier reduction.

3. The Common Market has been reported
to be interfering In U.S.-Far East textile dis-
cussions. Europe was asked to participate last
spring and refused. It should not interject
itself into these sensitive discussions at this
late date.

4. Common Market preoccupation with en-
largement of the European trading area
through agreements with other European and
Middle Eastern countries on a basis which
discriminates agailnst the U.S. is a matter
of grave concern.

5. The Tripartite Electronlc Components
Agreement now being finalized by France,
Germany, and Britain would be a major
new non-tariff barrler. It would impose dis-
eriminatory Inspection standards against
U.S. electronlc components. Congress is not
likely to repeal the American Selling Price
System for chemiecals just as Europe sets up
a new non-tarifl barrier against the American
electronics industry. Although the Tripartite
Accord 15 technically not a Common Market
proposal, we could not understand why Com-
mon Market officlals appeared unwilling to
intercede to stop the setting up of this new
barrier to free trade.

6. The European Common Agricultural
Policy continues to discriminate against U.S.
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exports and is therefore a major obstacle to
better trade relations,

7. The Common Market view that non-
tariff barrier negotiations probably can’t start
until after 1971 is most discouraging to the
U.S. Such a long delay will result in strong
objections by many important elements in
U.S. industry. Europe and the U.S. should
be eliminating barriers today in such sig-
nificant areas as government procurement.

As you can see, we appear to be far apart
in our thinking. What could be particularly
troublesome is that there does not appear
to be recognition by the Europeans that there
are sertous differences between us which
need attention now.

SUMMARY

To summarize, Europe and Japan have
become worthy and strong competitors in
world trade. Their industry and government
work closely together to plan global trading
strategy, to develop markets and to deter-
mine government policy. On the whole, for-
eign government, business, and labor leaders
are better coordinated than we are. Europe
and Japan talk much of free trade, but are
not doing enough about i{t. In the United
States, we continue to move toward freer
trade with far more dedication than our
trading partners.

It seems that Europe and Japan are failing
to realize that sentiments like those expressed
by Mr. Wright are becoming widespread here.
These are not “‘protectionist” sentiments, but
rather an insistence that our government
obtain fair and equitable trading terms with
other countries.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I believe that the United
States will not, in fact, become “protection-
ist”. But I also believe that we will become
more and more insistent on being treated
Jairly. We must close ranks between busi-
ness and labor and among the various govern-
ment agencies Iif we are to be successful,
There are legitimate differences to be worked
out among ourselves, but they can and must
be worked out, We should find ways to settle
our internal differences more expeditiously
than ever before if we are to compete suc-
cessfully in the world.

Referring again to Europe and Japan, it
is urgent that these nations re-examine their
current trade attitudes toward the United
States, the world’s biggest market. The bene-
fits of continued trade expansion for all the
world are inestimable. The losses from a turn
toward world protectionism or to policies of
national or regional special advantage would
be irretrievable. For the benefit of all the
world’s trade it is time for Japan and Europe
to respond more fairly than heretofore to
the 20 years of U.S. leadership in erpansionist
world trade policy!

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RieicorF)., The resolution will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 374), which
reads as follows, was referred to the
Committee on Commerce:

S. Res. 374

Resolved, That the Committee on Com-
merce, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with 1ts jurisdiction specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to
make & full and complete study of the na-
ture and extent of restraints imposed on
United States commerce by foreign import
restrictions.

SEc. 2. For the purpose of this resolution,
the committee, through January 31, 1971,
is authorized (1) to make such expenditures
as it deems advisable; (2) to employ upon a
temporary basis, technical, clerical, and other
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assistants and consultants; (3) with the
pricr econsent of the heads of the departments
or agencies concerned, and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to utilize the
reimbursable services, information, facilities,
and personnel of any of the departments or
agencies of the Government; and (4) to es-
tablish and defray the expense of such ad-
visory committees as it deems advisable.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its
findings, together with such recommenda-
tions as it deems advisable, to the Senate
at the earliest practicable date, but not later
than January 31, 19T1.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $75,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
RESOLUTION

BENATE RESOLUTION 357

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimoeus consent that, at the next
printing, the name cf the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. WiLLiams) be added as
a cosponsor of Senate Resclution 357,
expressing the sense of the Senate on
inflation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, HoL-
LINGs) . Without objection, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON EXTENSION
OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Production and Stabilization Subcom-
mittee of the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee will hold hearings on
March 31, April 1 and 2, 1970. These
hearings will be on S. 3302, the legislation
to extend the Defense Production Act,
which would otherwise expire on June 30,
1970. That bill would also require that
uniform cost accounting standards be
implemented in regard to defense pro-
curement contracts.

In January 1970 the GAO filed an ex-
tremely comprehensive report in regard
to the question of uniform cost account-
ing standards. Recently, as a followup to
this report, the GAO submitted to me two
alternative proposals which would imple-
ment the recommendations contained in
the GAO report. In the hearings we will
consider the GAO proposals as well as the
other measure I have mentioned.

Those wishing to testify on these meas-
ures should contact Mr. Hugh H. Smith
of the committee staff—202-225-7391—
to make the necessary arrangements. We
have received many requests to be heard
on this subject, and I anticipate there will
be many more such requests. Under these
circumstances, I hope that as many as
can will choose a common spckesman. In
this way, I hope we can cut down on the
volume of testimony while insuring that
all viewpoints are heard. In addition, it
will be necessary that all statements to
be presented to the committee be deliv-
ered to the committee offices at least 24
hours before the scheduled appearance.
The subcommittee will be unable to re-
ceive testimony from anyone who is not
able to comply with this requirement.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the two alternative propcsals
submitted by the GAO be printed in the
ReEecorp at this point.
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There being no objection the proposals
were ordered to be printed in the REcOrp,
as follows:

PROPOSALS
ALTEERNATIVE 1

“(a) The Comptroller General, as an agent
of the Congress, shall promulgate cost-ac-
counting standards designed to achieve uni-
formity and consistency in the cost-account-
ing practices followed by contractors and
subcontractors under Federal contracts: Such
promulgated standards shall be used by all
Federal agencies and by contractors and sub-
contractors in estimating, accumulating, and
reporting costs in connection with the pric-
ing, administration, and settlement of ne-
gotiated contracts with the United States
Government.

“(b) The Comptroller General is author-
ized to make, promulgate, amend, and rescind
rules and regulations for the implementation
of cost-accounting standards promulgated
under subsection (a). Such regulations may
require contractors and subcontractors as a
condition of contracting to disclose in writing
their cost-accounting practices including
methods of distinguishing direct costs, and
to agree to a contract price adjustment, with
interest, for any increased costs incurred by
the United States because of the contractor’s
failure to comply with duly promulgated
cost-accounting standards or to follow con-
sistently his disclosed cost-accounting prac-
tices in pricing contract proposals and in
accumulating and reporting contract per-
formance cost data.

“(e¢) The rules, regulations, cost-account-
ing standards, and modifications thereof pro-
mulgated hereunder shall have the full force
and effect of law and shall become effective
not less than 30 days after publication in
the Federal Register.

“(d) For the purpose of determining
whether the contractor or subcontractor has
complied with duly promulgated cost-ac-
counting standards and has followed con-
sistently his disclosed cost-accounting prac-
tices, the contracting agency concerned and
the Comptroller General or any representa-
tive of either shall have the right to examine
and make copies of any documents, papers cr
records of such contractor or subcontractor.

“(e) (1) There shall be established in the
Office of the Comptroller General a Cost-
Accounting Standards Advisory Board of no
more than five members to be appointed by
the Comptroller General, The Board shall be
comprised of members both from the Federal
Government (with the consent of the head
of the agency concerned) and from outside
the Federal Government. One member shall
be selected by the Board as its chairman.
The Board shall advise and asslst the Comp-
troller General in the preparation of cost-
accounting standards and of regulations im-
plementing such standards. The Board shall
also review promulgated standards and regu-
lations and, as it deems appropriate, make
recommendations to the Comptroller General
with respect to such existing standards or
regulations.

“(2) The Comptroller General may ap-
point personne] from the Federal Govern-
ment (with the consent of the head of the
agency concerned) or from outside the Fed-
eral Government to serve on advisory com-
mittees and task forces to assist the Comp-
troller General and the Board in carrying out
their functions and responsibilities under
this section.

Members of the Board and other appoint-
ees under this subsection who are officers
or employees of the Federal Government
shall recelve no compensation for their serv-
ices as such but shall continue to receive
the compensation of their regular positions.
The appointment of Board members and
others under this subsection from outside
the Federal Government may be without re-
gard to Chapter 51, Subchapters IIT and VI
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of Chapter 53, and Chapter 75 of Title 5,
United States Code, and those provisions of
such title relating to appointments in the
competitive service. Appointees under this
subsection from outside the Federal Govern-
ment shall receive compensation at rates
fixed by the Comptroller General not to ex-
ceed the rate prescribed for level V in the
Federal Executive Salary Schedule if serv-
ing full-time and not to exceed 1/260 of
such rate for each day of actual duty (in-
clusive of travel time) if serving on a part-
time or intermittent basis. While serving on
an intermittent basis away from their home
or regular place of business, appointees un-
der this section shall be allowed travel ex-
penses in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5703.

(4) The Comptroller General, after con-
sultation with the Chairman of the Board,
shall have the power to appoint, fix the com=-
pensation of, and remove an Executive Sec-
retary, without regard to Chapter 51, Sub-
chapters III and VI of Chapter 53, and Chap-
ter 75 of Title 5, United States Code, and
those provisions of such title relating to ap-
pointment in the competitive service, The
Executive Secretary of the Board may be
pald compensation at a rate not to exceed
the rate prescribed for Grade 18 of the Gen-
eral Schedule (6 U.S.C. 5332).

“(f) All departments and agencies of the
Government are authorized to cooperate
with the Comptroller General and the Board
and to furnish information, appropriate per-
sonnel with or without reimbursement, and
such other assistance as may be requested by
the Comptroller General.

“(g) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as may be necessary to
carry out the provisions of this section.”

ALTERNATIVE 2

“{a) There is hereby established a Cost-
Accounting Standards Board of not more
than five members to be appointed by the
President. A majority of the Board shall be
appointed from the executive branch of the
Government and the remainder from pri-
vate life. The President shall designate one
member as Chairman. Board members ap-
pointed from private life shall receive com-
pensation at the rate of 1/260 of the rate
prescribed for level IV in the Federal Ex-
ecutive Salary Schedule for each day of
actual duty (inclusive of travel time).

“(b) The Board shall have the power to
appoint, fix the compensation of, and re-
move an Executive Secretary and two addi-
tlonal staff members without regard to
Chapter 651, Subchapter III and VI of
Chapter 53, and Chapter 75 of Title 5,
United States Code, and those provisions of
such title relating to appointment in the
competitive service. The Executive Secretary
and the two additional staff members may be
pald compensation at rates not to exceed the
rates prescribed for levels IV and V of the
Federal Executive Salary Schedule, respec-
tively.

“(c) The Board Is authorized to appoint
and fix the compensation of such other per-
sonnel as the Board deems necessary to carry
out its functions.

“(d) The Board may utilize personnel from
the Federal Government (with the consent of
the head of the agency concerned) or appoint
personnel from private life without regard
to Chapter 51, Subchapters IIT and VI of
Chapter 53, and Chapter 75 of Title 5, United
States Code, and those provisions of such title
relating to appointment in the competitive
service, to serve on advisory committees and
task forces to assist the Board in carrying
out its functions and responsibilities under
this section.

“{e) Members of the Board and officers or
employees of other agencies of the Federal
Government utilized under this section shall
recelve no compensation for their services as
such but shall continue to receive the com-
pensation of their regular positions, Ap-
pointees under subsection (d) from private
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life shall recelve compensation at rates fixed
by the Board, not to exceed 1/260 of the rate
prescribed for level V in the Federal Execu-
tive Salary Schedule for each day of actual
duty (Iinclusive of travel time). While serv-
ing away from their homes or regular place
of business, Board members and other ap-
pointees serving on an intermittent basis
under this section shall be allowed travel ex-
penses in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5703.

“(f) All departments and agencies of the
Government are authorized to cooperate with
the Board and to furnish information, appro-
priate personnel with or without reimburse-
ment, and such financial and other assistance
as may be agreed to between the Board and
the agency concerned. :

“(g) The Board shall promulgate cost-
accounting standards designed to achieve
uniformity and consistency in the cost-
accounting practices followed by contractors
and subcontractors under Federal Contracts.
Such promulgated standards shall be used
by all Federal agencies and by contractors
and subcontractors in estimating, accumu-
1ating, and reporting costs in connection with
the pricing, administration and settlement of
negotiated contracts with the United States.

“(h) The Board is authorized to make,
promulgate, amend, and rescind rules and
regulations for the implementation of cost-
accounting standards promulgated under
subsection (g).Such regulations may require
contractors and subcontractors as a condi-
tion of contracting to disclose in writing
their cost-accounting practices including
methods of distinguishing direct costs from
indirect cost, and to agree to a contract
price adjustment, with interest, for any in-
creased costs incurred by the United States
because of the contractor’s fallure to comply
with duly promulgated cost-accounting
standards or to follow consistently his dis-
closed cost-accounting practices in pricing
contract proposals and in accumulating and
reporting contract performance cost data.

“(1) The rules, regulations, cost-account-
ing standards, and modifications thereof pro-
mulgated hereunder shall have the full force
and effect of law and shall become effective
not less than 30 days after publication in the
Federal Register. The functions exercised
under this section shall be excluded from the
operation of the Administrative Procedure
Act.

“(jJ) For the purpose of determining
whether the contractor or subcontractor has
complied with duly promulgated cost-ac-
counting standards and has followed consist-
ently his disclosed cost-accounting practices,
any authorized representative of the head
of the agency concerned or of the Board and
of the Comptroller General of the United
States shall have the right to examine and
make coples of any documents, papers or rec-
ords of such contractor or subcontractor.

“(k) There are authorized to be appropri-
ated such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the provisions of this section."

NOTICE OF FURTHER HEARINGS ON
THE IMPACT OF FRANCHISING
ON SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, I would like to announce that
my Small Business Subcommittee on
Urban and Rural Economic Develop-
ment will hold additional hearings on
“The Impact of Franchising on Small
Business,” on Monday, March 30, in New
York City.

The hearings will begin at 9 a.m, in
the ceremonial courtroom, 1 Federal
Plaza, New York City, and they are open
to the publie,
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NOMINATIONS

Mr. MANSFIELD. In executive session,
I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of nominations on the Ex-
ecutive Calendar under new reports.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nominations on the Executive Calendar
will be stated, beginning with the De-
partment of Transportation.

DEPARTMENT OF TRANS-
PORTATION

The bill clerk read the nomination of
Charles D. Baker, of Massachusetts, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Transporta-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate now proceed to
consider the nominations placed on the
Secretary’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will state the nomi-
nations placed on the Secretary's desk.

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC-
RETARY'S DESKE—IN THE COAST
GUARD

The bill clerk proceeded to read sun-
dry nominations in the Coast Guard
which had been placed on the Secretary’s
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloe.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate now proceed to
consideration of the nomination of Di-
rector of Selective Service.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the nomination.

DIRECTOR OF SELECTIVE SERVICE

The BruL CrLerk. Curtis W. Tarr, of
Virginia, to be Director of Selective Serv-
ice.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, this posi-
tion is a highly important one. There has
been a little delay in the filling of the
position of a new Director. But, we had
the nominee before the Armed Services
Committee on yesterday. The Armed
Services Committee is the parent com-
mittee on this matter, and after a very
satisfactory hearing, at which all Sena-
tors had an opportunity to ask questions,
and did, there was a unanirious vote in
the recommendation that Mr. Tarr be
confirmed for this position.

I am very glad to be able to report
that to the Senate.

The Armed Services Committee has an
added responsibility this year that hear-
ings will have to be held with reference
to the eventual renewal of the Selective
Service Act. I want to assure the Senate
that the Armed Services Committee will
keep a surveillance over the operations
of the Selective Service Act and take ac-
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tion from time to time, should such ac-
tion arise, and, if it sees fit, to make
reports to the Senate.

The Armed Services Committee, being
the parent committee on this matter, is
the one having the chief responsibility
for the Selective Service Act, its amend-
ments, its operation, and its renewal. I
want to make this special statement to
that effect, that we will follow up.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
want to say, speaking for the minority
side, we feel that Mr. Tarr is a very fine
gentleman and especially well qualified
to be Director of Selective Service.

I join unanimously in the remarks just
made by the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). The question is, Will the Senate
advise and consent to the nomination of
Curtis W. Tarr of Virginia to be Director
of Selective Service?

The nomination was confirmed.

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

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business as in legislative
session?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for T minutes.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
MONDAY, MARCH 23, 1970, AT
11 AM.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Senate
completes its business today, it stand in
adjournment, as in legislative session,
until 11 a.m. on Monday next.

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

SECTION 203—DEFENSE AUTHOR-
IZATION FOR FISCAL 1970

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
defense authorization for fiscal year
1970—Public Law 91-121—has been the
law for 4 months:

Section 203 provides that:

None of the funds authorized to be appro-
priated by this Act may be used to carry out
any research project or study unless such
project or study has a direct or apparent
relationship to a specific military function or
operation.

This section was not sought by the De-
partment of Defense but was adjudged
necessary by the Congress; the purpose
of the amendment was clear. Over the
past 25 years there has developed within
the scientific and research community a
dependence on the Defense Department
of unusual dimensions. With section 203
Congress has expressed the view that
such a dependence is not in the long-term




March 20, 1970

best interests of the Nation, of the sci-
entific and research community or for
that matter of the Defense Department.

During these years the ease with which
the Defense Department has been able to
obtain funds has been responsible for
generating a sense of security on the part
of the researchers who have grown so
dependent upon the Defense Department.
It has been total security in the sense
that temporary fluctuations in overall
Federal budget emphasis have not af-
fected their source of research funds.
This sense of security was understand-
able; it probably accounts in part for the
expansion of research by the Defense
Department into almost every conceiv-
able field.

Section 203 makes no judgment that
any of the scientific work sponsored was
poor; or that the Federal Government
should not have sponsored it. The total
Federal contribution to research may
very well need to be increased but, as is
implicitly required in section 203, the
agency through which the most signifi-
cant Federal contribution should be
made to basic research should not be the
Defense Department.

The response to section 203 by the
Office of Research at Defense was at first
to ignore this new congressional policy.
On last November 25, I addressed the
Senate and commented on this appar-
ent disdain for a duly enacted law of the
land. It was in large measure to the
great credit of Deputy Secretary Pack-
ard that this initial response was over-
turned. On December 6, I commented
on Secretary Packard’'s constructive at-
titude in recognizing that the laws of
the land are made in the Congress and
that the policies of this Government are
intended to be made by elected officials.
Appointed officials may disagree, but it
is not their function to ignore the law.
I think the initial reaction of ignoring
section 203 was the byproduct of a
generation of almost absolute “permis-
siveness” on the part of the Congress
toward the Defense Department and its
role in this area. But hopefully that at-
titude was reevaluated last session.

Secretary Laird in his official remarks
before the House committee last Febru-
ary 27, also spoke constructively with
respect to section 203. An interview after
this congressional testimony reported in
the Evening Star of February 28, ex-
presses a different attitude. I was hope-
ful at that time that the Evening Star
report gave misplaced emphasis to a re-
mark of Secretary Laird and that his
public testimony to the House commit-
tee was accurate. Apparently I was
totally dismayed and somewhat alarmed
when I learned that Secretary Laird last
week in addressing the Electronics In-
dustry Association convention at the
Statler Hilton Hotel discarded his pre-
pared remarks that expressed a policy
of compliance with section 203, and
openly admitted that his Department
was working with industry against the
clear expression and intent of section
203.

