14842

The move I here suggest will forward the
public interest and restore vitality and
balance to the licensing process. It will serve
to clarify environmental, antitrust and power
preference issues at the same time and in
the same manner that 1t serves to pinpoint
health and safety issues and to expedite their
resolution.

I sincerely hope the Commission will make
a priority effort to further tighten up on its
Rules of Practice in order to eliminate the yet
lingering opportunities for obstructive tech-
niques and procedural mischief which still
boobytrap the difficult pathway to electrical
energy sufficiency in the United States.

The regulatory hearings which the Joint
Committee will probably hold during this
session of Congress can provide a forum for
consideration of other and larger aspects of
the licensing process than those discussed to-
night. They can provide a base for further
detalled studies, which will probably be
needed before major changes in the licensing
process can be given serious legislative con-
sideration. All these matters are important
and will be glven careful study.

One further matter to which I would like
to see considerable study given is the nitty-
gritty of whether or not the adversary process
we have been using is really appropriate for
resolving complex technical questions of nu-
clear safety and health. In my mind there is
real doubt whether lay intervenors and their
querulous counsel can contribute much to
the answers to technical health and safety
questions they raise.

Maybe we ought to change the law and pro-
vide that after an intervenor has managed
to raise some unresolved question which actu-
ally is deemed significant that he then should
go home, Thereafter it would be the AEC's
responsibility to resolve it utilizing its stafl,
consultants, outside experts and other vast
sclentific and engineering resources. I am not
really sure that the presence of a lot of
environmental dilettantes and their hover-
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ing legal eagles has ever contributed much to
nuclear safety or ever will.

C. DOUGLAS CARTER NAMED OUT-
STANDING SPECIAL EDUCATOR
FOR 19871

HON. WILMER MIZELL

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, May 12, 1971

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
this time to inform my colleagues that
Mr, C. Douglas Carter, director of cur-
riculum planning for the Winston-Salem
and Forsyth County school system, has
been named North Carolina’s outstand-
ing special educator for 1971.

Mr, Carter’s many accomplishments in
the field of special education, encom-
passing both exceptionally gifted stu-
dents and those mentally and physically
handicapped, have been of great service
to the people of my district and to people
throughout North Carolina.

I am sure my colleagues join me, Mr.
Speaker, in extending to Mr. Carter our
expression of profound appreciation for
the good he has done for so many people,
and our congratulations for this great
honor.

At this time, I would like to include a
newspaper article from the May 1, 1971,
edition of the Winston-Salem Twin City
Sentinel, announcing the award and list-
ing in some detail Mr, Carter’s outstand-
ing contributions.

The article follows:
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CurricuLuM CHIEF GETS N.C. AWARD

C. Dougals Carter, director of curriculum
planning for the city-county school system,
today was named North Carolina's outstand-
ing special educator of the year.

Carter recelved the Felix S. Barker Award
at a state Council for Exceptional Children
meeting in Greensboro.

The presentation was made by Barker, first
director of the division of exceptional chil-
dren of the State Department of Public
Instruction. He is now retired.

Carter is the second educator to receive
the statewlde award. He was nominated after
receiving a local award from the Forsyth
County Chapter of the Counecil in March.

Carter, a Winston-Salem native, has been
working with special education programs
since joining the city school system in 1951.

Special education refers to children who
are academically gifted and to those who are
handicapped.

NUMERDUS PROGRAMS

After teaching at several schools, Carter
was appointed director of special services of
the city school system in 1957. He was named
director of special education for the merged
city-county system in 1963.

He has set up and, in some cases, super-
vised numercus programs for gifted and
handicapped children in the regular school
term, In summer sesslons and at the Chil-
dren’'s Center for the Physically Handicapped.

He helped establish the North Caroclina
Governor's School here and served as its
superintendent for several years.

He also has conducted numerous work-
shops and has worked with state agencies In
special education programs.

About 500 people attended the two-day
meeting of the council, which ended at noon
today. The featured speaker was Dr. Burton
Blatt, director of special education of the
University of Syracuse.

SENATE—Thursday, May 13,

The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was
called to order by Hon. AprLal E. STEVEN-
son III, & Senator from the State of
Illinois.

Rabbi Chaim Seiger, Baron Hirsch
Congregation, Memphis, Tenn., offered
the following prayer:

“Where there is no earthly justice, the
L-rd’s justice will prevail."—Midrash on
Deuteronomy.

O L-rd, Creator and Judge of all man-
kind:

Into our hands have You given the
maintenance of our earth to be guided
by Your revealed laws of justice. For
You are the Creator and we are the in-
struments of Your will. May we then
ever understand that our choice is either
life upon this earth with justice, or death
and chaos—Your retribution,

In humility, we are aware that for
many who love freedom and justice, we
are the last, best hope. May we be worthy
of the mantle which destiny has placed
upon us as free men, and as Americans.
May we be guided to create selflessly the
better world for which You created us.

obwa Moy nR A moyh
“The L-rd will give strength to this
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people. The L-rd will bless this people
with peace.” Amen.

DESIGNATION OF THE ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. ELLENDER) .

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., May 13, 1971.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Aprar E. STEvEnNson III, a
Senator from the State of Illinols, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.

ALLEN J, ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-

ing clerks, informed the Senate that the
House had passed the bill (H.R. 8190), an
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act making supplemental appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971,
and for other purposes, in which it re-
quested the concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (HR. 8190), an act making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of
Wednesday, May 12, 1971, be dispensed
with.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR MOSS TOMORROW
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, T ask

unanimous consent that tomorrow, at
the conclusion of the prayer, the disposi-
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tion of the journal, and the recognition
of the joint leadership, the distinguished
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

THE RULE OF GERMANENESS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, do I
correctly understand that the Pastore
rule of germaneness, under the agree-
ment entered into last week, does not
begin to apply until the unfinished busi-
ness is laid before the Senate?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is the understanding of the
Chair.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair.