This is the first instance that I recall
of an open and public admission by a
Defense Secretary that the Defense De-
partment works directly with industry to
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undermine congressional judgments to
accomplish its ends. Some have ques-
tioned the existence of a military-indus-
trial complex; at least we now know that
its operations are no longer camouflaged
and indirect. The new public attitude of
Secretary Laird is shocking because it
admits to stimulating lobbying activities
by industries dependent upon Defense
contracts for their survival. It is shock-
ing, moreover, because we find a Govern-
ment official actively enlisting the sup-
port of contractors to overturn a law of
the land.

I read with great interest a series of
articles by Doug Wilson in the Provi-
dence Journal concerning the applica-
tion of section 203 and the dismay that
some researchers have found to the re-
naming of their projects—renaming to
give the appearance of a direct relation-
ship—by the Defense Department. I ask
unanimous consent that this series of
articles be inserted at the conclusion of
my remarks, as well as the news story
from the Evening Star.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, is it
that the efforts of the Defense Depart-
ment as reported in the Providence Jour-
nal were also confrived to circumvent
the policy of section 203, but upon dis-
closure, the attack is now directed to
the contractors to seek a change—to re-
move the restriction imposed upon the
Defense Department in its sponsoring
of basic research? Why can the reaction
not be positive? It is deplorable indeed
when a vital institution of this Govern-
ment cannot accept the fact that the
laws are made in Congress, not at the
Pentagon.

The Secretary of Defense on February
27 expressed his concern about the
broader implications of section 203 with
respect to the overall level of research
in the United States. He endorsed as an
important principle that each major
mission agency maintain the necessary
level of excellent, imaginative research
in those fields related to its long-range
mission needs—which, in my opinion, is
precisely the intent of section 203. He
stressed that if Defense does not seem
to be related directly to military pro-
grams, then it is essential that the sup-
port of high-quality basic research proj-
ects of broad national interest be pro-
vided immediately by some other agency.
That Is precisely what I had hoped
would be accomplished. Why is no sug-
gestion forthcoming along these lines?
Why cannot the Bureau of the Budget
coordinate a transfer in conjunction
with the President’s Office of Science
and Technology? Why is it that the Sec-
retary of Defense proposed only the neg-
ative—a change in 203?

The budget request for fiscal year 1971
for the National Science Foundation for
support of research projects is increased
by $15 million. Part of this is to meet a
substantial growth in proposal pressure
that NSF expects to result from changes
in the amount of support provided for
fundamental research by other Federal
agencies. When the Director of the Na-
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tional Science Foundation testified re-
cently on his fiscal year 1971 authoriza-
tion bill, he made it clear that any De-
fense research project affected by sec-
tion 203 will have to compete with all
others for NSF project research funds.
That is how it should be. I hope it does
not imply a “let Defense stew in its
own juices” approach which I suppose
could result from inattention at the
Budget Bureau level. The executive
branch must recognize the spirit and in-
tent of section 203 as well as its letter.
The Federal contribution to scientific
inquiry should not be diminished by
force of section 203. If it is, it is because
of ineptness at the interagency level. I
suspect that the new expressions from
Defense on section 203 might be ac-
counted for by inattention at the Budget
Bureau level.

I look forward to a proposal for in-
terim funding by civilian agencies of re-
search communities affected by section
203 until permanent arrangements can
be made to fund them; the public invest-
ment to date should not be discarded. If
it is, it is by the intentional acts of those
formulating and administering the
science policy of this Nation.

From the standpoint of the universi-
ties, probably the worst problem is the
concentration by chance at one institu-
tion of far more than its fair share of
reduction in defense and other agency
research funds. Perhaps a temporary
contingeney fund should be established
to assist those most affected.

In sum, I think greater attention must
be given to these problems which affect
the fundamental relationships of Gov-
ernment agency to Government agency
and Government agency to the academic
and research community. Inattention
can no longer be tolerated. A laissez-
faire attitude is not justified in the im-
plementation of a sound national science
policy. This is not the time for benign
neglect when it comes to this Nation’s
research and scientific efforts.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Feb. 28, 1970]
NoT VIABLE: LAIRD APPEALS FOR END OF CuURB
ON RESEARCH
(By Orr Kelly)

Defense Secretary Melvin R. Laird has
made his strongest appeal so far for repeal
of a controversial congressional restriction
that forces the Pentagon to prove the mili-
tary usefulness of all of its basic research.

Laird said such a policy is “not a viable
course of action for our country at this time.”

His comment came yesterday during a re-
cess In his testimony before the House de-
fense appropriations subcommittee, of
which he was formerly a member.

His criticism of the provision, known as
Section 203 of the 1970 Military Procure-
ment Authorization Act, went well beyond
what he had to say in his formal report to
Congress on the nation’s military posture.

In that statement, he said:

"“If we reduce our support of research proj-
ects on the theory that they do not seem
to be related directly to military programs,
I believe it is essential that the support of
high quality basic research projects of broad
national interest be provided immediately
by some other agency of the government.”

The restriction was tacked on the author-
ization act during last year's congressional
debate over military spending.
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Testifying earlier this week, Dr. John S.
Foster Jr., director of defense research and
engineering, told Congress that it was im-
portant that provisions of the restriction
“not be interpreted so as to threaten further
reduction or expulsion of the Department
of Defense support for basiec research in gen-
eral and the university research community
in particular.”

“Such a consequence would cripple de-
fense research and technology, especially our
ability to respond rapidly in time of na-
tional crisis,” Foster sald.

He did assure the congressional commit-
tee, however, that every project in the re-
search and exploratory development catego-
ry had been checked this year to make sure
it complies with the congressional resfric-
tion,

[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening Bul-
letin, Feb, 23, 1970]

PENTAGON-SCIENCE ALLIANCE UNDER MOUNT-
ING ATTACK: THE SCIENTIST AND THE
MILITARY—I

(By Douglas C. Wilson)

WasHINGTON —American science today is
shaken by a national controversy that could
alter the main thrust of technology in this
country for many years,

The scientific community and one of Its
biggest allies, the U.S. Military Establish-
ment, are being charged with too great a
complicity in each other's affairs.

Each is accused of having feathered—and
shared—the other's nest for so long that the
Pentagon’s influence is overextended and sci-
ence is now distorted and misdirected.

Forces are at work that could reduce sci-
ence's role as handmalden to military tech-
nology and turn more of its attention to the
country's domestic problems.

These forces are coming from two powerful
groups—the anti-establishment young people
at the universities and the liberal establish-
ment In Congress, where the Pentagon's per-
vasive activities are under increasing attack.

Both groups regard today's “military-
scientific complex” as an unholy alliance,
either in whole or in part.

Congress is putting new limits on this con-
sortium. Young activists are out to down-
grade it, or even destroy it.

Both groups have made gains in the last
year, cutting back the Pentagon's authority
and forcing the universities to consider re-
forms in their scientific activities.

But the Defense Department has no in-
tention of seriously reducing its basic ties to
the scientific community. And the univer-
sitles are anxious to avoid drastic change.

As a result, scientists, the government and
the universities are now in a struggle of
cross-purposes that is laced with uncertainty
and at times with bitterness and hypocrisy.
These may be inevitable, for the issues in-
volved political pressures, questions of aca-
demic honor, and hundreds of millions of
dollars.

The Defense Department has been one of
the chief patrons of American science for a
quarter of a century. It is now spending 500
to 600 milllon dollars a year for scientific
research.

This exceeds the entire annual budget of
the National Science Foundation.

It is twice as big as the budget of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Agency, and
three times that of the National Cancer
Institute.

Pentagon money, in short, is a lifeblood
element in American science. It helps to pay
sclentists' salaries, buys their equipment,
and hires their research assistants.

This bond is an outgrowth of World War
II and the subsequent Cold War era, Military
leaders cultivated the science and technology
they needed to develop sophisticated weapons
in a tense and threatening world.
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In the process, they also came to support
sclence in more and more areas without di-
rect connection to the Defense Department’s
immediate needs.

Secientists have been glad to get this extra
support, but it has led to tenuous relation-
ships and potential stresses in some areas,
since the interests of science and those of the
military are often dissimilar.

The Journal-Bulletin has learned, for ex-
ample, that the Pentagon has put milltary
titles on nonmilitary research projects, with-
out the knowledge of the scientists involved.
Informed of these titles, some scientists say
they are misleading and potentially embar-
rassing, both here and abroad.

The wlider, public debate over Pentagon

spending has international aspects because
the U.S. military spends several million dol-
lars a year for research activities to foreign
areas.
Interviews with sclentists who engage in
this activity showed that it carries political
hazards. A biologist said that, because he
went to Asia with Army support for his
medical research, he got a poor reception
there and was “automatically suspected of
being an intelligence agent.” Other defense-
supported projects abroad have sparked seri-
ous international incidents embarrassing to
the United States

In addition to supporting American re-
search abroad, the Pentagon also gives sup-
port to many foreign sclentists who share
their knowledge freely with the rest of the
world’'s sclentists.

A Canadian sclentist emphasized this
point, saying that if his Army-supported
work is “of any use to the (U.S.) military
then it's equally avallable to the Viet Cong.”
He proposed this as an answer to any of his
fellow countrymen who might charge him
with “selling out for the war effort” of an-
other country—the United States.

Meanwhile, at home, crities in Congress
attack this Pentagon “foreign aid" to science
as a dangerous form of U.S. military inter-
ference in other nations’ institutions.

But the centers of greatest controversy
are the troubled universities and colleges in
the United States.

The military spends 250 million dollars of
its annual research money to support more
than 5,000 scientific projects at 260 cam-
puses—including more than four million dol-
lars at Brown University of Rhode Island.

At leading universities, the Pentagon pays
between a quarter and a third of all the
federal money for scientific research. It out-
spent the National Science Foundation in
this field by roughly 75 milllon dollars last
year.

Congress, on one side, has passed & new
law to get the military out of the business
of subsidizing nonmilitary research.

Campus activists, attacking the “military-
scientific complex” from another side have
demanded that university sclentists reduce
or stop altogether their work for the mill-
tary. Much of this dissent arises from their
opposition to the war in Vietnam.

The law passed by Congress, called the
Mansfield amendment, stipulates that the
Pentagon cannot spend money for science
unless the research has "a direct and ap-
parent relationship to a specific military
function or operation.”

The law was enacted three months ago,
and efforts to apply it already are agitating
many university scientists.

In one recent Iinterview, a sclentist said
the amendment could mean “anything from
zero to catastrophe” to his own work and
that of his colleagues.

Another sclentist charged the leaders of
Congress with “legislative blackmail.”

Still another indicated that he had com-
posed debatable statements of military “rele-
vancy” to ensure that his projects will con-
tinue to receive Pentagon support:
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“I may be a prostitute,” he said, “but at
least I can tell myself I'm a million-dollar-
a-year prostitute.”

Student activists have stirred the ire of
other professors who defend thelr Fentagon
subsidies openly and say the critics pose the
greatest threat to their academic Integrity.

“We fought long and hard in this country
for academic freedom,” said Prof. Guenter
Lewy, a political scientist at the University
of Massachusetis, “and I deeply resent self-
appointed vigilantes coming to tell me what
I can and cannot do. I will fight it.”

On-campus criticism has been destructive
at some institutions and constructive at
others.

At Stanford University, militants last year
seized a bullding at the Stanford Research
Institute, a major defense contractor, and
80 embittered relations there that the uni-
versity and the institute finally agreed to
end their affiliation.

The laboratory complex is now the univer-
sity’s loss and the Pentagon’s gain, joining
the ranks of many other independent re-
search centers and “think tanks” controlled
largely by the military—another research
realm that also has come under the prun-
ing shears of Congress.

The Independent Research Laboratories
and think tanks now nourished chiefly by
the Pentagon are another great source of
scientific and technological know-how.

Sixteen of these centers alone received a
total of 263-million dollars from the De-
fense Department in fiscal 1969, more than
all the Pentagon research money spent at
colleges and universities,

But in the independent laboratory area, too,
Congress is imposing new controls on Penta-
gon spending. To cushion themselves against
the increasing military budget constraints,
some of these centers plan to diversify their
activities,

An example of this is the Research Anal-
ysis Corp. (RAC) in McLean, Va., where all
but 10 per cent of the current research is
devoted to military contracts.

“In another year,” reports Frank A. Parker,
the corporation’s president, “we would like
to see about 20 per cent of our effort ap-
plied in nonmilitary lines. People at RAC do
have social motivation.”

In Congress, even Sen. George Murphy,
R-Callf,, an outspoken defender of military
contract centers, has suggested that these
Institutions “could, in fact, be our most im-
portant national resource when we turn
them to the problems of pollution, waste
disposal, communications, crime, delin-
quency, transportation, urban renewal, and
the eradication of poverty, all of which are
approaching crisis proportions.”

Change appears likely to occur more rap-
idly at the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology, now the center for more than 120-
million-dollars a year In military research
and development spending.

Unlike Stanford, M.I.T. intends to retain
control over its prestigious military research
laboratories. And there is growing talk, at
the university’s highest policy levels, of par-
tially “converting” these centers into tools
for attacking domestic problems.

MISLEADING TITLES ON RESEARCH

Defense Department officials have put mis-
leading titles on some of the Pentagon’s
costly sclentific research projects in an effort
to justify their support.

Certain titles supplied to Congress a year
ago were found to be misleading in recent
interviews with researchers at U.S. and for-
eign universities. Most scientists have not
even heard of the Pentagon titles, and in
some cases they call them potentially em-
barrassing.

Projects have been given titles indicating
a military aspect to nonmilitary research
supported in the Defense budget. A sclentist
at York University in Toronto, for example,
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complains that an Army title linking his
work to “missile reentry” is “a misrepresen-
tation,” and says his work does not have
“any military applications that I know of.”

A sclentists at Brown University, surprised
to hear that his Navy project was listed as
a study related to “missile technology,” said
“4f it has anything to do with missiles, I'm
not aware of it Similar cases were dis-
covered at other universities.

While Defense officials acknowledged writ-
ing military titles for research studies, and
say it is done to justify military funding,
they maintain that the titles are not mis-
leading.

A Navy research official said the special
titles are “not intended to be descriptive of
what the sclentist is doing.” Rather, they
are supposed to be “descriptive of our inter-
est In what he’'s doing,” he said, “and that's
quite another matter.” No distinction of this
kind has been made in title lists which the
Pentagon sends to Congress, however.

Titles for projects supported by the Office
of Naval Research, the official sald, are writ-
ten "to avold scientific jargon and to express
the Navy's interest in the particular work
being supported.”

He sald he has to “justify these projects
in terms of their potential relevance to the
Navy,” in order to make this relevance “‘clear
to the people who are going to provide the
dollars.”

There is no clear pattern In the way the
titles appear. The nonmilitary title for a
project has sometimes appeared in Pentagon
lists obtained by Sen. J. William Fulbright,
D-Ark, who has put them in the Congres-
sional Record, while a different, military title
for the same project may appear in the sepa-
rate catalogs that were sent to Congress
a vear ago. The reverse also has occurred—
with a military title appearing in lists used
by Senator Fulbright and a nonmilitary title
appearing in the catalogs.

But the military titles are there, and the
effect of some can only be misleading.

A political scientist at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology, Prof. Frederick W.
Frey, sald he was “furious” when he learned
that a major research effort he directed with
Navy support totalling #700,000 had been
labeled the “Impact of Modernization Upon
Future Military Operations.” His own title
was “"Human Factors in Modernization.”

Because the project involved foreign coun-
tries, “we had to show no military applica-
tions,” he said, “and preferably there were
none."”

More than 12,000 projects are supported by
the Pentagon, and titles have been a princi-
pal gulde used by Congress in debating the
military relevance of these activities. Last
Aug. 12, for instance, it was on the basis of
picking out project titles in the soclal and
behavioral sciences that Sen. Mike Mansfield,
D-Mont., the majority leader, questioned the
relevance of certain studies ““to the military
needs of the nation,” This was during a
lengthy floor debate on the involvement of
the Pentagon in many research activities.

Pentagon officials have said the titles were
intended for internal, government use only.
Yet they are unclassified, and—as noted—
some have been published in the Congres-
sional Record, available to all.

Bince the titles glve a military cast to uni-
versity studies, they can make school officials
even more hard-pressed by those who want to
sever campus tles with the Pentagon.

Since the titles also tie scientific work
outside the U.S. to the Pentagon’s “mission,"
they can make this work an easy target for
anti-American feelings. They can even cre-
ate such feelings.

And since the effect of the titles, here in
Washington, is to misinform Congress, they
hamper its ability to judge the nature and
merits of research activities supported by the
Pentagon, and reduce the likelihood that
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Congress will exercise intelligent control over
such activities.

The Defense Department requested author-
ity to spend more than $630 million in sup-
port of scientific studies in the current fiscal
year, but Congress reduced this authority by
$95 million, or 15 per cent, two months ago.
In an effort to restrict military involvement
in science, it also passed a new law, the Mans-
field amendment, saying that the Pentagon
may not spend money for research unless
the work has a “direct and apparent relation-
ship to a specific military function or opera-
tion.”

With this, David Packard, the deputy de-
fense secretary, told Defense research officials
in a memorandum Dec. 3 that "insufficlent
attention has been given to making clear
to the Congress the basis for deciding to
support work in the particular field, and
particularly the connections between rela-
tively basic research and the long-range De-
fense problems and missions which require
such research.”

To comply with the new low, he directed
the officials to take another look at all Pen-
tagon-supported projects and provide *“a
written statement which describes, as clear-
1y and simply as possible, the project or study
and its purpose, together with its direct and
apparent relationship to one or more des-
ignated military functions o. operations.”
The review will be completed this mconth,
Projects which are not relevant to the mili-
tary must be terminated, he sald.

Past results in the Pentagon's practice of
writing military titles for research projects
show that a new, in-house effort to stress the
military nature of projects may have du-
bious value.

Senator Mansfleld, an outspoken critic of
the Pentagon’s nonmilitary research, hailed
Mr. Packard'’s directive at the time and noted
approvingly that the Defense Department
also was asking an outside agency, the Na-
tional Academy of Sclences, to make an in-
dependent review. But the Academy has de-
cided to stand aside for the time being and
let the Pentagon make the “first pass" at
projects, according to Dr. Philip Handler, the
academy’s president.

The high-ranking Defense official, men-
tioned earlier, who allowed himself to be in-
terviewed but did not want his name used,
sald Pentagon experts, rather than outside
sclentists, can best determine the military
relevance of the projects. Pentagon research
directors do not expect university sclentists
to be aware of military problem areas, he
sald.

Echoing this argument, the Navy research
official said “It's assumed that we have better
knowledge of the Navy’'s interest than he
(the sclentist) does.”

The clear implication of these arguments
is that the Pentagon officials a ‘e supporting
the work for reasons best known to them-
selves, and not always fully understood by
the scientists.

The York University professor tried to
speculate about possible “missile reentry”
applications of his work. Such a connection
had "never occurred” to him, he said, adding:
“If I thought that was what it was being
used for, I think I'd quit.”

Another scientist sald “it could be that
somebody honestly thinks"” his research has
an application to missiles. “After all,” he
said, “the technical competence of military
officers is not the same as the technical com-
petence of fulltime scientists.”

What these sclentists are saying suggests
that if Pentagon officlals buy this research
as a contribution to missilry, they are fooling
either themselves—or scientists. And if they
are not really supporting the work in the
interest of missilry, then somebody else is
being fooled.

IT 1S FUNDAMENTAL STUDY

The York University sclentist is Dr. Harold

L. Schiff, a Canadian chemist and dean of the
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sclences faculty, who has conducted a three-

year study called “Kinetics of Atmosphere

Constituents” with U.S. Army support total-

1;13 333.430. The three-year period ends this
pril.

He sald his project is “absolutely funda-
mental research” into the daily and seasonal
variations of “naturally-occurring chemical
reactions” in the upper atmosphere—phe-
nomena such as the aurora and “night air-
glow,” he sald.

He had never heard of the Army title for
his project: “Study of Upper Atmosphere
Reactlons Involving Energy Transfer Between
Species of Importance in Missile Reentry."
This title appears in a catalog of Army proj-
ects prepared in January, 1969, and sent to
Congress.

Dean Schiff called it “an extremely far-
fetched title"” and “a misrepresentation,” and
said it was “probably an artifice.”

He sald It was “certainly not a title which
I have given my approval to.” The chemist
added that he would never sign a contract
if it carried that label. He also felt that the
title was potentially embarrassing. If a stu-
dent editor discovered it and asked him about
it, “I'd have to do some fast talking,” he said.

The scientist at Brown is Dr. Joseph H.
Clarke of the engineering department, who
has received Navy support for a study of
“Radiating and Reacting Gas Dynamics for
Entry of Bodies Into Atmospheres.”

“The work has to do with Mars and the
planets,” Dr. Clarke explained. The research
would apply to “meteors and spacecraft,” but
not to missiles, he sald, “because the temper-
atures and velocities I use are too high.”

He had never heard the Navy title, “Ther-
mally Induced Radiation Fields in Missile
Technology.”

Professor Frey, the political scientist at
MIT's Center for International Studles, said
he discovered inadvertently that the Navy
was calling his ambitious, long-term research
project a study of the “Impact of Moderniza-
tion Upon Future Military Operations.”

We were furious when, on their own hook,
they came up with that title,” he said. This
project, originally called “Human Factors in
Modernization,” was supposed to be a study
of “the dynamiecs of developing socleties,”
using comparative data from seven coun-
tries: the United States, India, Brazil, Italy,
Sweden, the Philippines, and Tanzania.

Professor Frey had hoped to enlist teams
of specialists, both American and foreign, to
work on the project in each of these coun-
tries. They would gather, interpret and coms
pare information about attitudes and bee
havior relating to such matters as illiteracy,
urban migration, the mass media and gove
ernment. In view of these plans, a title linke
ing the work to “future military operations™
of the United States ‘“would have killed us
abroad,” he sald.

Detalled information of this kind is “ur-
gently required,” he believes, “if many vital
development policies are to succeed.”

Professor Frey sald the project was touchy
enough without the money coming from
the Defense Department. The estimated cost
of the five-year project was $4.2 million, and
the only source for that kind of research
money was the Pentagon, he found. To get
foreign participation, however, “we had to
show no military applications,” he said, “and
preferably there were none.”

Professor Frey supposes that the Pentagon
slmply “wanted an in-house title that looked
more relevant to military operations. I think
it’s the kind of thing they do fairly rou-
tinely,” he said.

The project is ending prematurely, after
an expenditure of $700,000, because the De-
fense Department has reduced its support of
foreign studies in recent years.

“I don't know that what we've produced
is worth $700,000,” the political scientist said
frankly. The cut-off means “a lot of waste”

because “there are other things we were
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tooling up to do,” he explained, “and they've
fallen by the wayside.” This included a large
investment in training people to use com=-
puters for the project,

Another political sclentist, Professor
Guenter Lewy of the University of Massachu-
setts, was surprised to hear that his project,
entitled “Religion and Revolution: A Study
in OComparative Politics,” was officially de-
scribed as an effort to “provide empirically
derived conclusions about ideological move-
ments which support insurgency.”

“That’s completely off,” he sald when he
saw this description in the Congressional
Record. “This description is misleading, to
put it mildly. If this is Department of De-
fense language, I can say flatly, I don’t
like it.""

Professor Lewy sald he did not believe the
Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA)
which sponsors his work, “could think or
hope that this kind of research could help
solve any kind of current problems,” and he
added that “counterinsurgency is not my cup
of tea—not that I have anything against it."

Later he stressed that he did not want to
make a major issue of the Pentagon’s lan-
guage; the description might be justified if
the word “revolution” had been used in place
of “insurgency,” he said.

Professor Lewy, & scholar and author whose
special interest is In the field of religiously
motivated political behavior, Is in the fourth
year of the project—a four-year, $69.800 re-
search effort involving several studies fi-
nanced by ARPA. The studies are historical
analyses of “revolutionary situations in
which religion has played a central role."”

Much of the funding in this project, as in
others supported by the Defense Department,
is divided between the university, the prin-
cipal researcher, graduate assistants, over-
head costs, and other expenses.

One of Professor Lewy's studies, “The Atta-
turk Revolution in Turkey,” has been a fa-
vorite target in Senator Fulbright's criticism
of defense-sponsored research. He has cited
the study frequently as an example of proj-
ects having little connection to the Penta-
gon's needs.

Other scientists were less disturbed by the
Pentagon titles on their projects.

Both “Interaction of Drugs with Other
Factors Determining Human Performance,”
and ‘Assessment of Milltary Performance
Enhancement by Drugs” are titles given to a
completed, $139,000 Navy study directed by a
McGill University psychologist in Montreal.
The investigator, Dr, Dalbir Bindra, knew of
the second title.

Since he was studying human faculties of
attention, memory and decision-making, he
considered that “enhancement” of military
performance was “one possible application”
of his research. He said the work was ‘“‘not
related to the military in any immediate
sense,” however. As for the title—"I think it
doesn't represent the facts,” he sald, “but I
don't think it is an embarrassment to me.”

The Navy title for a political sclence study
by Prof. George Guthrie of Pennsylvania
State University Is “Military Implications of
Modernization in the Far East.” A telephone
call to Professor Guthrie disclosed that he
had never heard of this title for his $330,000
study, which covered a three-year period end-
ing last June.

His own title was “Impact of Moderniza-
tlon in the Philippines.” The part about
“military implications" was “not part of the
title,” he said. “It never was. I don't know
where that title came from "

He called his study “the kind of thing that
people in all phases of government, includ-
ing the military, should look at. And I think
it has implications for the Defense Depart-
ment,” he said, “otherwise, they wouldn’t
support it.” But he added: “I haven't writ-
ten a report that would bear that title.”

Professor Guthrie sald he had done much
of his research in the Philippines. Asked If
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the Pentagon's military title for the project
would have been an embarrassment there,
he sald, “Yes, it would have been, Some of
my Philippine colleagues would have been
reluctant to participate.”

These examples came to light in a check of
relatively few projects, based mostly in New
England and Canada. The Defense Depart-
ment supports hundreds upon hundreds of
projects at universities In all parts of the
United States, and in 44 other countries.
There is no telling how many more titles are
at variance with the sclentists’ own defini-
tion of thelr research—or how much the
variance would be a source of their embar-
rassment and dismay.

[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening Bul-
letin, Feb. 24, 1970]
THE SCIENTIST AND THE MILITARY: NEW Law
MAY HaLT RESEARCH—II
(By Douglas C. Wilson)

“The study was ‘to determine the psycho-
logical differences between sailors who had
been tattooed once, sailors who had been
tattooed more than once, sailors who had
never been tattooed but wished they had,
and sailors who hadn't been tattooed and
didn’t want to be.' "—Admiral Rickover.

WasHINGTON.—A Canadian scientist wrote
to the student newspaper at McGill Univer-
sity in Montreal a few months ago to explain,
light-heartedly, his “personal contacts with
the U.S. war machine.”

“It is patently obvious,” he wrote, “that
my work was not of military value, unless
of course they have dropped my collected
works on Hanoi or somewhere, which would
be, I suppose, a shrewd blow against inter-
national communism."

The scientist was Dr. Richard Stevenson,
director of McGill’s Magnet Laboratory. He
referred to his research in magnets, which
has received support from the U.S. Office of
Naval Research (ONR).

In testimony before Congress, the Navy's
own gadfiy-in-uniform, Vice Adm. Hyman
G. Rickover, once spoke derlsively of another
Navy-sponsored research project involving
submarine sailors at New London, Conn. The
study, he said, was “to determine the psycho-
logical differences between sallors who had
been tattooed once, sallors who had been tat-
tooed more than once, sailors who had
never heen tattooed but wished they had
and sallors who hadn’'t been tattooed and
didn’t want to be.”

If congressmen laughed at the time, the
laughing is over. They have passed a new,
40-word law designed to end Pentagon sup-
port of research projects which have little
or no military value—whether these are
valid scientific studies, like Dr. Stevenson's,
or dubious projects like that at New
London.

The new law, called the Mansfield Amend-
ment, prohibits the Defense Department
from supporting any research that does not
have “a direct and apparent relationship to
& specific military function or operation.”

If a rigid interpretation of this language
is enforced, it will have a serious impact at
all of the country’s leading universities,
where defense agencies provide major sup-
port for sclence.

But defense officlals have recently made
it clear to Mr. Mansfield that they do not
plan to reduce their research as much as
he and others in Congress appear to expect.
While congressmen meant to enact a strict
law, to bring about a major reform of the
Pentagon's activities, it is now obvious that
the Pentagon plans to interpret the law as
permissively as possible, making minimal
changes in its research program.

The Pentagon supports university research
in science at the level of 250-million dollars
a year. This goes to support 5,500 research
and development contracts at 260 institu-
tions—including Brown University and the
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University of Rhode Island, where the an-
nual defense outlay totals more than 4
million dollars.

The Defense Department’s total spending
for outside scientific research in recent years
has been between 500 and 600 million dollars
annually.

Almost all of the University contracts give
salary support to professors and graduate
students. A strict enforcement of the Mans-
field Amendment would force a sharp cut-
back in these projects and reduce graduate
school enrollments across the country.

It would probably hurt faculty slzes as
well.

One measure of the problem was calculated
by a worrled sclentist at Brown University.
In his department alone, he said, the new
law could mean the loss of about 20 graduate
students out of 90, along with two or three
faculty members.

He said he's afraid the new law “will
throw the universities into a tailspin.” It
already has placed demands on scientists at
some institutions.

The long-range impact of the Mansfield
Amendment will depend, however, on a cur-
rent test of wills between Congress and the
Pentagon.

Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield,
D-Mont, has suggested that “some of the
abuse that is being heaped upon the De-
fense Department in recent times can be
traced to the involvement of the Defense
Department In matters more far-reaching
than its mission or needs really require.
The sponsorship of non-mission oriented re-
search . . , is a clear example of this over
extension.”

He said the amendment “expresses a clear
policy of Congress to reduce this dependency
by the scientific community on the De-
partment of Defense.”

A strict interpretation of the Mansfleld
Amendment was intended by Congress. On
the House side, the armed services commit-
tee endorsed the limitation and warned that
it meant to interpret the law “in the narrow=-
est sense.”

Senator Mansfield and the other senator
most responsible for the new law, J. Willlam
Fulbright, D-Ark, say it should rule out
Pentagon support for many current pro-
grams, especially in the area of basic re-
search. They have estimated that, altogether,
more than 400 million dollars in projects
now funded by the Pentagon, including
many at wuniversities, would be brought
into question by the new law.

In discussing the amendment, they have
suggested that it would rule out defense
support for most basic research because basic
research cannot have “a direct and appar-
ent relationship to a specific military fune-
tion or operation.”

Before the Senate passed the amendment,
Senator Fulbright said that basic research,
in his view, “Is the type of research we would
expect to be done in a graduate school at
Harvard or Yale or Princeton, and so on,
generally. It is sometimes called pure sci-
ence. It has nothing specific in mind.”

And Senator Mansfield has sald that basic
research, “by definition, cannot be closely,
directly and visibly linked to a given need or
problem."”

The senators say it also would be difficult
to justify many other Pentagon projects in
areas which might be considered as applied
research.

But Pentagon officlals disagree with this
view. Much basic research, they insist, is
directly relevant to the needs of the military,
and they estimate the Mansfield Amendment
will force them to drop less than 85 million-
dollars in Pentagon research spending, the
amount Congress already has cut from their
fiscal 1970 budget for sclence.

Pentagon officlals claim that approxi-
mately 100 million of the 250 million dollars
that they spend annually for campus re-
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search goes to support applled rather than
basic science. One high-ranking defense of-
ficial also stressed in a recent interview that
basic research can be tied to given military
problems. He cited the example of research
into the basic chemistry of boron, used in
propellants, which could sharply reduce the
cost of producing these fuels.

In broader terms, a similar argument is
made by the leading congressional champion
of U.S. scientists, Rep. Emilio O. Daddario,
D-Conn., who fears the Mansfield Amend-
ment may cause severe damage to American
science,

“Mission-oriented agencies have a respon-
sibility—an obligation—to conduct a certain
amount of basic research,” he contends, be-
cause they need it “to innovate in the ap-
plied area" and “meet future needs.”

Pentagon officials who share this view-
point told the U.S. General Accounting Of-
fice in a letter of Dec. 16 that the total cost
of projects “failing to comply” with the
Mansfleld Amendment would be “signifi-
cantly” less than the 956 million cutback
already imposed.

Thus, while those who backed the amend-
ment in Congress appeared to seek an end
to Pentagon involvement in research total-
ing far more than 95 million dollars, the
Pentagon has no intention of doing this.

New budget proposals for fiscal 1971, ap-
proved by the Nixon administration, show
that Pentagon officials hope to maintain the
current level of research spending by asking
Congress for 585-million dollars.

The General Accounting Office has indi-
cated to Senator Mansfield that the Pentagon
view would be hard to challenge. In a letter
of Dec. 24, it told him it “seems unlikely”
that the amendment “will have a significant
impact on the amount of research sponsored
by the Defense Department.”

A scientist at Brown, Dr. Gerald Heller of
the engineering department, described the
situation accurately In a recent interview
when he sald “the Defense Department
doesn't want things to change, and the ques-
tion Is how much pressure Congress is going
to exert.”

The fate of many scientific programs de-
pends on the answer.

Brown University received 90.75-million
dollars in federal support for science in fisecal
1969, and 2.79-million dollars of the
amount—more than 28 per cent—came from
defense agencies. The University of Rhode Is-
land received 4.75-milllon dollars in federal
research funds during the same year, with
1.26-million dollars—more than 26 per cent—
being supplied by the Pentagon.

Much of this support is concentrated in
one area at each university—1.36 million dol-
lars a year in material sclences at Brown,
and $70,000 a year in marine sciences at URI.

These projects and others llke them, at
other universities, appear llkely to survive
the first application of the new law, which
is now being made by the Pentagon. But
Congress isn’t out of the picture, and Sen.
Mansfield for one, sald he will keep close
watch on how the law is applied.

If Congress follows through with its orig-
inal determination to cut most of the tles
between the Pentagon and basic research, the
programs at Brown and URI, which are essen-
tially basic, could be among the many
casualties.

A prominent Harvard psychologist, Dr. Ed-
win B. Newman, notes that the Mansfield
Amendment could lead to “a far more radi-
cal reorientation of the government's re-
search policy than anything which has hap-
pened in recent times.”

“You don't sharpen up a sword that sharp
and not have it cut somebody,” he ob-
served.

Ever since World War II, the Pentagon’s
research agencles have been a major source
of financial support for American science.
This support mushroomed after Russia
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launched the first Sputnik in 1857. Now
scientists naturally want the government
to continue supporting them in the style
to which they're accustomed.

Many scientists agree that research money
might more properly come from -civilian
agencies, like the National Science Foun-
dation; but they fear Congress is not about
to make up for the research money it cuts
down from the defense budget by increasing
the money for sclence in other federal
agencies.

The fear is justified. Along with cutting 95-
million dollars from the defense research
budget, Congress also slashed 40-milllon dol-
lars from the fiscal 1970 request of the Na-
tional Science Foundation,

Understandably, therefore, university sci-
entists tend to side with the Pentagon in de-
fense of the status quo. The Pentagon, after
all, has been a generous provider, dispensing
grants with very few strings attached.

The M.IT. sclentist observed that univer-
sity scientists “are now in the crossfire” bhe-
tween Congress and the Pentagon on this is-
sue. He said the military relevance of his
own defense-supported project is open to
question, but the Mansfield Amendment
makes him “gun-shy” about saying so, “and
I wouldn't want to be quoted,” he sald.

The Mansfield Amendment has suddenly
made many scientists “gun-shy,” and they
are now reluctant to say—as Dr. Stevenson
said three months ago—that their work has
no military value.

In fact, the new law has sent some campus
research administrators scrambling to justify
current scientific studies supported by the
Pentagon. Defense officlals say that they,
and not the university scientists, have the
expertise necessary to make the final decision
about each project. But they have asked
sclentists to help them establish military
relevance in some of the more doubtful cases.

The scramble to justify military support
has occupled scientists at M.I.T.'s National
Magnet Laboratory for more than a month.
More Defense Department research money
goes to M.IT. than to any other univer-
sity. The Pentagon’s support for on-campus
research there totaled 17 milllon in fiseal
1969, when it also supplied more than 100
million to M.I.T.'s off-campus laboratories.

Of these, probably the most esoteric is the
magnet laboratory, which receives 2.4-mil-
lion-dollars in annual basic research money
from the Air Force.

Dr. Donald Stevenson, assistant director
of the laboratory, sald recently that the
Mansfield Amendment has caused “a very
serious situation.” He wouldn't guess at the
outcome: “A lot depends on who’s deter-
mining relevancy,” he sald.

For the moment, the judge is the Penta-
gon, where one research official estimated,
in December, that up to 20 per cent of the
work at the laboratory ($480,000 a year)
might be threatened.

The Defense Department has asked labora-
tory officials to help with the review of their
work. “A few of our programs were said to be
nonrelevant,” Dr. Stevenson reported.

The Pentagon was not satisfied with the
first, “very hurried description” of projects
which the laboratory officlals wrote, so “re-
vised descriptions of all our programs" were
submitted, he said. “We're hopeful that we
did a better job.”

Another person with his fingers crossed is
Dr. Heller at Brown, who coordinates the
university’s program in material sciences.
This program, supported by the Defense De-
partment’'s Advanced Research Projects
Agency (ARPA), involves separate research
activities by nearly 50 scientists in five de-
partments—physics, engineering, applied
mathematics, chemistry and geology. About
£300,000 of the 1.36 milllon In this year's
ARPA support of the program helps to pay
salaries of the faculty participants, and a
similar amount supports 55 graduate stu-
dents.
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“I think that for the good of the country,
the Defense Department has to support basic
research,” Dr. Heller said In a recent inter-
view, “They can't afford not to. Applied
sclence goes down the drain if there’s no good
basic science to back it up.

"And you never know what may grow out
of this,” he added. “People are interested in
stress waves through metals, for instance.
It's not applied research—yet the conse-
quences of such research could lead to de-
velopments, say, in armor-piercing”

At URI, oceanographers have not been
asked to justify the Navy's support for their
work. The Office of Naval Research (ONR)
supports marine sciences at URI with about
$700,000 a year. Most of this goes to the
Charles J, Fish Oceanographic Laboratory at
the Narragansett Bay campus. It includes
more than $200,000 for the lab’s research
vessel, Trident, covering about half of the
Trident’s annual operating cost.

Although the connection between oceanog-
raphy and the Navy is obvious, many marine
studies lack any direct relationship to “a
specific military function or operation.”