PURCHASE OF U.S. OBLIGATIONS
BY FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 103, 8. 1700.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

(8. 1700) to amend section 14(a) of the
Federal Reserve Act, as amended, to extend
for two years the authority of Federal Re-
serve banks to purchase United States obli-
gations directly from the Treasury.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
& third reading, was read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
14(b) of the Federal Reserve Act, as amended
(12 U.8.C. 365), is amended by striking out
“July 1, 1971” and inserting in lleu thereof
“July 1, 1973" and by striking out “June 30,
1871" and inserting in lleu thereof “June 30,
1973".,

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION

The bill would extend for a 2-year period,
from June 80, 1971, to June 30, 1973, the au-
thority of Federal Reserve banks to purchase
U.S. obligations directly from the Treas-
ury.

The present authority for Federal Reserve
banks to make direct purchase of U.S. obli-
gations was enacted In World War II and has
been extended temporarily from time to time
since enactment. The last extenslon was au-
thorized in 1970 when the authority was ex-
tended to June 30, 1971.

There follows a letter from the Secretary
of the Treasury requesting and justifying
this authority be continued.

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, April 19, 1570.
Hon. Spreo T. AGNEW,
The President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PRESIDENT: There is transmitted

herewith a draft of a proposed bill to amend
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section 14(b) of the Federal Reserve Act, as
amended, to extend for 2 years the authority
of Federal Reserve banks to purchase U.S.
obligations directly from the Treasury.

The proposed legislation would extend for
an additional 2 years, from June 30, 1971, to
June 30, 1973, the temporary authority under
which Federal Reserve banks may purchase
public debt obligations directly from the
Treasury in an amount not to exceed $5 bil-
lion outstanding at any one time. The present
direct purchase authority was enacted during
World War II and has since been extended
from time to time on a temporary basis. The
last extension was in 1970 and the authority
will expire on June 30 of this year.

The authority has been used in recent years
only in periods just prior to tax payment
dates. Its existence permits the Department
to operate with considerably lower cash bal-
ances than would otherwise be required. The
authority was not utilized in 1970 and was
utilized for only short periods in September
and December 1968 and In April and Septem-
ber 1969. The availability of the direct pur-
chase authority is also important as a stand-
by means of providing a ready source of
funds in the event of a disruption in the pri-
vate financial markets due to a serious na-
tional emergency or a nuclear attack on the
United States. The attached table demon-
strates that the authority has been sparingly
used In the past.

There is enclosed for your convenient ref-
erence a comparative type showing the
changes in existing law that would be made
by the proposed legislation.

It would be appreciated if you would lay
the proposed blll before the Senate. An iden-
tical bill has been transmitted to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives.

The Department has been advised by the
Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objection from the standpoint of the
administration’s program to the presentation
of this proposed legislation to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN B, CONNALLY.

DIRECT BORROWING FROM FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS
1942 THROUGH 1970

Maximum
number
of days
used at
any one
time

Maximum  Number
amount  of sepa-
at any Tate
time times

used

Days
used (millions)

Calendar year:
1942 19 §422
1, 320

The committee belleves that the tempo-
rary authority granted to the Federal Re-
serve Banks to purchase directly U.S. obliga-
tions is important as a standby means of
providing a ready source of funds to the
Federal Government, and recommends favor-
able action by the Senate.

14843

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE
ACT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in the
REecorp an editorial published in the St.
Louis Post-Dispatch during the period
November 30-December 6, 1970, entitled
“NATO’s Lost Contact With Reality,” an
editorial published in the New York
Times on May 5, 1971, entitled “Monetary
Flap,” and an article published in the Le
Monde Weekly under date of March 25—
31, 1971, entitled “1966, A Vintage Year
for Diplomacy: Why De Gaulle Said ‘No’
To NATO.”

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

[From the St. Louls Post-Dispatch, Nov, 30—
Dec. 6, 1970]
NATO's Lost CoNTACT WITH REALITY

The rituals of NATO for a long time have
shown & growing tendency to lose contact
with reality. At these annual, semi-annual
and quarterly ceremonies, such as the one
just concluded at Brussels, diplomats and
generals throw out their chests, proclaim
flexible strategies, pass firm resolutions and
applaud a stock message from the President
of the United States avowing his unshakable
determination to strengthen the alllance.

It all has the flavor of a quaint anachro-
nism, a minute~like survival from the past
having little bearing on the actual condition
of Europe today. Because NATO has gone on
striking these postures for more than 20
vears, following the low of inertia it goes
on striking them. If postures alone were in-
volved they might be tolerated as an amusing
tribal rite, but in addition they cost money,
they divert resources badly needed every-
where for constructive ends, they foster illu-
sions. and inflict a certain amount of self-
deception.

In the world of reality an announcement
that the European members intended to in-
crease their contributions to NATO would
be taken as a welcome indication that the
United States could taper down its own.
Wasn't it the purpose of the American re-
occupation to hold the line until Europe
could take over its own defense, and lsn't
Europe today quite as prosperous, if not more
so, than the U.5.? But in the Wonderland
of NATO ordinary logic does not apply. From
Brussels comes the glad and ritualistic word
that, because the Europeans are going to
spend more on NATO, the U.S. will be able
not to spend less.

Becretarys Laird and Rogers assure NATO
that the more or less 300,000 American troops
stationed there, who with their 200,000 de-
pendents constitute a major dollar drain
that contributes heavily to our balance of
payments deflcit, will stay through 1972 and
maybe beyond, as a token of appreclation for
the magnificent European decision to spend
more on arms and military equipment.