As interpreted by the Pentagon, however,
the Mansfield Amendment apparently will
not hurt marine activities at URI, nor at
larger, Navy-backed laboratorles at Woods
Hole, Mass., and the University of Callfornia.

Perhaps the reason was best explained
recently by Willlam Hansen, a young British
graduate student engaged in $28,000-a-year,
Navy-supported oceanographic studies at Mc-
Gill, in Montreal.

“Navies are the senior service in every
way,” he sald. “It's the Navies that gave us
charts of the oceans. And all mariners—
whether or not they're Navy men, have
tremendous spirit of kinship, Anything to do
with the sea concerns them. It seems very
traditional that the Navy studies anything
of sclentific interest that has to do with the
ocean. In all the standard journals, you'll
find that 60 per cent of the oceanographic
studies got sufiport from the ONR.”

A “spirit of kinship” has developed over
the years between military research agencies
and science generally. Congress may yet suc-
ceed In breaking up the military-scientific
complex. Buf the job, at the moment, looks
tougher than splitting the atom.

A STATEMENT ON EVERY PROJECT'S MILITARY
ROLE

To meet the requirements of the Mansfield
Amendment, Deputy Defense Secretary David
Packard has ordered Pentagon officlals to pre-
pare a written statement for each Defense-
supported research project, showing its rela-
tionship to “a specific military function or
operation.”

He sald they have given “insufficient atten-
tion,” in the past, to showing Congress why
they need this research.

Statements of relevance are required as a
standard practice by the Canadian Defense
Board, which also spends money for sclentific
research.

In Canada, the sclentists themselves are
asked to Indicate the military relevance of
proposed research at the time they apply for
support. But neither the officials nor the
sclentists take the requirement very seri-
ously.

The Canadian practice was described by
Dr. Harold I. Schiff, dean of the sciences
faculty at York University in Toronto, in a
recent interview. He knows this procedure
from the inside, because he serves on an
academic review panel which screens the ap-
plications.

“You read these paragraphs and you're
really amused at how far-fetched some of
them can be,” he reported. “It's obvious that
someone has had to sit around for half a day
to dream up some far-fetched relationship.”

According to Dean Schiff, panelists reject a
propeoeal on this basis only when they think
“it would be a laughing-stock if it got into
the press.” The panel approves about 50 per
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cent of the proposals, judging nearly all of
them on their scientific merit alone.

“The vast majority of them have very
tenuous relationships to the military,” he
said, and the Defense Board accepts the
panel’'s recommendations almost without ex-
ception.

Asked why statements of relevance are de-
manded in the first place, Dean Schiff said
he assumes they're required as protection
against anyone who might criticize this kind
of nonmilitary spending by the Defense
Board.

[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening Bulle-
tin, Feb. 25, 1970]

THE SCIENTIST AND THE MILITARY: THEY Say
THE PENTAGON IS RoOT OF MONEY, BUT FEW
App oF EviL—III

(By Douglas C. Wilson)

WasHINGTON.—Looking out from their
university laboratories, many sclentists in
recent years have had reason to regard the
Pentagon as the root of all money—or a
major source of it.

Very few of them call it an evil. The De-
fense Department provides some of the lead-
ing universities in this country with up to
a third or more of all their federal support
for scientific research.

Today, however, more and more students,
professors and others—including some U.S.
senators—think this is wrong.

One of the senators is J. Willlam Ful-
bright, D-Ark., the unrelenting critic of
Pentagon influence, who sees a conilict “be-
tween the role of the academician as a teach-
er and independent thinker, and as a hireling
of the Defense Department.”

Other critics might drop the word “hire-
ling." It's a fighting word. But they agree
with the senator’s baslc view that the ‘“‘de-
pendence of colleges and universities on De-
fense Department largesse is not a healthy
situation.” :

The Issue is hard to judge specially in the
case of nonmilitary research supported by
the Pentagon.

Dr. Lee A. DuBridge, the White House sci-
ence adviser, sald a year ago he disagrees
with those who say that universities should
not accept any research support from the
Department of Defense.

“Many agencles within defense have for
many years been supporting in a fine and
intelligent way excellent baslc research proj-
ects In physics, chemistry, astronomy, math-
ematics, aeronautics, and other fields without
any visible relationship to weapons work,”
he observed, “and without any restriction on
full publication of results.”

A professor at the University of Massachu-
setts, Guenter Lewy, has recelved Defense
Department money for nonmilitary studies
in history and political sclence for the last
three and a half years. He expresses a view
held by other grant recipients when he says:
“This 1s the kind of thing that I would do
anyway. This is my research, not the De-
fense Department’s. I am not a hireling. It
is research that any academic would do.”

Members of 7Tongress say that Pentagon
money is Pentagon influence, however, While
they accept the Pentagon's right to buy re-
search in defense problems, many want to
reduce the military's influence in areas that
are essentially nonmilitary.

To accomplish this, Congress recently
passed the Mansfield amendment, which pro-
hibits the Defense Department from support-
ing nonmilitary research.

Senate Majority Leader Mike Mansfield,
D-Mont., sald that his amendment “‘expresses
a clear policy of Congress to reduce this de-
pendency by the sclentific community on
the Department of Defense.'”

Ironically, his amendment could have the
effect of satisfying the critics In Congress
without placating the critics on campus. In
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fact, 1t may actually increase campus attacks
on defense-supported research,

Many sclentists agree that the new law
damng them elther way: If they say their
work is not related to specific needs of the
military, they may lose their support. If they
say it is related, the critics of military activi-
ties on the campus will take this as all the
more reason to attack it. “If we claim too
much relevance for our research, then we
aggravate the radicals,” one scientist said.

A research officer at one of the smaller Ivy
League universities has chosen to duck the
problem, at least for the time being. He sald
he provided Pentagon officials with state-
ments they requested, relating to more than
a million dollars’ worth of research to mili-
tary interests. He sald a valid relationship
could be shown and was.

But he said he deliberately kept no copies
of the statements because they could fall
into the hands of students who might then
attack the projects as “warmongering.”

He did not even clear the statements with
all of the faculty researchers involved, he
added, because some of them might have
raised objections to anything attributing a
military side to their work.

In the short run, therefore, the Mansfield
amendment Is adding to the academic
dilemma,

To decide whether the longer-range effect
of this law may resolve other, more insidious
dilemmas, one must decide whether it is, in
fact, harmful for academic scientists to de-
pend on the Pentagon for support of essen-
tially nonmilitary research.

While university people differ about the
degree of the harm and some insist there's
no harm at all, most of them agree on the
standard to be applied. They agree that a
spirit of open inquiry is essential at uni-
versities. If there is one yardstick they use
to determine what is good for universities,
it Is academic freedom—the freedom to ex-
plore and discuss problems without con-
straint,

Whatever abridges this freedom is con-
sidered bad for students, bad for teachers,
and bad for universities.

On this score, secret research has been a
particular sore point. The Pentagon has re-
allzed this and reduced its classification of
defense-supported campus research. At one
time, elght per cent of the Pentagon's uni-
versity projects were classified. This Is now
below four per cent.

But many critics of Pentagon support for
research say it is harmful even when proj-
ects are not classified, because it damages the
universities’ freedom and character, A lead-
ing critic of Defense money at the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, Prof. Noam
A. Chomsky, argues that ties to the Penta-
gon are detrimental because “academic free-
dom is violated, not ensured, when the uni-
versity merely bends to the will of outside
forces.”

Professor Chomsky and others also argue
that the Pentagon’s science-subsidy is bad
for science because it bullds up defense-
oriented science to the neglect of other
sclentific and technological needs which are
becoming more urgent—needs in transpor-
tatlon, protection of the environment, and
other domestic areas.

A former assistant director of the U.S.
Budget Bureau, Willlam D. Carey, has ob-
served that the Cold War forced American
sclence to evolve “not as a distinet function
of balanced social goals but rather as a con-
tented agent of other political ends, chiefly
national defense, space and nuclear tech-
nology."

Until recently, one “contented agent” was
M.LT., but now there is increasing criticism
on that campus. Part of this censure has
been voiced by an M.IT. student in manage-
ment, George N. Eatslaficas.

“By working almost solely for the mill-
tary,” he asserts, “M.I.T. has trained its stu-
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dents in military technology and thereby
induced them to continue in defense work
after graduation. In addition, by accepting
military contracts, M.LT. inculcates in its
students a positive attitude concerning war
research, Instead of focusing on militaristic
concerns, M.I.T. should be preparing its stu-
dents to confront a far broader spectrum of
problems.”

Many scientists agree that there should
be new priorities. But they disagree with the
argument that Pentagon money damages
their academic freedom. Some even protest
that the biggest threat to their freedom
comes from the crities, rather than the Pen-
tagon.

A political scientist at Yale, Prof. Bradford
Westerfield, states the first point very flatly:
‘“None of us is committed to working for the
Defense Department as such,” he said, “They
have not made the slightest effort to dictate
what we were doing at any point. If we ever
felt we were being manipulated, the rela-
tionship would be terminated.”

He and three other Yale political scien-
tists are engaged in studies that the Pen-
tagon supports with $108,000 a year. Most
of their research is in problems of inter-
national alliances.

The threat posed by the critics is seen
by Professor Lewy and others. Campus radi-
cals at the University of Massachusetts have
erroneously linked Professor Lewy's own
work—a study of revolutions—to the Penta-
gon's interest in counterinsurgency.

“That’s not my cup of tea,” he said. “But
if a professor wants to do counterinsurgency,
that’s his business. We fought long and hard
in this country for academic freedom, and I
deeply resent self-appointed vigllantes com-
ing to tell me what I cannot do. I will fight
1t.”

A Canadian scientist, Dr. Harold I. Schiff
of York University, shares much of this feel-
ing. Protests, in the long run, may be coun-
terproductive, he says, because “sclentists
may give up and go elsewhere, finding that
the universities are no longer the havens
of freedom they once were.”

Certainly much of the criticism, especially
by student radicals, is implied guilt by as-
soclation: The Pentagon's activities in Viet-
nam are wrong, so it is wrong—the radicals
say—for sclentists to have ties with the Pen-
tagon.

The anti-war argument carries its main
force against weapons research, But the argu-
ment about academic freedom is directed
against all Pentagon research. It is subtler
and harder to grasp.

There is no question that academic seci-
ence depends heavily upon the Pentagon
for support:

University scientists now depend on the
Pentagon for 250-million dollars a year. This
money supplies them with laboratory equip-
ment, research assistants, and often a large
part of their own salaries. In one project
alone—the material sciences program at
Brown University—it provides 50 faculty
students with about 300,000 a year in salary
support.

Three members of the Brown faculty draw
76 per cent of their pay from the Pentagon,
while others are subsidized as much as 50
per cent.

Recent interviews with candid people like
Professors Lewy and Westerfleld brought as-
surances that their ties with the Pentagon
do not bend them to “the will of outside
forces."”

Other interviews gave a different picture,
however. In ways which are usually unwrit-
ten, and often not acknowledged, the tle
between scientists and Pentagon resources
has placed many sincere individuals under
subtle constraints.

This was clear even in the way some
scientists took advantage of the ground rules
allowed in interviews. The spirit of open
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inquiry, dear especially to science, was often
compromised by a protective anonymity.

Nine, or exactly half of the scientists inter-
viewed in recent visits to seven American and
Canadian universities, did not want certain
comments attributed to them. Four of them
did not want to be quoted by name at al

These scientists agreed to be counted, but
they did not want to stand up.

One scientist went “off-the-record” simply
to say he agrees with many Americans who
believe the Pentagon has too large an in-
fluence in American society.

Another scientist said he did not want his
name or project to appear in the papers.
The work was unclassified, and it cost tax-
payers more than $60,000. But he said pub-
licity might endanger the project unless the
Pentagon was allowed to clear it in advance,

Such men do not say, in so many words,
that they hesitate to bite the military hand
that feeds them, Instead, they merely excuse
themselves: “I am a sclentist, not a politi-
clan,"” they say.

Other constraints appeared, too.

A geologist had no hesitation about dis-
cussing the immediate aspects of his research
in seismology, currently supported by a
$70,000 grant from the Air Force. These as-
pects were clearly humanitarian. At the same
time, the scientist noted that his work had
other applications, of more interest to the
military.

What were they?

“I'd rather not say,” he replied firmly. “I
try to stay away from what they (the mili-
tary) do. I don't like to know.”

Like his colleagues, he's dolng what he
wants to do, and the work is valuable. But it
is not open to full and candid inquiry. (“Like
Lord Nelson,” another sclentist acknowl-
edged, '‘you sometimes clap your glass to your
sightless eye.”)

Another professor emphasized that his
work was never classified. He proved it by
handing out a copy of his final report, Yet
& constraint appeared on the last page, where
he told Army officials he hoped to publish
some of his findings: The articles, he as-
sured them, would first be sent to the Army
“for checking, before such manusecripts are
submitted to the journals.”

Another subtle form of influence is possible
at the very inception of scientific research
projects. The Pentagon is known to be a
mafjor source of money for large sclentific
Investigations, Demand for this money is
great, and competition increases the tempta-
tlon to make proposals as attractive to the
money-dispensing agencies as possible.

Sclentists answer that they are proposing
work they would like to do no matter where
the money comes from.

Referring to Brown University's Defense-
supported program in material sciences, Dr.
Gerald Heller of the engineering department
sald, “We judge the work only on its scien-
tific merits, We don't try to pick out any
subjects that look to be more directly rele-
vant than others.”

But he added that “a professor writing a
proposal is certainly going to color his pro-
posal to the thinking of the person who's
giving out the money. Otherwise, he's not
going to get the money.

“It’s the same if you write a proposal for
the National Institutes of Health: you will
color your proposal. This would be true no
matter what the source is,” he said.

An engaging scientist in Montreal indicated
that a certain amount of gamesmanship is
involved: “We're very skilled in means of
getting search funds to do Just what we
want to do,” he saild.

Other sclentists feel that they can’t al-
ways do “just what they want to do,” once
a project is agreed to, however. Prof. Frederic
W. Frey, a political sclentist at M.I.T. makes
this point:

“You may know what they want,” he sald,
“and usually they're talking about such large
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amounts of money that you bend over back-
ward.”

Professor Frey found, to his chagrin, that
his own Pentagon research contract led to
serious constraints. He obtained Pentagon
support for a seven-nation suvey of “Human
Factors in Modernization.”

As he and other political scientists began
to set up the program, he sald, the Pentagon
vetoed plans to use the funds in one country
after another.

“Finally we were saying the hell with it,"”
he related. “I would rather have spent those
two years rather more productively. Being in-
volved in the whole hassle leaves a bad taste
in your mouth.”

The Pentagon reduced its support of over-
seas research to help restore the U.S. balance-
of-payments. But it also curtalled this ac-
tivity in response to congressional criticism—
showing one of the ways in which Con=-
gress, itself, i1s a major source of constraint.

A few sclentists even regard Senator Mans-
field’s new concern about the Pentagon's in-
fluence on campus as unwelcome meddling,

Dr. Edwin B. Newman, a psychologist at
Harvard, recently was angered by a report
that Senator Mansfield's office agreed to have
“The Cambridge Project”—a joint Harvard-
M.LT. research program—evaluated by the
General Accounting Office (GAO). The GAO
was to see if Pentagon support for this pro-
gram would be ruled out by the Mansfield
Amendment,

“It's just plain legislative blackmail,” Dr.
Newman declared. “At what point does one
senator have a right to assert his own defini-
tion of what's allowed, and then send investi-
gators around to harass people in univer-
sitles and see whether they conform?”

The Cambridge Project, nlckednamed
“Cam,” 1s an ambitious and costly effort to
develop better computer methods for be-
havioral science. It will cost 1.5-million-dol-
lars a year in Pentagon funds. The GAO in-
formed Senator Mansfield after a recent ini-
tial check on the project that the Pentagon
is convinced it meets the requirements of
the Mansfield Amendment.

Because of the amendment’s restrictions,
other sclentists who consider their work to
be nonmilitary are now reluctant to say so.

One university laboratory director even sald
the Mansfield Amendment might lead his
center to change the nature of its research,
to avold cuts in Pentagon funding. “We may
have to change the items that are supported
by these funds or run the risk of losing
them,"” he explained.

At the same time. many scientists also say
that the Mansfield Amendment may be ben-
eficial in the long run, because it may realign
the pattern of support so that the “civillan”
fleld of sclence is tied to civilian agencles.

Perhaps the clearest sign that sclentists
themselves question Pentagon support is
the frequency with which they say they
would rather get the money from somewhere
else.

‘“We would rather have our money from
the National Science Foundation or from
the National Institutes of Health," says Prof.
John O. Edwards, a chemist at Brown, ex-
pressing the general view. “But there's little
chance that they'll take over where the
Defense Department is being cut back.” (The
National Science Foundation was able to
spend only $186 million for campus research
in the last complete fiscal year, compared
with the Pentagon's $250-million investment
in this activity.)

Professor Frey says bluntly that the con-
gressional critics “are utterly hypocritical be-
cause they kill the Defense Department sup-
port for research and do not offer any replace-
ment.”

Senator Mansfield has emphasized that “as
sponsor of this amendment, I can clearly
state that there was no Intention on the part
of the Congress when it enacted this section
into law, of depriving the scientific com-
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munity of proper funding for valid research
projects.”

If this is so, and if Congress holds the
Pentagon to a strict application of the
amendment, many scientists will expect Con-
gress to appropriate more for the govern-
ment’s nonmilitary research agencles in the
years ahead.

About the time that the Senate passed the
Mansfield Amendment, the House passed a
different, more controversial amendment of
its own. It would have required the Defense
Department to provide Congress with a be-
havior report on each university before the
Pentagon awarded research money to the
institution.

The report was to give “the record of the
school, college or university with regard to
cooperation on military matters such as the
Reserve Officer Training Corps and military
recruiting on its campus.”

The House armed services committee,
ruled by its arch-reactionary chairman, L.
Mendel Rivers, D-SC, sald it wanted the law
because “research projects should be placed
in universities which are cooperating fully
with the Department of Defense in the
national defense efforts."”

This provision was tantamount to a bribe,
and obviously a threat to academic freedom.
The amendment was killed in a Senate-House
conference.

This attitude is a backlash against recent
campus debate over hard military research,
a debate which has raged at several uni-
versities for the last year and a half.

Although most weapons-related research
is done in “off~campus” laboratories, radicals
who are angered by the war have made this
kind of research their principal target. They
have attacked “weaponeering” at one uni-
versity after another.

The controversy has been especially heated
at two leading centers for work of this
gind—M.I.T. and Stanford University.

At M.IT. one articulate graduate stu-
dent in science, Jonathan Kabat, has voiced
the concern of many students:

Weapons research, he says, is incompatible
with the main purpose of a university—
which seeks “to establish reason and under-
standing as the fundamental principles for
human activity and interaction."”

On this basis, university people tend to
oppose violence in their affairs—whether it
is student violence aimed against weapons
research or weapons research itself, which
provides the tools for international violence.

Still others are not so sure.

A chemist at Brown, Prof. John O. Ed-
wards, agrees that "most academic people
don’'t want to be in a position where they
could hurt anybody else.”

In past years, he has worked on antidotes
to chemical warfare agents under contracts
with the Army’s Edgewood Arsenal Research
Laboratories in Maryland.

“I have no reason to believe that any of
the things I worked on could be used to
increase a war capability,” he sald emphat-
fcally. “I have never been asked even to
hint what might be a poison. They were in-
terested In antidotes.

But he hesitates to condemn fellow sci-
entists who work on projects related to other,
more conventional weapons.

Other scientists are more positive in de-
fending weapons research, saying—as Pro-
fessor Edwards suggests—that weapons are
needed to protect freedom, including aca-
demic freedom.

At a gathering of scientists last Decem-
ber, Dr. Charles W. Schilling of George Wash-
ington University put it succinctly:

“To be successful, universities require free-
dom. To insure freedom, national defense
requires the advanced technology often pio-
neered by universities. This is the simple,
strong, mutual bond about which there
should be little debate.”




8326

Similarly, Dr. DuBridge, the White House
sclence adviser, reminded a University of
Chicago audience last year that “during
World War I and World War II, the scien-
tists and engineers of this nation did a tre-
mendous service to their country and the
free world.

“If we had allowed military research and
development to come to a halt after World
War II," he added, “or if we allow it to
come to & halt now, we would now or soon
be in very grave danger indeed. A weak or
disarmed America would be an invitation to
the destruction of the free world. This will
continue to be the case until firm disarma-
ment agreements are reached—which we all
hope will be soon."”

Like others who seek disarmament, how-
ever, many scientists believe that military
research and development have already gone
too far. This feellng is strongest among
young people—including tomorrow's sclen-
tific and technological experts.

Two months ago, an opinion poll at M.I.T.
showed that 76 per cent of the undergrad-
uate and graduate students who voted in the
poll disapprove of the university’s Defense
contracts for work on the conftroversial
MIRV missile system.

The poll also indicated that a majority of
students would like to see one of M.IT.s
defense contract center, the Instrumentation
Laboratory, “converted” to non-defense re-
search actlvities.

A campus “Review Panel on Special Labo-
ratories,” led by faculty members, recoms-
mended last fall that work in thils laboratory
and M.I.T.’s other major research center, the
Lincoln Laboratory, be diversified to include
more nonmilitary projects “devoted to the
major problems of soclety.” Panel members
felt that “a university role in defense re-
search Is appropriate,” but they agreed that
the institute’s involvement in the develop-
ment of certain offensive weapon systems
had been highly inappropriate.

At Stanford University, the movement
against weapons research became a frontal
assault last year when militants selzed a
laboratory at the Stanford Research Insti-
tute (SRI) and held it for nine days.

The SRI scientists finally announced they
would quit “rather than submit to control of
their work by some outside morals commit-
tee,” In the words of SRI president Charles
Anderson.

Stanford and SRI have agreed, since then,
to let the institute become an independent
research center, entlrely divorced from the
university.

Many scientists think that far from being
a satisfactory solution, such a falllng apart
between the university community and de-
fense research is bad for the country.

Dr. Philip Handler, president of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, believes with
others that the “external sclentific commu-
nity"” provides the Defense Department with
invaluable “advice and monitoring.”

“We must be certain that we do not
totally separate the military from the best
of American sclence,” he told the Journal-
Bulletin. “We still require a Defense Depart-
ment, and as long as we do, there's an obli-
gation to see that It has access to the best
brains in the country.”

[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening

Bulletin, Feb. 26, 1970]

THE SCIENTIST AND THE MILITARY: TRIP TO A
“THINK TANK"—IV
(By Douglas C. Wilson)

WasHINGTON —One of the country’s biggest
military “think tanks" is perched on a hilltop
in Virginia, less than 10 miles from the Pen-
tagon.

A tank, of course, can be an aquarium of
sorts—and this particular thought center,
the Research Analysis Corp., almost gives
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that first impression. Lush, tropical plants
fill the glass-enclosed entrance to the build-
ing, creating an air of serenity.

The atmosphere is disarming—perhaps by
design. For the Research Analysis Corpora-
tion, known as “RAC,” actually is tight with
security. It takes more clearance to get be-
yond the reception desk, here than it does
at the Pentagon, where strangers come and
go as they like.

Each visitor signs a register at RAC and
records his citizenship, time-of-arrival, and
the nature of his mission: ‘classified” or
“unclassified.”

Then he is given a colored name tag,
marked “Escort Required,” and someone
comes to lead him inside.

The Pentagon relies heavily on the research
done by RAC and 15 other think tanks—of-
ficially called “federal contract research cen-
ters”"—and it supports their wide range of
activities with many millions of dollars.

In fiscal 1969, the Defense Department
poured 263-million dollars into “tanks" like
RAC. The Pentagon also gave out large con-
tracts to many other research corporations,
buying everything from hard chemistry in
gas warfare to speculative studies of what
the United States might do if Israel should
suddenly decide, in 1972, to unleash 20-to-50
kiloton atomic weapons against the Arabs.

The prestigious Arthur D. Little Corp. of
Cambridge, Mass., is one company that pro-
vided the Defense Department with know-
how in the development of “incapacitating”
chemical warfare agents in recent years. The
general public has known little or nothing
about this Arthur D. Little program, a 81,-
091,300 research effort which lasted from
January, 1965, until November of last year.

The company has not gone out of its way
to publicize this activity. To be sure, the
work was only a small fraction of Little's
many ongoing activities, which are mostly
nonmilitary, When asked about it, however,
company officials frankly acknowledge the
chemical warfare research.

They say they cannot give details of the
work, which are secret, but they confirm two
unclassified project titles listed by the Army
Chief of Research and Development: “Feasi-
bility Studies in Chemical Agents,” and
“Search for New Incapacitating Agents.”

One Army manual on chemical agents de-
scribes two groups of incapacitants: “psycho-
chemicals,” which produce “temporary physi-
cal disability such as paralysis, blindness or
deafness,” and “anesthetlics,” which produce
“temporary mental aberrations.”

Because only 30 per cent of its contracts
are with the government, the Little company
is not an official “federal contract research
center.” To fall in this category, a company
must be engaged primarily in research for
the government, Arthur D. Little, instead, is
an independent, highly competitive enter-
prise, and its officials prefer to keep it that
way.

But Donald C. Bowersock, the vice presi-
dent in charge of research and development,
says that defense research falls easily within
the broad scope of the company's interests
and capabilities.

“We're prepared to do work for any client
where we feel we have something to con-
tribute,” he said. “Our judgment is on that
basis, rather than on the basis of who the
client is.”

George Baker, directer of public relations,
stressed that incapacitating agents may be
preferable to other forms of weaponry, be-
cause “people get zonged, and then—in a few
minutes—they're okay again. It may not be
nearly so dangerous as shooting somebody,

or beating them around the ears,” he said.
Another public relations official, John H.
Crider Jr., reported that some of the same
work also ylelded new insights into "thera-
peutically useful compounds."
Unclassified reports on this aspect of the
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research show it included a study of mari-
juana and its chemical analogs, which *pro-
duce ataxia (loss of muscle coordination)
and motor deficits and generally act as cen-
trai nervous system depressants in mice, cats,
and monkeys when administered intraven-
ously. . . ." Some of the Army-backed studles
had possible applications to brain tumor
therapy.

The Army support ended In November,
when the company was told there was no
further money available. “A good deal of
what we could do had been accomplished
anyway,” Mr. Crider sald, “and we were near-
ing the end of our contribution.,"”

Three other concerns which have worked
on incapacitating chemicals for the Army are
the Aerojet General Corp. of Sacramento,
Calif.; FMC Corp. of Princeton, N.J.; and
Hazleton Laboratories, Inc, of Falls Church,
Va.

An entirely different “contribution” to
the nation’s defense is made by the Hudson
Institute at Croton-on-Hudson, N.Y. This
center has provided the U.S. military with
countless policy studies, including “scenar-
fos” like the Arab-Israell bomb drama.

The Army is spending $8,550,000 this year
in engaging the energles and talents of Re-
search Analysis Corporation.

RAC Is roughly the size of two other mili-
tary think tanks—the Institute for Defense
Analyses in Arlington, Va., and the Center
for Naval Research, here in Washington. Only
the mammoth, 20-million-dollar-a-year Rand
Corp., of Banta Monica, Calif., is larger.

Frank A. Parker, a friendly, unassuming
veteran of government and university service,
is president of RAC.

He directs a staff of 500 people, including
economists, engineers, mathematicians, so-
clal sclentists, statisticlans, retired Army
officers and other specialists—many with
Ph.D.'s—who provide the Army with exper-
tise in war games, foreign policy, manpower
scheduling, and a varlety of other activities.
Elghty per cent of the work is classified,

Mr. Parker noted that Congress has forced
the Pentagon to reduce its support of think
tanks gradually over the last four years.

Surprisingly, he said he approves "“of Con-
gress imposing this kind of control.”

“I think there is a tendency to contract
for too much of this work,” he sald. “With
respect to RAC, there's no question our pro-
gram is a better program under money con-
straints than it was when it was growing.
Both RAC and the military services have
become more selective of the work they are
doing."”

At the same time, he stresses that the
corporation’s baslc services to the Defense
Department are indispensable. He sald war
gaming, for example, is an elaborate, highly
specialized and computerized activity, but
it costs the Army much less than it would
pay for comparable field exercises, using live
and fully equipped troops.

The simulated “war zone” at RAC, slmilar
to facilities at the Rand Corp. and elsewhere,
is composed of a “Red Room,"” where the
“enemy” initiates and responds to military
actions, a "Blue Room,"” where friendly forces
operate, and a “"Control Room,"” which calcu-
lates the outcome,

“Gaming’s most useful purpose is to under-
stand the impact of what you're doing, rather
than the specific result of the engagement,”
Mr. Parker explained. “Actually, the Army
has taken over much of this activity. We've
done a lot of work in developing games that
the Army now plays in its own facilities.”

Mr. Parker sald RAC has devised one war
game, “Carmonette,” which is “totally com-
puterized" for small, tactical unit engage-
ments.

“Carmonette,” he sald, allows RAC analysts
to tell the Army: “This is what the outcome
of this particular kind of engagement would
be, under these particular circumstances.”




March 20, 1970

One brain child of RAC's computer techni-
clans is an “Automated Force Structure
Model,” designed to help the country's top
command choose the right number, size and
type of military units it should deploy for
greatest effect agalnst given enemy forces,
under given circumstances, in any part of
the world.

For instance, Mr. Parker said it normally
would take months to design the best unit
structures for use in Vietnam. The *“Auto-
mated Force Structure Model” can do this in
a few weeks.

Other specialists at RAC engage in foreign
studies. The military shorthand titles for
some of these projects sound like labels from
an apothecary's shelf: SASSA, SANESA,
SASEA, SALA, SACNEA, and COLSEC. But
they refer to “Strateglc Analysis of Sub-
Saharan Africa,” “Strategic Analysis of North
Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia,”
“‘Btrategic Analysis of Southeast Asia,” “Stra-
tegic Analysis of Latin America,” "Strategic
Analysis of Northeast Asia.,” and “United
States and Reglonal Collective Security Ar-
rangements.”

Pentagon support for foreign affairs re-
search has been sharply criticized by Sen. J.
William Fulbright, D-Ark., and others who
say it encroaches upon the State Depart-
ment's area of responsibility. He complains
that military planners “are busily engaged
in blueprinting strategies where our military
will play the key role in trylng to maintain
order in a disorderly world."

But Mr. Parker belleves that forelign studies
are ‘something that the military definitely
needs.”

“There's no question in my mind that this
kind of work is justifiable,” he sald. “If I
were in the Defense Department (like many
think tank executives, he was, before he
joined RAC), I would want to know the poli-
tical and economic environment I was work-
ing in,” he sald. “I'd want to know how it
relates to my particular job.”

Much of the corporation's work 1is In
“housekeeping” areas, involving manpower
and logistical studies—"like getting the max-
imum life out of equipment,” Mr. Parker
sald. “This kind of work produces savings in
the many, many millions of dollars.”

The point once was dramatized by former
Defense Secretary Robert 8. McNamara, who
sald that the Rand Corp., for instance, had
saved the Pentagon $10 for every dollar given
to Rand by the Air Force.

Military think tanks have been associated
with universities in past years. A few of them
still are—like the Center for Naval Research,
which is administered by the University of
Rochester, But many universities, feeling new
qualms about their ties to the “military in-
dustrial complex,” recently have severed
these connections. One of the first to do so
was the Johns Hopkins University, which
helped to establish RAC In 1948 and remained
affiliated with it until 1961.

Twelve universities were “member insti-
tutions’ of the Institute for Defense Analysis
until June, 1968, when they and the IDA
mutually agreed to end the relationship. Cor-
nell University recently broke its tie with the
Cornell Aeronautical Laboratory, and Stan-
ford University and the Stanford Research
Institute also have agreed to go separate
Ways.

“Within an hour of the Arab armored
crossing of Israel’s borders, Israell aircraft
received authorization to drop two atomic
weapons near each of the attacking Arab
armies.”

This chapter in future “history” was writ-
ten more than a year ago in a study com-
missioned by the U.S. Department of Defense.
The Middle Eastern holocaust was seen in a
crystal ball at the Hudson Institute, an
American think tank that is famous for
“thinking about the unthinkable.”

The headline “event’ was part of a halr-
raising scenario In ‘Peacekeeping Studies™

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

which the institute completed for the Pen-
tagon in December, 1968.

Pentagon officials always emphasize that
the ideas expressed in such studies do not
necessarily represent the viewpoint of the
Defense Department. But the scenario, writ-
ten by a Michael E. Sherman, does illustrate
one kind of thinking done for the Pentagon
by the Hudson Institute. The Pentagon paid
this establishment, headed by nuclear war
strategist Herman EKahn, 81,074,000 for its
thoughts in fiscal 1969.

Returns on the investment included the
“Peacekeeplng Studies.” The authors ex-
plained that they wrote a few scenarios for
the project to “make more vivid the under-
standing of problems that may occur in the
near future.”

Nuclear proliferation, they noted, could
occur in the Middle Eastern conflict between
the Arab states and Israel, and the “resulting
possibility of nuclear use by one or both
sides, and those possible reactions which the
U.8. should support, must be thought
through well in advance,” they said.

Mr. Sherman’s scenario is based on an
initial presumption that “Israeli leaders con-
tinued to resist Soviet and American pressure
to sign the nonproliferation treaty,” develop-
ing their own “stock of fifteen or twenty 20-
to-50-kiloton weapons by late 1872."

The purpose of this soothsaylng is to ex-
plore the question: “If atomic weapons were
to spread to this area of high political ten-
sion, what are the possible implications for
peacekeeping in any future war that might
erupt?”

From here on, the author gives a free rein
to his imagination. Israel feigned a “spoof-
ing"” attack against the Arabs, late in 1972,
and the Arabs called the bluff. As a result,
“between half and two-thirds of the Israeli
alr force were destroyed or damaged on the
ground,"” and the Arabs then launched an
armored, land invasion of Israel.

In desperation, Israel dropped two atomic
bombs near the invading Arab armies, pre-
cipitating a world crisis, At the United Na-
tions, “the representatives of the two super-
powers struggled for a diplomatic resolu-
tion of the volatile situation.”

The United States supported a Russian
motion in the Security Council which cen-
sured Israel and called upon that country
to withdraw all her military forces to the
borders that existed before the outbreak of
the Six Day War in 1967.

The scenario closes with Israel acceding
to this demand and Defense Minister Moshe
Dayan resigning from his post.

Mr. Sherman added a note of caution: “It
may be advisable to anticipate a criticism
of this scenario,” he wrote, “by acknowl-
edging that it rests on some relatively op-
timistic assumptions . . . It is in the nature
of all scenarios, however, that they must
make controversial assumptions that cannot
be proved or disproved except by time and
actual events.”

The insights generated by this “optimis-
tic" exercise and other problem studies led
Mr. Sherman and his colleagues, Raymond
D. Gastil, Johan J. Holst, and Andrew J,
Pierre, to conclude that “the United States
should give very careful attention to the
possibility of increasing its support and use
of multilateral tools for the resolution of
conflict situations.”

For one thing, they sald, “it will be In-
creasingly difficult to intervene unilaterally”
because many Americans—"ranging from
extreme liberals to old-fashioned isolation-
ists—will oppose such action.

To be sure, they wrote, the United States
will still “wish to come into certain situa-
tions unilaterally, because of lack of belief
that any appropriate international body will
intervene in a way which will be sufficiently
timely, effective, or close to our interests.”

But “it will probably always be our desire
that conflicts between India and Pakistan,
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Israel and its Arab neighbors, or Greece and
Turkey be solved primarily by the use of
international forces, they said.
[From the Providence (R.I.) Evening
Bulletin, Feb. 27, 1970]
THE SCIENTIST AND THE MILITARY:
A DeLICATE DecisioNn—V
(By Douglas C. Wilson)

The light was fading In the biologist's
cluttered office. The day was overcast, threat-
ening New England with snow. On the office
shelves, stuck among the scientific journals,
were souvenirs from Asla—modest, small
mementos picked up during studies and
travel.

Dr. Ellis was somber,

“I think it is wrong,” he said, “all wrong,
to present people with this kind of dilemma."

His dilemma concerned the U.S. Army and
his own scientific research In a foreign coun-
try. He had a delicate decision to make, so
he asked not to be identified.

Dr. Ellis is not his real name. As for the
country he was talking about—it could have
been India.

The rest of the story is true. As Dr. Ellis
would say, “it has a one-to-one correspond-
ence with reality.”

For many years, this quiet, highly re-
spected blologist, who belongs to a medical
school faculty in New England, had investi-
gated a certain disease in India. His overseas
research, like that of many colleagues, was
supported, from time to time, by the U.S. De-
fense Department.

He was grateful, and until two years ago,
he never questioned it.

The Pentagon has been generous to Amer-
ican blologists and other scientists who con-
duct studies abroad, supporting their work
with nearly 256 million dollars a year.

Dr. Ellis said if anyone asked why the
military was interested in medical problems,
the answer was always simple: “Soldiers are
exposed to diseases, like everyone else,” he
explained.

“Oh, I sometimes think the military con-
nection is a little far-fetched,” he added
frankly. “But the Defense Department ac-
cepts it.”

For a while, his work in India was sup-
ported by research grants from non-military
agencies. Dr. Ellis has found research money
increasingly hard to come by, however, and
two years ago he turned back to a source
well-known for its generous support of med-
ical science: the U.S. Army.

The Army gave him the necessary funds,
and soon he was back in Asia—where he
immediately discovered that “a grant from
the U.S. Defense Department today puts you
in a very awkward situation.

“I had a very strong impression that there
were lifted eyebrows when I showed up,” he
sald. “I definitely got a poorer reception
than I had in previous years, and I can't at-
tribute it to anything else.”

He said his work is nearing a breakthrough,
and he needs to return to India this summer.

He would like to return without the stigma
that goes along with an Army contract:

“T'd much rather go out there with money
from the National Institutes of Health, or
the Rockefeller Foundation, or something
of that sort,” Dr. Ellis sald. But he finds that
research stipends from these other sources
are In short supply, and the Pentagon may
be the only answer.

“In the end, I may be forced either to pay
it out of my own pocket, or get it from the
Pentagon. And 1f I get it from them, I'm
automatically suspected of being an intelli-
gence agent,” he said. “I'll just have to
decide.”

The case of Dr, Ellis is revealing because
his work is so innocuous, from the stand-
point of U.S, military interests abroad. His
project, llke most medical research, is hu-
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manitarian, promising benefits to people in
all countries.

Pentagon officials defend such activities
before Congress, citing valuable results. They
once reminded the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee that the Aslan flu virus “was first
cultured in the Army medical laboratory in
Japan and was identified at Walter Reed
Army Institute for Research as a new virus.

This permitted the development of an
effective vaccine at Walter Reed In time to
blunt the impact of the disease In the United
States in 1957-58," they noted.