There 1s a bit of fakery here. The Euro-
peans say they will increase NATO contribu-
tions by a billion dollars over five years. That
is 200 million a year, and that is less than
1 per cent of their present military outlays.
The touted increase is not even enough to
keep pace with inflation, and not all of it is
to be in cash, either. In a word, the Euro-
peans offer no real increase in their NATO
contribution, but we trade them the main-
tenance of our forces anyway, thereby ac-
complishing the familiar feat of winning
nothing for something.

Behind the elaborate pretense of the NATO
rituals the reality is that our troops in Eu-
rope are not enough to stop an invasion
should one ever occur, and yet they are more
than are needed to serve as hostages for
guaranteed U.S, intervention in any Euro-
pean war. President Eilsenhower saw that
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long ago. One division would do as well as
six, he sald, if the purpose was to lay a trip-
wire that would bring major American power
into play in event of attack. The size of the
European n is dictated not by military
considerations but by the crude and inglori-
ous fact that everybody there has got used
to enjoylng the payrolls incidental to the
U.8. presence.

The traditional evasion to cope with this
fact is to say, as Secretary Rogers did in
Brussels, that the U.8. will not reduce its
forces except as of a mutual reduction
in which the Soviet Unlon participates. This
sounds fine, but is meaningless. The size of
the U.S. garrison 1s not now and never has
been determined by the number of Soviet

in Europe. If it were, we would need
many hundreds of thousands more there
than we have.

Our garrison is a symbol, and that's all.
The symbol is bigger than it has to be and
bigger than we can afford. Congress, without
walting on any Soviet decisions, ought to
assert i1ts authority to reduce the occupation
force. And who knows? Unilateral action by
us might just possibly generate umilateral
and very satisfactory action by the other
side,

[From the New York Times, May 5, 1971]
MoONETARY FrAP

Waves of speculation in European money
markets have driven up the price of gold,
knocked the dollar down to its lowest pegged
rate, and forced the German mark up to its
celling rate of nearly 28 cents against the
dollar.

The immediate cause of the rush of more
than a billion dollars into Germany and other
European money centers yesterday was the
betting that there would be another upward
revaluation of the mark—or that the dollar
would be devalued in relation to gold.

This latest flooding of hot dollars into Eu-
rope was brought on by increasingly open de-
bate in Germany that an upvaluation of the
mark was essential to check rising inflation.
Five German economic institutes have rec-
ommended that the mark should be per-
mitted to float upward to find a new parity
against the dollar.

But the German central bank and the Eco-
nomics Ministry are still expressing determi-
nation to keep the mark at its present value.
German agriculture and industry are afraid
of being hurt by a dearer mark and are lean-
ing harder on the Brandt government. The
Germans are also being pressed to hold firm
by their European Common Market partners,
who are trying to achieve monetary union
and are opposed to exchange rate flexibility.

As much as the Germans may dislike the
idea of another revaluation, they detest in-
flation even more—and the German econo-
mists have warned the Government that if
nothing is done to stem the huge dollar in-
flows by a revaluation, the inflation—which
has been running at 4.5 per cent—would
speed up to 5.5 or 6 per cent.

The best means of stemming the flow of
hot dollars to Europe—once immediate spec-
ulation over the mark dies down—Iis to elimi-
nate the interest rate differential between the
United States and Europe. That differential
has been narrowed in recent months but is
far from closed. But the United States, eager
to regain full employment, is unwilling to see
interest rates climb too fast and abort the
recovery. On their side, the Europeans, wor-
ried about inflation, are unwilling to drive
interest rates down.

Yet it is essential that the gap be closed or
neither party will achieve its objective. On
both sides of the Atlantlec, efforts to close the
gap will require a new mix of monetary and
fiscal policy. The Nixon Administration must
stop pushing for faster monetary growth—
and rely more upon fiscal policy to stimu-
late economic recovery. Similarly, the Euro-
peans must reduce their reliance on tight
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money as the chosen weapon against infla-
tion, and raise taxes instead.

Beyond this immediate crisis lie major
tasks if monetary balance is to be restored
among the major Western industrial nations
and Japan. This will require an overhaul of
existing exchange rates, military burdens and
trade policies. Neglect of the underlying
causes of the present monetary flap would
poison Western economic relations.

[From Le Monde Weekly, Mar, 25-31, 1971]

1966, A VINTAGE YEAR FOR DIiFLOMACY: WHY
DE GAULLE Sam “No” To NATO

Just five years ago, on March 10 and 11,
1966, the French government informed the
fourteen other members of the Atlantic Al-
llance of its intention to withdraw all its
forces and other personnel from the inter-
allled command in Europe.

At the same time the French asked Nato
headquarters as well as all forelgn troops sta-
tioned in Franch to leave, and placed all
French forces stationed in Germany under
French command. General de Gaulle had an-
nounced his intentions to the prineipal part-
ner in the alllance in a letter to President
Johnson on March 7.

He had also publicly indicated his inten-
tions when he declared in a press conference
on February 21 that he was determined to re-
establish “normal conditions of sovereignty
under which whatever was French, its soil,
alr space, coastal waters and armed forces,
as well as any foreign troops in France, would
henceforth be exclusively under French con-
trol.”

Although the decislon made headlines at
the time, the break with the Atlantic Pact
military organization did not come as a sur-
prise to France's allles. Since 1958, when
President Eisenhower rebuffed De Gaulle's
proposal for a Blg Three alliance of world-
wide rather than merely Atlantic scope, the
French president had been using the cold
response to his idea as an excuse for his own
cool attitude towards the alliance.

The following year, he announced that the
French Mediterranean Fleet would be pulled
out of the unified command if war occurred.
Meeting with President Kennedy in 1961 De
Gaulle indicated that sooner or later he
would withdraw France from Nato,

In his New Year's address in December
1964, the French leader made the distinction
for the first time in public between the North
Atlantic Alliance, which still served a func-
tion, and the military pact, “which had no fu-
ture.” Why did he walt for eight years be-
fore acting? The former head of state gave
his reasons in Mémoires d’Espoir.

France first had to become a nuclear power
and end the Algerian war, In addition, Soviet
threats, in particular the uncertalnty created
by Mr. Khrushchev over the future of Ber-
lin, had to be dispelled. M. Pompidou, who
was prime minister at the time, gave a fur-
ther reason when he told the National As-
sembly, on April 20, 1966, that French policy
required a “durability guarantee” which in
fact had been provided by General de Gaulle’s
reelection for a seven-year term in December
1965.

The decision was, of course, based on the
Gaullist desire for national independence,
but the numerous explanations given at
the time allowed Gaullist “doctrine” to be
more closely defined in terms of strategy,
European policy and East-West relations.
It was no accident that 1966 was the “big
year” for the Gaullists in foreign affairs. In
addition to the Nato declsion, General de
Gaulle visited Moscow and delivered his
famous speech in Phnom Penh, Cambodia.

FOLDING UMBRELLA

The first assumption of Gaullist policy was
that the Soviet threat in Europe had disap-
peared, or at least it had considerably de-
creased since the signing of the North At-
lantic Treaty in 1949. At the same time the
value of the American “nuclear umbrella’
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had decreased. The threat to American ter-
ritory posed by the Soviet nuclear arsenal
made Washington wary of using what was
still called “the Bomb" against its principal
enemy.

This was reflected by Defense Secretary
Robert McNamara's policy of “graduated re-
taliation,"” which was adopted by Nato, al-
though not officially, until 1967.

As M. Pompidou remarked, this strategy
allowed the United States to limit the first
phase of operations to territories outside
those of the principal aggressor. In other
words, in order to pull its chestnuts from
the fire, Washington was ready to spare Mos-
cow, leaving Europe, from France to Poland's
Bug River, to suffer the consequences. An-
other compelling reason was the growing
American involvement in Vietnam—France
did not want to risk being dragged into
somebody else's war.

Some observers occasionally wondered
whether De Gaulle planned to withdraw
from the Alllance itself as well as from the
military organization to which it had given
birth, But, in fact, all the Gaullist leaders
took pains to distinguish between the two,
and the General himself promised President
Johnson that France would remain in the
Alllance when the treaty came up for re-
newal in 1969—‘“unless events in the next
three years change the basic elements of
East-West relations.”

Since De Gaulle believed that changes—
not fundamental, but real nonetheless—were
occurring in Europe and the world, there re-
mained a certain degree of uncertainty.

In any case, M. Pompidou expected, as he
stated In a speech in April 1966, that “dis-
cussions concerning the future of the Al-
liance" would be held before the treaty was
renewed. By Invading Czechoslovakia eight
months before, the Soviets and their allies
had closed the ranks of the Western allies.

HURRY ON BACK

The reaction of France's allies to the 1966
decision was bitter, but they did not drama-
tize the situation. President Johnson affected
the conviction that the French would not
stay out of the Alliance for long, and let it be
known that their place would always be
walting for them.

He fought a serles of rearguard actlons
over the costs and deadlines for the evacu-
atlon of American forces from France, using
a Franco-American agreement of December
1958—=signed by the De Gaulle government—
to argue that two years' notice was required
to repudiate the accord.

Chancellor Erhard's German government
was even more of a stickler for legal niceties,
and in a note dated May 3, 1966 trled to
bring the French back into the Nato fold by
invoking the discussions about the stationing
of French forces on German territory.

Since the reply from Paris was that the
French were prepared to recall all of their
troops before July 1, 1967, the conversations
took on a more serious tone, and an agree-
ment was reached in December 1968.

The allles bowed to the inevitable, The
26,000 American soldiers and 1,300 civilians,
who along with some 16,000 French civilian
employees had operated the 29 U.S. bases and
depots in France, left before the spring of
1967, well within the deadlines set by Paris.
SHAPE (Supreme Headquarters Allied Pow-
ers Europe) relocated in Belgium and the
Central European Command, based in Fon-
talnebleau, moved to Holland.

Later, in October 1966, the Fourteen de-
cided to transfer the Atlantic Council, civil-
ian headquarters of the Alliance, to Revere,
a suburb of Brussels, even though the French
had not requested the transfer and were in
fact still sitting on the Council.

BALM OF TIME

What remains five years later of the fre-
quently impassioned reactions which General
de Gaulle’s decislon provoked both in France
and abroad? Two facts stand out—first, the
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two principals in the debate in the National
Asssembly which followed the decision were
M. Pompidou and René Fleven, at the time
a leader of the opposition. Today, the latter
is a member of the cabinet over whose ses-
sions the former presides.

And second, even if France asked them, it
is very doubtful that the Americans would
agree to send their forces back to France or
pay the £200 million a year for their upkeep.
NATO, at least in part thanks to De Gaulle’s
prompting, has become a forum where eco-
nomic problems are examined at least as
preparations for war, and, despite an occa-
sionally hardened attitude, detente is dis-
cussed more than the Soviet threat.

Criticism of the “morality” of the French
decision has not altogether evaporated, how-
ever. The strongest of these arguments is
that General de Gaulle chose to confront
his allles with a fait accompli rather than
to enter into discussions with them on re-
forming the structures of the Alliance, dis-
cussions which he himself considered would
be of no avall.

In fact, Parls was much more interested
in 1966 in recovering complete sovereignty
than in reforming an alllance to which 1t
had no particular objection once France had
left it. On the contrary, the French govern-
ment has undertaken a kind of selective co-
operation with the Alliance, retaining what
it considers useful and rejecting the rest.