Yet Dr, Ellis discloses another part of the
story: He sald he has a colleague in Japan
who works at a similar Army laboratory, and
this ecivilian sclentist has told him that Ja-
panese sclentists will not meet with him
openly—either at the Army base or in their
own offices—because the American military
establishment in Japan is so controversial.

“If they want to meet, they meet In a
cocktall lounge of a hotel,” Dr. Ellls sald.
“That's an extreme case, perhaps, but it
points up what I'm telling you about.”

The Pentagon has supported many other
kinds of research abroad, some of it less in-
nocuous.

Its interest In one kind of study, social
sclence, has been especlially vulnerable to for-
elgn suspicion.

The foreigner who accepts a blologlst's
work at face value still may guestion the mo-
tives of a social sclentist who wants to study
the internal political affairs of his country—
especlally when the investigation 1s sponsored
by the Pentagon.

No more than 10 per cent of Defense-spon-
sored research abroad has ever been in the
soclal sciences, however, and most of this is
concentrated in two countries—Vietnam and
Thailand.

While concern about forelgn sensitivities
has been focused upon projects of that kind,
Dr. Ellis’ account shows that the Pentagon's
motives are suspect even when the U.S. mili-
tary supports the “hard” sciences,

Sen. J. Willlam Pulbright, chairman of
the Forelgn Relations Committee, has long
criticized military support for all of these
overseas activities, saying that it “brings us
into disrepute among the countries of the
world and does great damage to our foreign
relations.” In a Senate speech last July, he
remarked: “Our forelgn relations are already
bad enough without the Defense Department
adding to it."

If overseas research is important, it should
be sponsored “by some agency other than
the military,” he said. “Military intrusion is
much different from intrusion by cultural
or other institutions, because people are
suspicious of the military, as golng to their
own security.”

Many researchers agree. In 1968, an an-
thropologist, Gerald D. Berreman, created a
stir when he quit an expedition known as
the “Himalayan Border Countries Project,”
directed by the Unilversity of California at
Berkeley. He had worked for seven years on
the project, when it was supported by the
Ford Foundation,

Besides looking into anthropology, the
Berkeley group was studying relations among
Tibet, Indian and China, and the political
system of Nepal.

Professor Berreman quit because the Pen-
tagon took over support of the search effort
in 1967, paying $282,840 to carry it through
to July, 1970.

“If they came from innocuous sources,”
Professor Berreman wrote to his director, “I
would, of course, welcome the funds which
you have indicated would be available to
me in the project. I have research interests
I would like to pursue in the Himalayas, and
sources of funds are becoming increasingly
scarce, especially as budgets tighten to sup-
port the war—a pinch anthropologists are
feeling acutely.”
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But he said he could not accept Pentagon
money. He cited a warning issued in 1967 by
the executive board of the American Anthro~
pological Association:

“Anthropologists engaged In research in
foreign areas,” it said, “should be especially
concerned with the possible effects of their
sponsorship and sources of financlal support.
Although the Department of Defense and
other mission-oriented branches of the gov-
ernment support some basic research in the
social sclences, their sponsorship may never-
theless create an extra hazard in the con-
duct of fleldwork and jeopardize future ac-
cess to research opportunities in the areas
studied.”

The *“possible eflects” on the Himalayan
project were reallzed very soon after Pro-
fessor Berreman left the program. When
his story reached India, right and left-wing
members of the Parliament protested the
project, some of them suggesting that it was
a cover for American espionage.

A moderate, pro-government newspaper
in India sald the project should not bave
been approved by anyone “alive to the na-
tion's self-respect and security.” Finally, the
Advanced Research Projects Agency of the
Pentagon had to break off its support, end-
ing the project prematurely.

Nearly three years earller, the Johnson
Administration was considerably embar-
rassed by a research project in Latin America
known as “Project Camelot.” This was a 1.6-
million-dollar study by soclal sclentists at
American University, who planned to go into
Chile and other countries to study “Methods
for Predicting and Influencing Social Change
and Internal War Potential.”

Neither the Chilean government nor the
U.8. ambassador knew anything about the
project in advance. When the plan became
known, there were loud protests in Chile and
in this country.

Ever since, defense-sponsored social science
research has been a prime target of critics
in Congress, and they have forced the Penta-
gon to reduce such activities.

Pentagon research officials realize that
their support for foreign studies is still a
major source of difficulties with the legis-
lative branch. Ylelding to this pressure, the
Defense Department is trylng to transfer
many of its projects to the State Depart-
ment. So far, the effort has failed, because
the State Department does not share the
Pentagon's great interest in supporting re-
search.

The vast difference between the research
activities of the Pentagon and the State De-
partment was recently underscored by Sena-
tor Fulbright:

“In the next fiscal year, the Department
of Defense proposes to spend $7,547,000 on
research about foreign areas. Yet only $125,~
000 is budgeted for external research by the
agency responsible for our nation's foreign
affairs,” he noted.

Btate Department officials are not eager
to take over responsibility for the costly
studies now supported by the Pentagon. They
would have to create a whole new bureauc-
racy slmply to administer this activity. And
they would have to ask Congress for a budget
increase of several million dollars to con-
tinue supporting such programs in the years
ahead.

State Department officials have indicated
there are other things they would rather seek
money for.

The long-established military-scientific al-
liance in the country has suddenly found it-
self beset by pressures in Washington,
academe, and the world at large.

The problems now encountered by scien-
tists who receive military support under-
score this fact: That the going for science
is perilous as well as prosperous when its
fortune is bound to the fortunes of a policy
agency like the U.S. Defense Department.
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The bond will survive, because defense
will always need the help of scientists, and
the Interests of scientists, like those of every-
body else, will need to be defended from time
to time.

But the same forces of policy and opinion
that encouraged the growth of a “military-
scientific complex” in America now are
cutting 1t back.

For many years, the nation felt that the
greatest threat to its well-being was the
external threat of communism. The defense
budget prospered accordingly, and scien-
tists—who require expensive equipment—
became wedded to the milltary as a generous
source of funds.

Cold War policies also led to U.S. inter-
vention in foreign countries however, cli-
maxed by the hot war in Vietnam. And as
this war intensified, dragged on, and became
unpopular, the military—nurtured until it
had become a vast establishment—came un-
der Increasing attack, along with interven-
tionism itself.

More and more, the U.S. military has met
suspicion abroad, criticism in Congress, and
opposition on campus,

Sclentists associated with the military
have been caught in the fallout.

Military support has stigmatized and even
killed research projects that scientists have
undertaken in foreign countries. It has drawn
other sclentists into a crossfire here at
home—the crossfire between students and
the establishment, and between Congress and
the Pentagon.

Students and other academic reformers
are trying—with marked success at some in-
stitutions—to reduce the universities' col-
laboration with the military.

In Washington, Congress has imposed new
legal and budgetary restrictions on military
support for sclence, cutting the defense
budget in this area and passing the Mans-
field Amendment, which limits the Penta-
gon’s sclence spending to projects directly
related to military needs.

Most sclentists resent both of these pres-
sures. Far from being an odious patron, the
civilan research arm of the Pentagon has
been benevolent in its dealings with science.
Pentagon officials have given sclentists maxi-
mum funds with minimum conditions at-
tached.

At the same time, many scientists show
uneasiness about their Pentagon alliance,
demonstrating that there is, in fact, some
incongruity between their own scholarly in-
terests and the political concerns of the
military.

As noted, they also are finding that the
alliance can work to their peril, as well as
their profit.

Thus, many sclentists feel instinctively
that while efforts to trim their dependence
upon the military may hurt their immediate
Interests, such efforts, in the long run, may
make thelr lot happier and more stable.

Especially at universities, almost all of
those who now receive Defense Department
funds say they would rather get their money
from clvilian agencies.

For the time being, a few of them may
suffer and do without. The Pentagon is not
going to reduce its activities in any precini-
tous fashion. It will implement the Mansfield
Amendment as little as possible. But many
of those scientists whose support is termi-
nated under the new law probably will not
find new sources of support immediately.

Universities and graduate students will
feel the pinch, as the universities are forced
to make up the difference in the sclentist's
salary and students find themselves without
research assistantships.

The other short-range effect generated by
these pressures is that of hypoerisy: The
hypoerisy of men who clalm military rele-
vance In their work, to guarantee continucd
support, when they had seen no relevance
before; and the hypocrisy of university offi-
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clals who must talk one way to students, who
oppose military research, and another way to
the government, which insists that defense-
supported research must be military.

Due to other political forces, the long-term
picture may be brighter, however,

Just as military technologies and science
of interest to the military flourished in the
climate of international crisis, new civilian
technologies and the science they require
may begin to flourish in the new climate of
the domestic environmental crisis.

The dominant national concerns are turn-
ing from the problems of war abroad to the
problems of peace—and survival—at home.
Already with this change, there are signs
that part of the science of swords in this
country may be converted to a sclence of
plough-shares.

There is even some desire among defense-
supported scientists outside the academic
community, at independent military research
centers like the Research Analysis Corp. of
McLean, Va., to engage in more nonmilitary
activities.

And there is a strong desire at universities
like the Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy to cut back on “weaponeering” and turn
the energles of science more toward domestic
problems.

Government has reflected the negative—
the new critical attitude toward the mili-
tary—by placing new curbs on defense
spending, including Pentagon spending in
the field of science.

Scientists will watch Washington closely
to see whether it also reflects the positive—
the new sentiment favoring domestic priori-
ties—by increasing the money for “civilian"
science,

WaY STICE THE U.S. TAXPAYER?
(By Douglas C. Wilson)

A man of extraordinary candor, Dr. Harold
I. Schiff of York University in Toronto de-
clared In a recent interview that he could
think of only one “qualm” he might feel
about getting research money from the U.B.
Pentagon:

“I'm not quite sure why the U.S. taxpayer
is being stuck with this rather than the
Canadian taxpayer,” he sald.

Dr. Schiff, a chemlist, has received more
than $33,000 from the U.S. Army during the
last three years to study the “kinetics of at-
mospheric constituents”.

Over a period of 12 years, ending last Au-
gust, a sclentist at another Canadian univer-
sity, Dr. Richard Stevenson, has received a
total of about $160,000 from the U.S. Navy
to support his study of magnets.

In a letter to the student newspaper at Mc-
Gill University in Montreal, Dr. Stevenson,
director of McGill's magnet laboratory, said
he first wrote to the U.8. Office of Naval Re-
search in 1955, asking for $20,000.

“And to my surprise, when I think about
it,” he sald, “they gave it to me.”

He added: “I have often asked myself why
this very generous support for my work was
given . . . The only reason that makes sense
to me is that I was the happy reciplent of
American altruism.”

What Dr. Schiff and Dr. Stevenson have
received is only a tiny part of the “American
altruism™ that the Defense Department has
spread among foreign sclentists for many
years.

This Pentagon activity still goes on, al-
though it has tapered off since fiscal 1965,
when the Defense Department provided
$15.3 million to foreign sclentists.

Dr. John 8. Foster, Jr., the Pentagon's di-
rector of defense research and engineering,
has said the cutbacks were made because of
“concern with the U.S. balance-of-payments
problem.”

Another problem, growing all the time, is
the criticism from Congress. Here as always,
the leading critic is Senator Fulbright, who
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continues to press for further reductions in
the Pentagon's overseas research actlivity.

In a speech to the Senate last year, he sald,
“There is trouble aplenty over military re-
search being carried out in our own educa-
tional institutions and there is no need to
ask for the same kind of trouble in 44 other
countries. . . . A compelling need in our for-
elgn affairs today is to make the American
presence abroad less visible, We do not ac-
complish that by linking foreign universities
to our Military Establishment.”

In the current fiscal year, however, Penta-
gon officials are still planning to spend be-
tween five and six million dollars for forelgn
research in more than 40 countries.

The largest amounts are spent in Canada,
the United Kingdom, Israel, and Norway—in
that order.

Dr., Foster believes that “if we were forced
to riiscontinue the foreign research program,
as a matter of policy, the United States
would not have the benefit of important re-
search contributors throughout the world.
The United States does not have a mono-
poly on originality in science and technol-
ogy,” he said, “nor is it possible to do all
necessary defense research and development
within the United States.”

Most of this foreign rezearch is in the bio-
medical, engineering, physical and environ-
mental sclences.

The titles of many—perhaps most—of the
studies sound directly applicable to military
technology. For instance, the Navy plans to
spend $10,000 in France this year for a study
of “supercavitating propeller design.” But
other projects sound more bizarre: “Nature
and pharmacological action in toxin from
deadly jellyfish” Is a Navy-supported study
at the University of Queensland in Australia.
“Studies of the bionomics and taxonomy of
the birds of India, and taxonomy of the birds
of Bhutan,” is a recent Army study in Bom-
bay. And the Army also supports an “investi-
gation of leadership qualities of kibbutz-
raised young men” in Israel, and a study of
the “weathering of rocks under humid tropi-
cal conditions" in Malaysia.

One shouldn't always judge a project by
its title. The Army has a military title for
Dr. Schiff’s project, calling it a *“study of
upper atmosphere reactions involving energy
transfer between specles of importance in
missile reentry ™

Dr. Schiff has said the link between his
work and missilry is “extremely far-fetched”
and " a misrepresentation.”

He said he has never felt that his work
had any military value. It is a study of “nat-
urally-occurring chemical reactions” in the
atmosphere, like the aurora and night air-
glow.

But even If his project did have military
value, he would have a ready answer to po-
tential critics among his fellow Canadians—
student radicals or others who might charge
him with “celling out for the war effort of
another country,” he said.

Dr. Schiff sald all of his work is unclassi-
fled, appearing “in the open literature.”

“So If it’s of any use to the military, then
it's equally avallable to the Viet Cong,” he
said.

As it 1s, he discusses his work freely with
“eolleagues in Russia,” he observed.

If there is any fallacy in Dr. Foster's
past argument for supporting foreign scien-
tists, 1t lies in his statement that the United
States would not otherwise “have the bene-
fit” of their scientific talents.

As Dr. Schiff indicates, almost all of their
work is unclassified and available in pub-
lished form to scientists in all countries, no
matter who supports it.

This is clear in the scientific journals. A
graphic example appears in a 1969 issue of
“Astronautica Acta.'' a journal of the Inter-
national Academy of Astronautics.
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It carries an article on “Gaseous Detona-
tion.” Dr. John H. Lee of McGill is one of
the authors. In this 19-page report, Dr. Lee
presents some results of research he has
done with support from the U.S. Air Force.

A Russlan scientist, Dr. R. I. Solokhin
of the University of Novosibirsk, and an
American, Dr. A, E. Oppenheim of the Uni-
versity of California, contributed other infor-
mation to the same article, as co-authors
with Dr, Lee.

This sharing, of course, has always been
true of the international scientific commu-
nity. The point is that Pentagon support 1s
enhancing the work of scientists generally,
and not the U.8. defense posture relative to
that of the Russians or anyone else.

Dr. Schiff opened a large, bound volume
of scientific papers delivered at a recent “in-
ternational conference on the physics of elec-
tronic and atomic collission,” which was held
in the Soviet Union.

The edition was printed in English, and
many of the papers were reports by Amerl-
can scientists and others who noted that
their work had been supported by U.S. mili-
tary agencies,

Occasionally it is argued that the Defense
Department supports many unclassified, basic
research projects in physical sclence, gathers
the results from many separate sources, and
pleces them together like a jigsaw puzzle to
i1l specific needs in defense technology.

A jigsaw theory of sorts was propounded,
in a recent interview, by a high-ranking
Pentagon official who did not want to be
quoted.

Dr. Schiff noted that this is also one of
the more sophisticated arguments put for-
ward by student radicals who insist that the
Pentagon would not support research unless
it had a direct military value_

“But I can't belleve that these people
in the Pentagon are that smart, to really be
fitting it all together,” he said.

THE WORE OF THE SENATE—TO-
WARD A BETTER BALANCE

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that a speech I made
at the annual convention of the Ameri-
can paper industry in New York City last
Tuesday, March 17, 1970, be printed in
the REcorb.

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

TOWARD A BETTER BALANCE

(Remarks of Senator MIKE MANsFIELD Dem-
ocrat of Montana, at the annual conven-
tion Iuncheon of the American paper in-
dustry, New York City, March 17, 1970)

I am very grateful for the opportunity to
get away from Washington, even for a day.
These are busy times in the Senate. The pace
is as though the session were ending rather
than just beginning. More votes, for exam-
ple, have been taken in the first few weeks
of 1970 than in all of last year through the
month of September. The Senate has been
meeting almost every day, some times on
Saturdays, and the sessions have been long
and arduous.

To be sure, this intensity of activity is not
necessarily a measure of constructive achieve-
ment. I am frank to admit that a high deci-
bel of sound emerging from the Capitol dome
is not always indicative of the value of what
is transpiring under it. Certainly, there are
times when silence is better than talk and
when inaction is to be preferred to action.

I do not believe, however, that what is
happening in the Senate, today, is sound
and fury signifying nothing. The uncharit-
able may ascribe the Senate's mood merely
to pre-campaign jitters among Demcecrats. It
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is true that Democrats face a difficult election
in November. The President charms the TV
audiences; the Vice Presldent bombs the
TV commentators. All the while, Democrats
are confronted with the sheriff holding, I am
told, nine million dollars in mortgages from
the last election. As if that were not enough,
the Republican National Commitee has made
clear that it will zero in on the Senate as
the citadel of the remaining Democratic in-
fluence in the government.

Nevertheless, the Senate's present disquiet
goes deeper than politics. In the first place,
the sentiment is to be found not only in
members of my party but among Republicans
as well. It afflicts those who are slated to be
candidates in November and those who are
not. Its origins, I believe, lie not in partisan-
ship but in acute sensitivity to what 1s a
growing disquiet in the nation.

The current Senate, in fact, is one of the
least partisan I have known. For the past
year, most of its members have been inclined
to act on the view which President Nixon
expressed in his inaugural address. You will
recall that the President suggested it was a
time for lowered voices.

While restraint in speech was an excellent
suggestion, 1t is not of itself a response to
the nation's difficulties. It will not defuse
the economic and social time bombs in our
midst. Our problems will not grow less dan-
gerous by virtue of being soft-pedaled. Nor
will neglect, benign or otherwise, solve them.
To manage these problems at all, it seems
to me, requires a combination of thought,
discussion and action, qulet and restrained,
if you will, but nonetheless, purposesful. To
achieve that combination throughout the
nation, there is a need for the consistent ap-
plication of Presidential leadership supple-
mented by the Congress. The past few weeks
of intense activity offer evidence that the
Senate is willing to supply the supplement.

What it is that produces the uneasiness
and, in turn, the predisposition to action in
the Senate is not difficult to find. There is &
clue to a principal source in the closeness
with which the Wall Street Journal is read
these days in the Senate Lobby. I venture to
say that this interest has more to do with
stock-taking than stock-holding, The finan-
clal news is followed because there is uncer-
tainty regarding the trends in the nation’s
economy.

I shall not pre-empt these matters when
others here are far more expertly qualified to
discuss them. I would only point out that
Senators are acutely aware that prices have
been rising at an annual rate of six per cent
for the past two years. They know, too, that
price levels have reached an all time high and
that interest rates are at a 100-year pinnacle.

Nor is there any point In mincing words
about the housing industry and, perhaps,
other major elements in the economy. The
word there is not recession, it is depression.
The national unemployment rate is above
four per cent for the first time in many years,
and the factory work week is shrinking in a
number of the nation’s key industries.

Economists grasp the significance of these
and other indicators in one way. Bankers in
another. Business managers in still another.
Senators read the mall from home. We are
well-informed, for example, on the conse-
quences of unemployment or shrinking in-
comes in terms of personal hardships. We are
well aware of what high prices mean to old
people living on Soclal Security annuities or
pensions of $100 a month or less.