CORDIAL CONTACTS

Contacts, which are frequent and increas-
ingly cordial, between the French General
Staff and NATO Headquarters began officlally
as early as December 1966 with a meeting
between the late General Ailleret and Gen-
eral Lyman Lemnitzer. In March 1966 the
French had announced their intention of
remaining in the NATO early-warning and
riposte system, in the technical research cen-
tre in The Hague, and several other organi-
zations.

To go from this to say that France is
taking advantage of NATO without carrying
its share of the burden is an easy step, but
not one entirely justified since France makes
disproportionately high defence expendi-
tures compared with most of her allles. The
French also participate in perliodic NATO mil-
itary exercises, particularly mnaval maneu-
vers.

Like so many other major decisions,
France's withdrawal from NATO seems finally
to have been accepted, and appears to be
irreversible. It seems reasonable to ask
whether anyone other than the General
would have had the courage to take such an
agonizing decislon. As Soclalist leader Guy
Mollet remarked to M. Pompidou in 1966,
“De Gaulle knew he could trust us never to
take such a decision, but he did not trust
you enough to believe that you would dare
to do it if he were no longer around.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Scorr) desire to be recog-
nized at this time under the standing
order?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield
back my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Chair
now recognizes the distinguished Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. Graver) for a
period not to exceed 15 minutes.

(The remarks of Mr. GRAVEL when he
introduced S. 1855 appear in the Routine
Morning Business section of the Recorp
under Statements on Bills and Joint
Resolutions.)
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TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, STEVENSON). Under the pre-
vious order there will be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness for not to exceed 30 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 3 minutes.

QUORUM CALL

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

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

SENATE MUST TAKE TIME TO GET
ANSWERS ON 88T

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, before
the Senate proceeds to affirm the House
action of yesterday in reviving the su-
personic transport we should find out
some hard facts, In the cold, grey light
of the morning-after this 8ST revival
looks entirely different.

Members of the House, the public and
much of the press assumed yesterday
that the House simply changed payments
to close up and end the program into
payment to continue the SST.

They assumed the cost of going ahead
with the SST would be no more than it
would have been if the House and Senate
had voted for the program last Marech.

They were wrong.

In addition to the arguments against
the program made when it was killed in
the House and Senate there is a new
one, a clincher.

Those who opposed the SST last March
have the same reasons to oppose it now:
It still is a trivial waste of money com-
pared to the urgent need for funds for
housing, education, poverty, health, pol-
lution control, or just plain tax relief.
And the SST represents as much of a
threat to the environment now—in
May—as it did in March.

But there is now a new element. It
was contributed by the statements issued
by both Boeing and General Electric
after the House acted.

Boeing said that a new contract would
have to be negotiated with the Govern-
ment before work could start again on
the SST.

And then they added this:

This will take considerable study, effort
and agreement among the contractors, the
Government and the Airlines, This new con-
tract must fully recognize the rights of the
partles under the terminated contract and
the large cost which will be incurred in re-
establishing and carrying out the new pro-
gram through not only the prototype stage,
but ei'.lllua production of construction aircraft
as well.

Now, Mr. President, this means we are
in an entirely new ball game. And Boeing
is exactly right. This will take time. Time
to negotiate the rights of the airlines, the
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contractors, and the Government; time
to determine the distribution of the
large costs which Boeing cites to carry
the program not only through the pro-
totype stage, but the production of con-
struction aircraft as well. What does this
mean to Government costs: Additional
hundreds of millions—almost certainly,
additional billions—this is quite possible,
at any rate we should find out—and if it
takes weeks or months to find out, this
Senator intends to do all in his power as
a Senator to prevent the Senate from ap-
propriating funds to continue this pro-
gram until we know just exactly how
deeply the Federal taxpayer is going to
be asked to get in. We must have answers
and full answers.

And when we get the answers there
must be time to let the costs sink in—
with the American people as well as with
the Congress.

Now Mr. President, listen to what the
General Electric Co. said about the House
action that would attempt to simply com-
plete the program without any more cost
than was contemplated when we ended
the program in March.

Here is the General Electric statement:

The Government is contractually obligated
to reimburse Boeing and GE their share of
the money invested in the program up to the
time it was terminated for the convenience
of the Government. Any proposal to go for-
ward with the program would necessarily in-
volve very substantial financial commitments
beyond $85 million and would involve very
substantial restarting charges and redirection
of the program.

Should the administration receive full con-
gressional approva] and reinstate the SST
program, it would be necessary to renegotiate
with the contractors.

Furthermore Mr. Borch—chairman of
the board of General Electric said that
the Government would have to assume
the entire—not 90 percent as the old
contract provided of the SST develop-
ment cost.

Now Mr. President what does this
all mean? It means that in addition to
all the other arguments against the SST
you now have a program that will cost
far more than was contemplated when
the Congress in both houses killed the
program last March.

It means that we do not know—we
have no idea how much more that cost
will be and it means we should certainly
find out before we act on any appropria-
tion measure that contains funds te con-
tinue the SST. It will take time much
time and we must insist that we take
that time—and know just what we are
doing with hundreds of millions of the
faxpayer’'s money,

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

PROPOSED SUFPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATION FOR
THE COMMISSION ON RAILROAD RETIREMENT
For 1871 (8. Doc. No. 92-18)

A letter from the President of the United
States transmitting proposed supplemental
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appropriation for the fiscal year 1871 for the
Commission on Rallroad Retirement (with
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
Appropriations.

PROPOSED EMERGENCY LOAN GUARANTEE ACT
oF 1971

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, submitting a draft of proposed legisla-
tion to authorize emergency loan guarantees
to major business enterprises (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LONG, from the Committee on
Commerce, without amendment:

H.R. 53562. An act to amend the Act to au-
thorize appropriations for the fiscal year 1971
for certain maritime programs of the Depart-
ment of Commerce (Rept. No. 92-108).

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for Mr. FULBRIGHT),
from the Committee on Forelgn Relations,
with amendments:

8. Con. Res. 21. A concurrent resolution
calling for the suspension of military assist-
ance to Pakistan (Rept. No. 92-105)

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee
on Appropriations, with amendments:

H.R. 8190. An act making supplemental ap~
propriations for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1971, and for other purposes (Rept, No.
92-107).

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee
on Appropriations, without amendments:

H.J.Res. 633, A joint resolution making
further continuing appropriations for the fis-
cal year 1971, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A
COMMITTEE

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

By Mr. McINTYRE, from the Committee
on Armed Services:

Hadlal Austin Hull, of Minnesota, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Army.

REGULAR AIR FoRCE

Gen. Joseph J. Nagzaro, when retired, for
appointment to the grade of general;

Lt. Gen. Theodore R. Milton and Lt. Gen.
John D. Lavelle to positions of importance
and responsibility designated by the Presi-
dent to the grade of general, while so serv-
ing;

US. ARMY

Chaplain (Brig. Gen.) Gerhardt Wilfred
Hyatt for appointment as Chief of Chaplains,
U.S. Army, and as major general;

Chaplain (Col.) Aloysius Joseph McElwee
to be brigadier general;

Maj. Gen. Walter James Woolwine and
Maj. Gen. George Philip Seneff, Jr., to be as-
signed to a position of importance and re-
sponsibility designated by the President to
the grade of leutenant general;

U.8. Navy

Rear, Adm. Worth H. Bagley, designated
for commands and other duties, to the grade
of vice admiral, while so serving;

The following-named captains of the line
of the Navy for temporary promotion to the
grade of rear admiral:
Willlam J. Kotsch
Eugene H, Farrall
Rowland G.

Freeman III
Rupert S. Miller
Carl J. Beiberlich
Joseph E. Snyder, Jr.
Forrest S. Petersen
Bernard B. Forbes, Jr.
Doniphan B, Shelton

Dewitt L. Freeman
Arthur W, Price, Jr.
Charles H. Griffiths
Charles D, Grojean
John M. Tierney
Isham W. Linder
Charles P. Tesh
William Thompson
Frank D.
McMullen, Jr.
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Leonard A. Snead Henry 8. Morgan, Jr.
Tyler F. Dedman Edward W. Cooke
Samuel L. Gravely, Jr. Denis J. J. Downey
Charles F. Rauch, Jr. Chester G. Phillips
Stanley T. Counts Alfred J. Whittle, Jr.
Harry D. Train IT James H. Doyle, Jr.
William A. Myers IIT  Harry E. Gerhard, Jr.
Robert G. Mills James B, Wilson
James O. Mayo Donald B. Whitmire
David A. Wehster Willlam H. Rogers
Raymond W. Burk Wesley L. McDonald
Lloyd W. Moffit Earl F. Rectanus
Bamuel M, Cooley, Jr. William F. Clifford, Jr.
Merton D. Van Orden Edward C. Waller ITI
Wayne 8, Nelson James D. Watkins
Alan B, Shepard, Jr.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Armed Services I re-
port favorably the nominations of 57 flag
and general officers in the Army, Navy,
and Marine Corps. I ask that these names
be placed on the Executive Calendar.

In addition, I report favorably 1,740
promotions to captain in the Army, 930
promotions in the Navy in the grade of
chief warrant officer, 709 appointments
in the Marine Corps in grade of first
lieutenant and below, and 1,931 promo-
tions in the Air Force in grade of lieu-
tenant colonel and below. Since these
names have already been printed in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in order to save
the expense of printing on the Executive
Calendar, I ask unanimous consent that
they be ordered to lie on the Secretary’s
desk for the information of any Senator.

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

(The nominations ordered to lie on the
Secretary’s desk were printed at the end
of the Senate proceedings of April 19.
1971, April 23, 1971, and May 5, 1971.)

Mr, McINTYRE. Mr. President, with-
out in any way minimizing the merits
of the other candidates for promotion,
I feel impelled to point out to my col-
leagues the name of cantain—soon to be
rear admiral—Alan B. Shepard, Jr.

Mr. President, on behalf of my State, I
want to express my admiration for the
dedication and determination which has
been shown by this native son of Derry,
N.H., during the past decade in our space
program. The Granite State takes in-
tense pride in the accomplishments of
Alan Shepard and great satisfaction in
his promotion to flag rank.

By Mr, THURMOND, from the Committee
on Armed Services:

James E. Johnson, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Navy.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr., President, I
send to the desk the nomination of James
E. Johnson as Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Manpower and Reserve Affairs.
This nomination received the unanimous
approval this morning of the Senate
Armed Services Committee. I urge the
Senate to give it prompt and favorable
action.

Mr. Johnson is presently Vice Chair-
man of the Civil Service Commission. It
has been my pleasure to know him in
this capacity and I am confident he will
render the same high caliber of service
to the Navy that has marked his career
with the Civil Service Commission.

Mr. President, in presenting this nom-
ination, I ask unanimous consent that
Mr. Johnson’s blographical sketch be
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks.

May 13, 1971

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

James E. JOHNSON

Present address: 2816 Blue Spruce Lane,
Wheaton, Maryland.

Born: March 3, 1926, Madison, Illinois,

Married: Juanita V. Butler,

Children: Three sons—21, 11, 4, and one
daughter—16.

Education: Lincoln High, Forrest Clty,
Ark., 1939-43; DuSaba High, Chicago, Iil.,
194344, Grad w/G.E.D.; Maryland Univer-
sity, Overseas and U.B. Ext., 1960-62; Chap-
man College, Orange, Calif., 1561-68; Orange
Univ, College of Law, Santa Ana, Calif.;
Santa Ana College, Santa Ana, Callf., 1062—
69, Assoc. of Arts; and George Washington
Uniy.,, Washington, D.C., and Extension
Courses, 1958-70, B.S.