The Senate may acknowledge as inevitable
some of the actions which the Administra-
tion has taken to combat inflation. By the
same token, however, the human impact of
these actions are not ignored. In short, Sen-
ators do not exclude from their judgment of
the nation's economic situation, the human
plight of Americans who are caught in the
statistics, who are squeezed in the vise of
declining or fixed incomes as against still
unchecked price-rises.
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It is only too apparent that what began
& year ago as a laudable effort by the Ad-
ministration to restrain a serious infiation
has not yet succeeded in achieving that goal.
At the same time, a large segment of Amer-
ican enterprise and many Americans have
been hurt in consequence of those measures,
That is the reality and I see no point in
whispering or ignoring it.

There is no panic reaction in the nation to
this situation. There should not be. There
need not be. I do not believe, however, that
the way out of the difficulties lies in whis-
tling in the dark. The fact is that there is no
assurance of what lles just around the next
corner,

The economy as a factor of concern has
registered this session on the sensitive litmus
of the Senate for the first time in many
years. It joins the catalogue of carryover
national ills which have long been a source
of anxiety. These other difficulties were there
during previous administrations and are
pressing in the current administration. In-
cluded, of course, is the still-seething issue
of race-relations. In the Senate, this problem
is now seen more and more not as peculiar
to the South but one that is woven into the
social fabric of the entire nation.

The problem of crime in all of its ramifica-
tions, including the condition of the courts
and criminal proceedings, also continues to
stalk the Senate Chamber. There is great
concern at the loss of the sense of sheer
physical safety especially among the nation’s
urban dwellers. So, too, is there deep dis-
tress over the proliferating use of dangerous
drugs, particularly among the young, and
the apparent inability to get at the origins
of this phenomenon or to grapple effectively
with its consequences.

Finally, as you know only too well, the
nation has suddenly awakened to the ex-
tent of the pollution of the environment.
May I say that the Senate has been aware
of this gathering cloud for several years.
Pioneer legislative work had already been
done in past sessions and effective follow-
through in the Executive Branch is now
awaited. In this instance, the Congress was
able to supply a pre-pald supplement to sup-
port the emergence of Presidential leader-
ship on pollution a few months ago.

What these difficulties add up to is a long
neglect of the nation’s inner structure. Dis-
integration of the physical environment, es-
pecially in the urban areas, is far advanced.
Furthermore, the soclal cement of eivility,
community responsibility and personal re-
straint appears to have given way in many
places. Resort to violence grows, The whole
range of public services—state, local and
federal—seems sometimes indifferent to the
situation, More often it is Inadequate and
ineffective. Whatever the case, the pillars of
the nation's habitability are tending to
weaken—and some at least faster than they
can be reinforced.

Solutions to complex problems in a com-
plex soclety costs a great deal of money. We
have spent much and we will, undoubtedly,
have to spend more. Whatever is spent, how-
ever, will not be enough if we do not also
direct to these difficulties a concentration
of intelligence and skills and a diligent and
determined industry. That kind of effort re-
quires leadership in all parts of the nation,
inside and outside of government.

Do we have these resources? Can we afford
the effort? We have no choice, it seems to me,
but find them and to afford them. The key
to the solution, I believe, is to be found in
the use of existing resources more eflec-
tively and purposefully. In my judgment, a
prohibitive taxation is not the sole alterna-
tive to decaying cities or insecure streets. Nor
is & run-away inflation the inevitable con-
sequence of providing for the needs of the
old and the indigent, for adequate health
facilities and services and for a decent edu-
cation of the young.

March 20, 1970

There is another basic alternative as I see
it. It is, as I have indicated, a better use
of the resources which are avallable and,
largely, already available to the federal gov-
ernment. To that end, of course, a continu-
ing improvement in the productivity of gov-
ernment is necessary and I am delighted
that the President has made a start in that
connection., However, while we reach for sav-
ings of the millions eof dollars which are
spent for outdated tea-tasters and the like,
it is to be hoped that we will not overlook
the billions which are poured out annually
in pursuit of outdated foreign policies and
military practices.

It is not only a matter of waste and in-
efficliency in operations. By far, the greater
drain lies in the {irrelevance and excesses
which exist in these main categories of fed-
eral expenditures. Some would call for a “re-
examination of priorities” in the National
Budget of $200 billion. I think it is more
accurate to speak of moving towards a bet-
ter balance between expenditures for secu-
rity t threats from abroad and expendi-
tures for security against erosion by neglect
at home.

For many years, this balance has been
heavily weighted on the side of defending
against foreign dangers—real or presumed,
imediate or projected. That is why the cost
of the Defense Department towers above all
other federal expenditures. At $72.6 billion it
Is far and away the greatest single item in
the current budget. In my judgment, the
balance is lopsided, primarily because, as a
nation, we have acted for too long on the
basis of lopsided fears. We have concentrated
on allen dangers and overlooked or disbe-
lieved the dangers accumulating at home. In
the circumstances, the civillan authorities—
and that includes the Senate—have not ex-
ercised fully their responsbilities to inquire
in depth into expenditures for national de~-
fense. For years, the checkbook has been open
for military expenditures.

Let me cite an example. Cost over-runs
on new weapons systems obviously do not
contribute to the nation's defense; they con-
tribute to the nation's indebtedness. Yet, on
38 major weapons procurement systems, over
$20 billion above the original cost estimates
was permitted to accumulate without seri-
ous challenge from anywhere in the govern-
ment until very recently. This total Included
such items as a #3 billion over-run on the
Minute Man Missile; $1.4 billion on the C-5A
cargo plane and $3.0 billion on the M-48
torpedo.

The ABM debate which took place in the
Senate last year sounded a bell on this laxity.
In my judgment, it was a clear, if belated,
notice that loose-thinking and loose-spend-
ing of this kind in the Executive Branch
will no longer find acceptance in the Senate
merely because they are packaged as national
defense.

What applies to weapons systems applies
also to the nation’s numerous overseas com-
mitments. The underlying policies and prac-
tices which sustain these commitments ac-
count for a major part of the defense budget.
Over the past two decades, we have accumu-
lated, under various treaties and programs,
allles by the dozens and military bases
abroad by the hundreds. Whatever the initial
merit, many of these arrangements are now
outdated or downright dangerous.

An example of costly obsolescence 15 to
be found in the size of the U.S. military
force which, for two decades under NATO,
has been maintained in Western Europe.
Even today, the U.S. contingent there still
numbers about one half million American
military personnel and dependents, The fact
is that a quarter of a century after World
War II, we have not made significant changes
in the magnitude of the U.B. forces sta-
tioned in Europe under NATO. We have
not done so, notwithstanding the inflation
and the weakened international financial
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position of the dollar, to both of which
this costly commitment has contributed.
We have not done so, notwithstanding the
changed relationships within Europe—in
particular, the increasing commercial and
other amicable contact between East and
West. We have not done so, notwithstanding
the consistent disinclination of the Euro-
peans to meet their NATO commitments at
anywhere near the agreed on levels.

It is not surprising that a majority of
Senators are now urging a contraction in
the U.S. troop deployment in Western
Europe. What is surprising is that the Execu-
tive Branch has resisted, through several ad-
ministrations, any significant reduction in
the commitment,

The cost of this enterprise has been esti-
mated by Senator Percy of Illinois at $14
billion. It is a severe drain on tax resources,
a source of inflation and, of course, a major
item of outflow in the balance of payments.
I look to the Senate to press for a confronta-
tion on this excess in what is otherwise a
desirable and still necessary commitment to
NATO. Together with the President, It seems
to me, that we will have to require this con-
frontation if we are to begin to redress the
balance in the use of the nation’s resources.
Unless there is a readiness to face up to issues
of this kind, the prospects of shifting re-
sources to desperate domestic needs are dim
indeed.

What is transpiring in Southeast Asia is
even more disturbing than the inertia of our
policies regarding NATO. To date, the in-
volvement has already exacted an immense
cost—easily over $100 billion for Viet Nam
alone and that war continues to command
U.S. resources at the rate of about $1.5 to $2
billion a month. More tragic, Viet Nam has
claimed almost 50,000 U.S. lives and caused
over 250,000 other casualties. The toll of
human life continues heavy from week to
week. There is no definite sign, as yet, that
there is an end in sight via “Vietnamization”
or any other route.

On top of the continuing drain of Viet
Nam, there has now unfolded the possibility
of a deepening involvement in Laos. I speak
now not of the U.S. bombing of the Ho Chi
Minh Trails which, just inside Laos, lead
from North to South Viet Nam. These mili-
tary operations actually have little to do with
the situation inside Laos but are related di-
rectly to the conflict In Viet Nam. At this
late date, it 1s probably not to be expected
that they will end until there is an end to
the war in Viet Nam. In themselves, however,
they do not necessarily involve an enlarge-
ment of the war in Southeast Asia.

There is another war within Laos—the so-
called “hidden war"—which carries the risk
of a new U.S. entrapment. It takes a great
stretch of the imagination to relate vital U.S.
interests to this remote conflict in a primi-
tive land inhabited by scarcely three million
people. Nevertheless, we have somehow al-
ready managed, by the way of foreign aid or
otherwise, to sink billions of dollars in Laocs.
To that ald has been added U.S. advisors and
those who go beyond advice. U.S. transport
and hellicopter support has been committed.
Even a B-52 bombing raid has been under-
taken among the ancient burial urns of the
so-called Plain of Jars. It is a familiar pat-
tern, akin to that which drove us, beginning
in 1952, ever deeper into Viet Nam.

The warning flags are flylng In the Sen-
ate on Laos. They have been raised by
Members of both parties. They have been
ralsed, In my judgment, because the Senate
senses that it is vital to the future of this
nation—and I use the word advisedly—that
what transpired in Viet Nam not be repeated
in Laos—or anywhere else. Unless this bleed-
ing of men and resources can be halted now,
where on the Asian malnland does it end?
What lies beyond Laos? Thailand? Cambodia?
China? As the draln goes on in Southeast
Asia, where will we find the resources,
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and the young initiatives and strength and
ideals which are essential elements for meet-
ing the difficulties within the nation? In
the face of this war's divisiveness, on what
will we rebuild a firm national unity with-
out which the stability of the Republic is
jeopardized?

It seems to me that we must not only
avoid a new enmeshment in Laos but that
we must redouble the effort to get our heads
above water again in Viet Nam. We must do
so, moreover, without prolonged delay. I am
persuaded that that is the direction in which
President Nixon wants to move and is seek-
ing to move. In that respect he has had and
he will continue to have my full support.
I have upheld the Nixon Doctrine which
would reduce our military involvement
throughout Southeast Asia. I have supported,
too, the President’s request to the Soviet
Union and the United Kingdom, as co-chair-
men, that they reconvene a meeting of the
participants in the Geneva Conference of
1962.

Negotlations still offer, in my judgment,
the best prospects for preventing an expan-
sion of the conflict in Laos and for ending
the war in Viet Nam. The way is still open
in Parls; it can be reopened in Geneva. To
that end. it might be helpful, I believe, if
the President would designate to the present
peace talks in Paris a representative of stat-
ure and authority with his full confidence. I
would hope, further, that there would be a
clarion call for a revival of the Geneva Con-
ference of 1961-1962 on Laos, coupled with
the proposal that the Conference be
broadened in membership and objective In
order to consider the situation of all of Indo-
china and the Southeast Asian mainland.
Moreover, it may well be desirable that the
call which goes out should go out for a
forelgn ministers meeting in order to register
its urgency.

From the point of view of the interests of
this nation, it is time to seek, I believe, the
neutralization not only of Laos, but of all
of Indochina and the entire Southeast Asian
mainland. It is time to joln with other out-
slde powers in bona fide multilateral guaran-
tees of the neutrality of the region.

I do not wunderestimate the difficulties.
But what is the alternative? This nation
has everything to gain by trying to revitalize
without delay the diplomatic machinery
which may bring about a termination of
this tragic situation on the Southeastern
Asian mainland.

POW AND MIA TRIBUTE DAY

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, on May 1
in Constitution Hall, a special tribute
will be paid to Americans who are miss-
ing in action or prisoners of war in
Southeast Asia.

I attended a Constitution Hall rally
in support of prisoners of war on Feb-
ruary 21. Although those who attended
were highly concernced, only about 300
were present in the hall, which seats
3,811. It was distressing that so few came
in support of men whose sacrifice and
hardships are so great. I resolved then
that Constitution Hall would be filled
within 90 days in a resounding demon-
stration of support for these brave Amer-
icans,

I soon realized that a project of these
proportions is a complex undertaking. To
better organize and express this tribute,
I enlisted the aid of six of my colleagues.
The distinguished majority leader (Mr.
MansrFiELD), the junior Senator from
Arizona (Mr. GoLpwATER), the junior
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK),
the junior Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
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STENNIS), the senior Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MurpHY), and the junior
Senator from Maine (Mr. MuskIe) have
responded with their enthusiastic sup-
port. Six members of the House of Rep-
resentatives have also joined us. They
are Mr. RoupesusH of the Fifth District
of Indiana, Mr, TeacuE of the Sixth Dis-
trict of Texas, Mrs. May of the Fourth
District of Washington, Mr. DanNieL of
the Fifth District of Virginia, Mr. Mc-
KEneaLLy of the 27th District of New
York, and Mr. Sikes of the First District
of Florida.

The tribute will be nonpartisan and
nonideological. Those assisting represent
both parties, with differing ideologies,
but we agree American prisoners have
not been treated in accordance with the
1949 Geneva Conventions. We believe
they deserve America’s unwavering sup-
port, regardless of differences concerning
conduct of the war.

Plans for the May 1 tribute will be co-~
ordinated with Mrs. James B. Stockdale,
California, national coordinator of the
National League of Families of American
Prisoners in Southeast Asia; Mrs. James
A. Mulligan, Virginia, area coordinator
of the organization; and H. Ross Perot, a
Dallas, Tex., industrialist who has been
instrumental in promoting international
efforts for the release of Americans.

The assistance of major veterans and
civic groups in the Washington area has
been enlisted. Initial interest has been
encouraging, and their support will be
invaluable.

It is especially appropriate to pay trib-
ute on May 1. That date designated “Law
Day USA” by joint resolution of Congress
is particularly significant. The resolu-
tion makes specific reference to the ideals
of justice under law between nations.

We chose to declare our support for
these missing Americans and POW'’s
within the context of Law Day to empha-
size our belief in the rule of law, espe-
cially the law of nations, which is em-
bodied in the 1949 Geneva Conventions
on prisoners of war. These conventions
are the definitive statements in inter-
national law concerning treatment of
prisoners of war, and both North Viet-
nam and the NLF have persistently and
callously violated them, notwithstanding
ratification by North Vietnam on June
28, 1957. Despite ratification and the
clear language of the conventions,
Hanoi, and the Vietcong have committed
the following calculated violations:

Refusal to provide proper nourish-
ment and humane treatment for all
American prisoners of war, information
on their detention camps and access by
neutral observers;

Refusal to identify all American pris-
oners of war;

Denial to American prisoners of war
the right to communicate regularly by
mail with their families; and

Continued detention of the seriously
ill and wounded.

Mr. President, I urge the participation
of all Senators and all Americans. Our
prisoners and their families must not
feel forgotten by their fellow citizens.
Neither can the North Vietnamese and
the Vietcong believe their conduct is con-
doned by the American public.
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Mr. President, I therefore renew my
hope that all Members of the Senate and
of the House of Representatives and all
Americans will on Sunday, May 1, 1970,
pay special tribute to those Americans
missing in action and those Americans
who are presently prisoners of war.

THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE
DESERVES ADEQUATE FUNDING

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, President, on
March 17 I presented testimony to the
Agricultural Appropriations Subcommit-
tee calling for proper funding of Soil
Conservation Service programs. In that
testimony I set forth in some detail the
need for the programs provided by the
SCS. Because they are of vital impor-
tance to our country and to my State of
Idaho, I ask unanimous consent that
the text of my remarks be printed in the
RECORD.

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

TESTIMONY BY MR. CHURCH

Mr. Chairman, once again the appropria-
tions of the Soil Conservation Service are
under consideration by this committee and
once again, I appear before you to plead the
cause of this vital conservation program.

Long before ecology, preservation and con-
servation became the popular terms they are
today—heralded by the press and the public
and held up as the most vital political issue
facing our nation in this decade—the Soil
Conservation Service was laying a founda-
tion upon which a viable conservation pro-
gram could be built, Their studies of the
soil made it possible for farmers and ranch-
ers to plan their operation with an eye to-
ward future as well as present production.
SCS programs have pald for themselves time
and time again in preservation of vital
natural resources, in good farm and ranch
conservation practices, and in developing
new and better methods to protect our en-
vironment,

Today the Soil Conservation Service is be-
ing asked to do much more. The benefits
of its conservation knowledge and experience
are being brought to bear on the solution
of a rapidly increasing variety of problems.
Expanding suburbs, housing developments,
industrial growth, airports, highways, parks,
school facllities—indeed the entire urbaniza-
tion of this country—involves land that
only a few years ago was agricultural. And
as this process takes place, the knowledge
of the SCS is needed by those who must make
basic decisions.

The knowledge gathered and constantly be-
ing added to by the SCS is used in fiood con-
trol in new areas, in water pollution abate-
ment, watershed protection and erosion con-
trol. These are practices that not only pay
dividends on the farm and ranch—they are
also vital in the proper planning of our
urban environment. As one example—the
proper application of knowledge gathered by
the Soil Conservation Service could un-
doubtedly have prevented the terrible prop-
erty loss occasioned by recent mud slides
in suburban areas of California.

The Soil Conservation Service is dedicated
to helping our people, both urban and rural,
make wise use of the land through proven
conservation practices. Thelr programs help
to keep the soil in place, control the flow of
water resources, and prevent the carrying of
gilt into our rivers, lakes and streams. It is
a team effort with the land owners them-
selves making the decislons and doing the
work on the land, and the SCS furnishing
technical information to help the land own-
ers and operators evaluate their problems
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and arrive at practical, economical solutions.
The mission of the Soil Conservation Service
is as important now so as we begin a nation-
wide campaign to clean up our environment.
We must strengthen the programs of the Soil
Conservation Service to better ald in the car-
ryilng out of this great national mission.

Secretary of Agriculture Clifford Hardin
has recognized the need for the wise use of
conservation practices in our rural areas. On
February 12 of this year, Secretary Hardin,
in an address to the National Farm Insti-
tute in Des Moines, Iowa, pointed out:

“Nearly three-fifths of the Nation's land
area is used to produce crops and livestock.
More than one-fifth is ungrazed forest land.
Thus the watersheds that sustain urban
America are largely in farms and forests. And
the Nation must look to the managers of
these lands for most of its land treatment as
well as management of its water supplies.”

These facts alone point up the tremendous
need for a strong, viable Soil Conservation
Bervice Program.

Idahoans familiar with the program are
concerned over the Conservation Operations
item in the SCS proposed budget. I share
that concern, Mr. Chairman. The level of pro-
posed funding for next year is approximately
$200,000 over this year's budget. Most of that
increase is for “operations of Plant Materials
Centers,” for which there is a critical need
in Idaho. I urge the Committee to approve
this small increase in the Plant Materials
item.

The balance of this item is the basic source
of ald provided by the SCS to farmers and
ranchers in planning wise conservation prac-
tices. The budget estimate is $106,045,000 as
compared with a 1970 appropriation of $106,-
103,000. This appears to be a slight cut, but,
given Increased demands placed upon the
service and rising cost of operation, the cut
becomes very significant.