Military service: U.S. Marine Corps, 1944
1985.

Employment: January 1960—Present Com-
missioner and Vice Chairman, U.S. Civil
Service Commission; 1967-1960—Director,
‘California State Department of Veterans
Affalrs; 19656-1967—Insurance Executive,
Prudential Life Insurance Company, Ana-
heim, California; 1944-1965—U.8. Marine
Corps. Held positions of Squadron, Adjutant,
Supply Fiscal Officer, and Legal Officer, Naval
Law School graduating as Legal Counsel,
Personnel Administrators School, Military,
Administrator in Accounting; Marine Corps
Supply, School, Fiscal Supply Officer; In-
structor Training School, Military Instrue-
tor; Public Information School, Public Re-
lations Officer for liaison between foreign
countries and the United States military
bases In the Far East.

Affiliations: Member, District of Columbia
Health and Welfare Council; member, Board
of Directors, United Givers Fund; member,
Advisory Board, National Capital Area Coun-
cil, Boy Scouts of America; member, Board
of Directors, Golden Empire Council of Boy
Scouts; former member, Board of Directors,
Sacramento Safety Council; member, Board
of Directors, United Christlan Centers; past
president of Orange County Chapter, Chil-
dren’s Asthma Research Institute and Hos-
pital; former director, Youth Leadership
Program; former finance chairman, Planned
Parenthood Association; area governor of
Toastmasters International; and member,
Board of Governors, Anaheim YMOCA.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. GRAVEL:

8. 1855. A bill to amend the Atomic Ener-
gy Act of 1954 to require licensees and con-
tractors to assume greater financlal respon-
sibilities. Referred to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr. BEALL,
Mr. Dominick, Mr. EENwepy, Mr.
ProuTY, Mr. RawnpoLpH, Mr. TAFT,
Mr. SCHWEIKER) @

S. 1858. A bill to assure an cpportunity for
occupational education (other than that
resulting in a bacecalaureate or advanced
degree) to every American who needs and
desires such education by providing finan-
clal assistance for postsecondary occupa-
tional education programs, and to strengthen
the concept of occupational preparation,
counseling, and placement In elementary
and secondary schools, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

By Mr, BROOKE:

S. 1857. A bill to amend the joint resolu-
tion establishing the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission, as amended. Re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiclary.
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By Mr. HART:
S.1858. A bill to amend the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 to provide for
a National Environmental Data System. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.
By Mr. JAVITS:

S.1859. A bill to amend the Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1970 to provide a
more effective approach to the problem of
developing and maintaining a rational rela-
tionship between building codes and related
regulatory requirements and bullding tech-
nology in the United States, and to facilitate
urgently needed cost-saving innovations In
the building industry, through the establish-
ment of an appropriate nongovernmental
instrument which can make definitive tech-
nical findings, insure that the findings are
made available to all sectors of the economy,
public and private, and provide an effective
method for encouraging and facilitating
Federal, State, and local acceptance and use
of such findings. Referred to the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

S.1860. A bill for the rellef of Loreta
Valido Balbas. Referred to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

S5.1861. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to ex-
tend its protection to additional employees,
to raise the minimum wage to $2.25 an hour,
to provide for an 8-hour workday, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. GRAVEL:
S. 1855. A bill to amend the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 to require licensees
and contractors to assume greater finan-

cial responsibilities. Referred to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

LIABILITY FOR NUCLEAR ACCIDENTS

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr, President, I am in-
troducing a bill which would repeal the
main provisions of the Price-Anderson
Act—Public Law 85-256—for I believe
anyone who uses nuclear material should
accept the financial liability for damage
which that nuclear activity may cause
to the public. My belief is based on the
simple observation that, in our economic
system, public liability is the principal
restraint on reckless activity. I funda-
mentally question the wisdom of the
Price-Anderson Act, which, “in order—
to encourage the development of the
Atomic Energy industry” stipulates
that—

The United States may make funds avall-
able for a portion of the damages suffered
by the public from nuclear incidents, and
may limit the lability of those persons
liable for such losses.

The word “incident” replaces the word
accident, but a single manmade nuclear
accident causing more than $500 million
worth of damage is an accident in any-
one’s language. It is a manmade catas-
trophe.

One important provision of the Price-
Anderson Act, which added section 170
to the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, sets
the limit for public liability at $560
million per nuclear accident, regardless
of the real size of the damage, which
could exceed $7 billion per accident ac-
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cording to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion—July 1970.

The other most important provision of
the Price-Anderson Act—see AEC regula-
tion 10 CFR 140.11 which implements
it—is that about 80 percent of the $560
million must be paid to the injured par-
ties by the American taxpayers, not by
the AEC licenseholder.

My bill addresses both of those key
provisions: the proposed section 170a
removes the limit on the liability, and it
removes all of the taxpayer's liability for
the nuclear hazards created by license-
holders such as electric utilities and uni-
versities. As proposed, it stipulates that
whosoever chooses to put the public at
risk with his nuclear activity must dem-
onstrate, as a condition of receiving and
retaining his license, that he has and
mantains financial protection to cover
public liability claims.

The proposed sections 170a and 170i
retain the sound concepts presently em-
bodied in section 170 that licenseholders
and contractors waive the issue of chari-
table or governmental immunity and
waive any immunity from public liabil-
ity conferred by Federal or State law.
waive the issue of fault, and waive the
statute of limitations if suit is instituted
within 3 years from the date on which
the injured person could first have
known of his injury—for example, radi-
ation-induced cancer, which may not be-
come apparent for 10 to 30 years.