Earlier this year, I met with Mr. George W.
(Bill) Clark, the legislative chairman of the
Idaho Association of Soil Conservation Dis-
tricts and other representatives of the De-
partment of Agriculture and SCS. At that
meeting, in which other members of Idaho's
Congressional Delegation participated, deep
concern was expressed for recent personnel
losses sustained by SCS. I have heard this
same concern expressed by Idaho farmers and
recently received resolutions from several
major Idaho Farm organizations protesting
cuts in the Soil Conservation Service pro-
gram.

In Idaho, the latest estimates indicate we
need at least 114 more technicians per soil
conservation district for an increase, state-
wide, of 75. This compares with a nationwide
need of about 3; of a technician per district.
I am told by the Idaho Assoclation that,
nationwide, over a period of the next five
years, an increase of approximately $20 mil-
lion In this program of assistance to farmers
and ranchers is needed. I support the posi-
tion of the Idaho Association and request
an increase of from 7 to 10 percent in the
Conservation Operations item to cover in-
creased operational expenses, in order to re-
verse the regrettable dismissal of technicians
in the SCS, and to provide for modest addi-
tions of severely needed personnel.

The budget provides for a slight increase
in River Basin Surveys and Investigations.
Currently, Idaho’s Soll Conservation Service
is Involved in the Columbia-North Pacific
Framework Study and the Great Basin Study.
Funds are needed for the completion of this
work. It is our hope that a more detailed
study of the Upper Snake will take place in
1972. I am pleased to support the budget
request in this area.

Watershed Planning under the budget re-
quest stands to suffer a 209% cutback. The
Watershed needs of Idaho are increasing—
not decreasing. The legislatures of my state
has more than doubled the state’s contri-
bution to Watershed Planning. State input
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has increased from 0 to $45,000 to the most
recent level of $110,000 per biennium for
this vital program. A federal decrease in the
magnitude of 20% would not only drastical-
ly curtail the planning rate, but would dis-
courage any further enlargement of State
Legislature and the State's participation in
this important work. Both the Idaho and the
National Association of Soll Conservation
Districts have repeatedly called for a two-
fold increase in the Watershed Program. I
have supported the request in the past. Ac-
cordingly, I am opposed to the proposed
reduction and would prefer to see a reason-
able increase in this item, with enough new
planning starts authorized to use the full
appropriation,

The budget estimate shows a deep cut in
resource conservation and development
planning with no money asked for new plan-
ning starts.

Idaho feels fortunate to have received one
of the first ten Resource Conservation and
Development Projects. The project is demon-
strating that this approach is sound. The
emphasis on sound, strong, local leadership
is proving its worth.

A four-county, four-soil conservation dis-
trict group in Idaho recently organized what
they call the Wood River Resource Area.
These local officials, along with the majors
of the surrounding towns and other local
organizations, have been engaged for two
years in developing a comprehensive resource
plan for the area. Recently, they filed an ap-
plication for a Resource Conservation and De-
velopment Project. That application is now
in Washington awaiting the approval of the
Becretary of Agriculture for planning.

This fine program deserves better treatment
than that contemplated in the budget. I
respectfully urge that the Committee treat
it affirmatively.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I would like
to take this opportunity to thank you for the
opportunity to appear before your commit-
tee today in support of the programs of the
Boll Conservation Districts of my State. The
service which they provide in the battle to
sustain and improve our environment is vital.
Their programs are deserting of the highest
regard and the highest practicable level of
funding. SCS has proved its worth many
times over and, with the proper support from
the Congress and the Executive, 1t will con-
tinue to be one of the strongest weapons in
our battle to preserve a habitable environ-
ment in this nation for all of our people.

INTER-AMERICAN ECONOMIC AND
SOCIAL COUNCIL MEETING

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Robert
H. Dockery of the staff of the Foreign
Relations Committee attended the Inter-
American Economic and Social Couneil
meeting in Caracas in February. His re-
port to the committee is an execellent
summary of the meeting, and a cogent
statement of the economic issues, partic-
ularly as they affect trade matters, be-
tween Latin America and the United
States at this time.

Inasmuch as the Congress will un-
doubtedly have to consider many of these
issues in the months ahead, I ask unani-
mous consent that Mr. Dockery's report
be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

Tae EcHTH SPECIAL MEETING OF THE INTER-
AMERICAN EconmomIc AND Socran CoumciL
(IA-ECOSO0C)

THE LATIN AMERICAN POSITION

In May of 1960 the foreign ministers of

twenty-one Latin American countries met in
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Vina del Mar, Chile and produced a 6,000
word document, setting forth for the United
Btates, Latin America’s position on trade
and ald issues. Two weeks later Forelgn
Minister Gabriel Valdes of Chile hand-de-
livered the document to President Nixon,
and after a forty-minute meeting with the
President, the New York Times quoted Valdes
as saying, “All that can be sald has been
said; the time has come for action.”

For the Latin American nations, the Con-
sensus of Vina del Mar {5 a gulde to action,
and it represents nothing less than a six-
year effort on the part of Latin America to
formulate a unified development policy vis-
a-vis the United States. The Consensus em-
phasizes basic economic issues and in this
area makes a solid attempt to define the
terms and conditions for future relations
with the United States. In this respect, the
following points are particularly noteworthy:

Trade. The Latin American countries have
reached the conclusion that increased trade
is their only real avenue to economic devel-
opment on terms which they find politically
acceptable. With this objective in mind, they
deem it vital that the United States agree
to:

(1) A “standstill" on tariff and non-tariff
barriers affecting Latin American exports to
the United States, including an agreement
not to take any action which would adversely
affect Latin American exports to third coun-
tries;

(2) A review of existing trade barriers with
a commitment to their gradual elimination;

(3) A system of compensatory financing
whereby their export earnings would not be
affected if the U.S. did adopt additional trade
restrictions; and

(4) A policy of promoting among the de-
veloped countries a generalized tarifi-prefer-
ence arrangement for exports from the de-
veloping countries. Barring acceptance of
such an ararngement by the other industrial-
ized nations, the United States should adopt
a reglonal tariff-preference system.

e leaders of Latin America firmly believe
that trade designed along these lines would
provide their countries with the foreign ex-
change necessary to permit them to be In
control of their own economic development
programs, And from a political standpoint,
these leaders adamantly maintain that such
a degree of economic independence Is manda-
tory if they are to contend effectively with
rising nationalist sentiment and the anti-
Americanism that serves as its foundation.

Aid, finance, and investment

While the Latins have not adopted an
either-or approach on the trade-vs.-aid issue,
they emphaslze that ald must not be condi-
tional—and least of all conditional in terms
of adversely affecting their actual or poten-
tial trade patterns and/or tylng ald to non-
competitive suppliers. To the extent possible,
ald should be multilateralized with the ald
reciplents provided a more meaningful say
as to how assistance funds are to be spent.
In this regard, in the Latin American view,
the program loan (balance of payments sup-
port) should be emphasized and these loans
should be made through the Inter-American
Development Bank,

The Latins also argue that the United
States should do all that it can to expand
long-term financing arrangements, Including
easier accessibility to U.S. capital markets in
order to reduce Latin America’s dependence
on foreign private investment. In this con-
nection, Latin American leaders make the
point that their countries can pay off long-
term credits while foreign investments rep-
resent a continuous drain on much-needed
foreign exchange. Accordingly, and some-
thing which is particularly distasteful to
Latin leaders is the notion (insisted on by
the U.S.) that foreign investment is a form
of economic cooperation and assistance, The
Latins say that in 1967, for example, U.S. in-
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vestors repatriated $1 billion in profits from
Latin America while sending to it in the
form of fresh capital only $191 million. These
figures do not of course take into account the
wages and taxes pald or the profits rein-
vested by U.S. business; rather they are used
solely to make the point that U.S. investors
are taking more money out of Latin America
than they are sending in. Latin Americans
believe in general that, if the U.S. wants its
investors to prosper in the region, then it
is incumbent on the U.S. to make sure that
investors are ‘development-oriented.”

Science and technology

The United States must make a concerted
effort to help bring about the transfer of
science and technology to Latin America with
a view to helping the latter mount a major
research and development effort of its own.
Aside from the traditional technical assist-
ance arrangements, Latin America wants the
U.S. to support a massive infusion of indus-
trial know-how, including access to patents,
trademarks and licenses. This should be
accomplished through the establishment of
regional Informatlion centers and data banks.
From these efforts, Latin America hopes to
be able to adopt existing technclogy to its
own particular conditions while, at the same
time, to begin to generate technological ad-
vances on its own, (Latin America's interest
in and concern for developing applied scien-
tific and technological skills has grown per-
ceptibly since the appearance of Servan-
Schreiber’s The American Challenge.)

THE U.S. RESPONSE

These were the basic issues and attitudes
which the United States confronted during
the Eighth Special Meeting of the Inter-
American Economic and Social Council and
the two technical meetings that preceeded
it. For the most part, they were not new—
many of the same issues having been raised
at the Bogota Conference of 1948, There was,
however, a new cast of characters, and un-
like in 1948, the Latin countries were firmly
united on the issues and on their determina-
tion to force the United States to respond
to them.

In response the United States offered to
undertake the following:

(1) To support the creation of a Special
Committee for Consultation and Negotiation.
According to the IA-ECOSOC resolution as
finally approved: “This Committee shall be
composed of representatives of all the mem-
ber countries of the Organization (of Amer-
fcan States), and its duration shall be in-
definite. Its functions shall be to serve as
an instrument for consultation and negotia-
tion between the Latin American countries
and the United States of America within the
framework of & new policy which will
strengthen hemispheric cooperation for de-
velopment in the spirit of the Consensus of
Vina del Mar and of the proposals of the
United States.”

(2) To submit U.S. economic policies to the
country-review procedure conducted annu-
ally by the Inter-American Committee on the
Alliance for Progress (CIAP). (This was an-
nounced by the President in his October 31
statement before the Inter-American Press
Association.)

(3) To drop the AID additionality require-
ment, which forced aid recipients to increase
their non-traditional imports from the
United States. (This was done in Trinidad
in June, 1969.)

(4) To remove the tylng of AID loans to
U.S. export by permitting procurement from
Latin American suppliers, providing that
50% of the value of the product is produced
in Latin America.

(6) To remove all restrictions on the dol-
lars provided to cover local currency costs
involved in AID project loans and similar
loans made through the Fund for Special
Operations of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank,
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(6) To review the “nuisance” duties on
those products not produced in “substantial
quantities” in the United States but of in-
terest to Latin America for export to the U.S.
The Latin American countries are to sub-
mit their product lists no later than March
31, 1970. (At the closilng plenary session of
the IA-ECOSOC meeting, Mexico announced
that it had its list in hand and that it was
formally submitting it to the United States.)

(7) To urge the industrialized countries
to adopt an across-the-board tariff prefer-
ence scheme for exports from the developing
nations. Should these efforts prove of no
avall within a “reasonable period of time"”,
the United States agreed to support the
adoption of a regional preference system on
behalf of Latin America.

(8) To increase financlal support for the
Inter-American Development Bank, plus ad-
vancing to 1970 the U.8.' 1971 subscription of
$206 million to the Bank’s callable capital.

(9) To maintain our bilateral aid program
to Latin America as the U.S. largest re-
gional economic assistance effort (about $430
million for FY 1971), and in addition, to
fund the following specific programs and/or
projects, primarily under the auspices of the
OAS,

(a) 830 million to assist the development
of capital and securities markets plus the
identification of viable industrial projects.
This is to be a joint project between CIAP
and the Inter-American Development Bank.

(b) $20 million to promote tourism in
Latin America.

(c) $20 milllon to promote science and
technology.

(d) $15 million for trade expansion and
promotion,

If the Latin Americans were unhappy with
the U. S. response, they were not so unhappy
as to have pushed the confrontation to a
walk-out—as many had thought would
occur. But, by the same token, the best the
United States was able to do was buy time.

The Latins were particularly pleased with
the U. S. agreeing to drop what they con-
sider to be some of the most irritating
restrictions on AID loans and with its ap-
parent willingness to get down to concrete
cases on the trade issue. Regarding the lat-
ter, Latin America's economic and finance
ministers left the IA-ECOSOC meeting be-
leving that they had gotten their foot in
the door, and that durlng future meetings
of the Speclal Committee for Consultation
and Negotiation they would be able to kick
it wide open.

It appears very doubleful, however, that
the Administration views its “partnership”
policy in these terms. The U. S. Delegation
became increasingly frustrated because of its
bellef that the Latins were only out to make
unreasonable demands on the U. S. and
therefore really not willing to discuss the
issues in the spirit of *“true partnership.”
But *“true partnership” Iimplles equality
among the partners. This, of course, is not
the case because, for the Latins, partner-
ship can only mean thelr attaining equal
status—economically as well as politically.

In reply to the Latin’s interpretation of
“partnership,” the point which Assistant
Secretary Meyer and other officlals made
repeatedly, particularly with respect to the
trade issue, was that the Executive Branch
is sympathetic to their demands but is un-
able to meet them wlthout Congressional
approval. And “given the prevailing mood in
Congress,” the Latins should understand
that the Executive Branch is faced with a
long, up-hill fight.

In my conversations with the Latin dele-
gates, I agreed that there was a good deal of
truth in what Meyer and the others were
saylng but, at the same time, I pointed out
that the Nixon Administration had not sub-
mitted any legislative program for re-di-
recting U.S. policy toward Latin America. T
made these same points to the members of
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the U.S. Delegation but recelved no indica-
tion that the Administration plans to ask
Congress to support a new program in the
trade and ald fleld vis-a-vis Latin America.
For what it may have been worth, I also
made the point that Governor Rockefeller's
recommendations in these areas had been
generally well received by the Committee.

It seems to me that, in trying to convince
the Latins of the Congress’ intractabllity, the
Administration has done little more than
convince itself; moreover, there seems little
doubt but that the Administration firmly
belleves it achleved at least a minor vic-
tory at the TA-ECOSOC conference. But if it
were a “victory”, it came not as the result
of any new policy initiative but rather, the
result of the U.S. agreeing to bury the old
one, What will take its place remains to be
seen—for although the Administration has
decided to emphasize stralght economic 1s-
sues as the basis for “partnership” with
Latin America, it has not decided what this
means in terms of implementation:

(1) Does it mean more trade and less bi-
lateral aid? Does it mean more trade and in-
creased multilateral aid? Or does it mean
relylng more on U.S. Investment directed
through the Overseas Private Investment
Corporation?

{2) Can the United States respond mean-
ingfully to Latin Ameriea's demand for in-
creased trade with the United States, in view
of the fact that the products of most in-
terest to Latin America are the very prod-
ucts which the United States has tradi-
tionally sought to protect, namely those with
a labor-intensive input? In other words, is
trade a politically viable alternative to ald
with respect to U.S.-Latin American policy?

(3) To what extent would an emphasis on
trade effectively serve to counter charges of
U.S. economic intervention in Latin America?

(4) Are the political advantages that

might be gained through emphasizing trade

outweighed by the reduction in the kind of
control which we have been able to exercise
through the bilateral aid program? Or is the
loss of this “control" itself an advantage?

(6) How can U.S. investment be promoted
in Latin America in a manner which is po-
litically acceptable to the region? Should the
U.S. Government officially adopt a policy of
promoting only joint venture arrangements
in which Latin Americans own a majority (or
close to it) of the stock?

(6) How long should we give the other in-
dustrialized nations to decide whether they
will join us in promoting a system of gen-
eralized tariff preference for the developing
countries? How long will Latin America give
us before urging that we adopt a regional
preference scheme? Could the U.S. exert sig-
nificant pressure for the generallzed scheme
by accepting Latin America's more immedi-
ate demands on the trade issue?

(7) To what extent is the United States
prepared to help Latin America refinance its
external debt, which during this decade will
increase appreciably as the grace period ends
for all the Alliance loans made during the
Sixties? Is there any other way for Latin
America to pay off this indebtedness except
by increased exports?

In retrospect

Writing in 1961, Dr. Willlam Manger, for-
mer Assistant Secretary General of the Or-
ganization of American States warned:

“There could be nothing more dangerous
for the inter-American regional organiza-
tion than for a situation to develop whereby
one country would find itself on one side of
an issue and all the others on the other
side. And yet, that Is exactly what Is happen-
ing in the economic field, in which the
United States invariably finds itself opposed
by every other American republic on every
economic issue that presents itself.”

The incipient danger of which Dr. Manger
spoke in 1961 became a glaring reality during
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the Eighth Special Meeting of the Inter-
American Economic and Social Council. The
principal results of the four days of delibera-
tlons was the agreement to establish a Spe-
cial Committee for Consultation and Negoti-
ations,

The significance of the Special Committee
is that it formally institutionalizes the his-
torical economic confrontation between the
United States and Latin America. Whether
this new ministerial-level forum replaces, for
all intents and purposes, the Inter-American
Economic and Social Council is itself a moot
point. The fact of the matter is the Latin
American countries have formulated a sin-
gle, consolidated position on trade and eco-
nomic development issues, and, as a single
negotiating unit, they have presented to the
United States a list of their economic griev-
ances which they believe the United States
is duty-bound to remedy. Thus from the
Latin American standpoint, the general pur-
pose of the Speclal Committee is two-fold;
1) To achieve a '"redress of their economic
grievances” and 2) To ensure that new griev-
ances are not added to the existing list. It
is within this framework that the Latins
view the Administration’s policy of hem-
ispheric “partnership”, and the success or
failure of the partnership will depend on
Washington's willingness (or lack of it) to
give the Latin American countries a ‘voice
in US. trade and economic policy as it af-
fects their economies both individually and
collectively.

As a follow-up thought: Jose Marti (in-
dependence leader and national hero of
Cuba) once cautioned his countrymen that
“a people economically enslaved but politi-
cally free will end by losing all freedom;
but a people economically free can go on to
win its political freedom.” If Marti's warning
has been lost on Cuba, 1t has not been lost
on the rest of Latin America. Rightly or
wrongly, Latin America belleves that it is
fighting U.S. economic enslavement and what
it is seeking from the United States is agree-
ment in principle on non-intervention in an
economic sense—with Latin America being
the judge as to what constitutes “economic”
intervention.

If the U.S. reluctance to accept the prin-
ciple of political non-intervention is any
guide, the Latin American countries are sure
to be In for some very serious disappoint-
ments. But in at least one respect, Latin
America’s policy-makers are in a better po-
sition than their U.S. counterparts: the
Latin Americans know what they want. The
Consensus of Vina del Mar leaves no doubt
on this score.

THE ABM

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the subject
of our strategic defense, including the
controversy over the antiballistic missile,
is a truly vital subject, vital because it
concerns the preservation of our national
security. We must not leave undone any-
thing essential to our security. We must
not squander money when it is not neces-
sary for our security. This is a matter
above individual whim, above the interest
of any particular group, above partisan-
ship of any kind.

I agree with those who hold that build-
ing an ABM area defense system against
China is unsupportable in foreign policy
terms and in light of the facts about the
Safeguard system. Quite contrary to the
proposition that its deployment would be
helpful in context of the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks with the Soviet Union,
I suggest that it would be escalatory and
likely harmful to these talks. These mat-
ters I shall devote more time to very soon.

March 20, 1970

Furthermore, it would in truth damage
the credibility of our Asian deterrent, not
enhance that deterrent, as has been
claimed.

The Secretary of Defense has told us
that the Chinese might have nuclear-
tipped strategic missiles in 1975. But as
he also conceded, our civilian population
would not be protected against the
Chinese from the Safeguard ABM un