In fact, these very provisions in the
present version of section 170 reflect one
of the reasons that Price-Anderson
should not simply be repealed. Complete
repeal might leave no one at all liable
even for powerplant accidents, since a
publicly regulated utility might claim
Government immunity for performing a
public service, or might be protected
against suits by the inability of the pub-
lic to prove negligence or fault from the
radioactive and unapproachable debris of
the former powerplant. Furthermore,
simple repeal would undo the progress
embodied in the sections of 170 which
apply to Government-sponsored nuclear
activities—such as underground nuclear
bomb tests. Namely, in section 170, the
AEC circumvents the prineciple of “sov-
ereign immunity” by agreeing to in-
demnify its contractors for public dam-
ages up to $500 million. My proposed bill
would retain the principle of AEC finan-
cial responsibility for what it causes to
be done, but would simply remove the
artificial limit on the amount of its li-
ability.

Perhaps because of some of the pro-
visions described above, the Price-An-
derson Act claimed in its opening para-
graph not only to encourage the atomic
energy industry, but also to protect the
public. By some illogic, it was construed
to be public protection when the public
both suffers an extraordinary manmade
disaster and then has to pay for most of
the damage.

Nevertheless, Congress did endorse
this kind of reasoning when it passed
the Price-Anderson Act by voice vote in

1957. The act, which amended the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, was due for renewal
in 1967 and was actually renewed by
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Congress in 1965, and amended in sev-
eral other years. Sections 2i and 170 of
the Atomic Energy Act contain the es-
sence of the original Price-Anderson Act
and subsequent amendments. In order
to make it easy to compare my bill with
sections 2i and 170, as they now stand in
law, I ask unanimous consent that their
texts be printed as one section of my
remarks today.

There being no objection, the sections
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Aromic EnNErcY AcT OoF 1054, CHaPTER 1,
SecTION 2

i. In order to protect the public and to
encourage the development of the atomic
energy industry, In the interest of the gen-
eral welfare and of the common defense and
security, the United States may make funds
available for a portion of the damages suf-
fered by the public from nuclear incidents,
and may limit the liability of those persons
liable for such losses.

Atonic ENERGY AcT oF 1954, OHAPTER 14

Sec. 170. INDEMNIFICATION AND LIMITATION
OF LIABILITY ,—

a. Each license issued under section 103
or 104 and each construction permit issued
under section 185 shall, and each license
issued under section 53, 63, or 81 may, have
as a condition of the license a requirement
that the license have and maintain finan-
cial protection of such type and in such
amounts as the Commission shall require in
accordance with subsection 170 b. to cover
public liability claims. Whenever such finan-
clal protection 1s required, it shall be a
further condition of the license that the
licensee execute and maintain an indemni-
fication agreement in accordance with sub-
section 170 ¢. The Commission may require,
as a further condition of issuing a license,
that an applicant waive any immunity from
public liability conferred by Federal or State
law.

b. The amount of financial protection re-
quired shall be the amount of Habllity in-
surance avallable from private sources, ex-
cept that the Commission may establish a
lesser amount on the basls of criterla set
forth in writing, which it may revise from
time to time, taking into consideration such
factors as the following: (1) the cost and
terms of private insurance, (2) the type,
slze, and location of the licensed activity
and other factors pertaining to the hazard,
and (3) the nature and purpose of the li-
censed activity: Provided, That for facilities
designed for producing substantial amounts
of electricity and having a rated capacity of
100,000 electrical kllowatts or more, the
amount of finaneial protection required shall
be the maximum amount avallable from
private sources. Such financial protection
may include private insurance, private con-
tractual indemnities, self Insurance, other
proof of finanelal responsibility, or a com-
bination of such measures.

¢. The Commission shall, with respect to
licenses issued between August 30, 1954, and
August 1, 1877, for which it requires finan-
clal protection, agree to indemnify and hold
harmless the licensee and other persons
indemnified, as their interest may appear,
from public liability arising from nuclear
incidents which is in excess of the level of
financlal protection required of the licensee.
The aggregate indemnity for all persons in-
demnified in connection with each nuclear
incident shall not exceed $500,000,000 in-
cluding the reasonable costs of investigating
and settling claims and defending suits for
damage: Provided, however, That this
amount of indemnity shall be reduced by the
amount that the financlial protection re-
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quired shall exceed $60,000,000, Such a con=-
tract of indemnification shall cover public
liability arising out of or in connection with
the licensed activity. With respect to any
production or utilization facility for which
a construction permit is Issued between Au-
gust 30, 1954, and August 1, 1977, the re-
quirements of this subsectlon shall apply
to any license issued for such facility sub-
sequent to August 1, 1977.

d. In addition to any other authority the
Commission may have, the Commission 1s
authorlzed until August 1, 1977, to enter into
agreements of indemnification with its con-
tractors for the construction or operation of
production or utilization facilities or other
activitlies under contracts for the benefit of
the United States involving activities under
the risk of public liability for a substantial
nuclear incident. In such agreements of in-
demnification the Commission may require
its contractor to provide and maintain finan-
cial protection of such a type and in such
amounts as the Commission shall determine
to be appropriate to cover public lability
arising out of or in connection with the con-
tractual actlvity, and shall indemnify the
persons indemnified against such claims
above the amount of the financial protection
required, in the amount of $500,000,000, in-
cluding the reasonable costs of investigating
and settling claims and defending suilts for
damage in the aggregate for all persons in-
demnified in connection with such contract
and for each nuclear incident: Provided, That
this amount of indemnity shall be reduced
by the amount that the financial protection
required shall exceed $60,000,000: Provided
further, That in the case of nuclear incidents
occurring outside the United States, the
amount of the indemnity provided by the
Commission shall not exceed $100,000,000.
The provisions of this subsection may be ap-
plicable to lump sum as well as cost type con-
tracts and to contracts and projects financed
in whole or in part by the Commission. A
contractor with whom an agreement of in-
demnification has been executed and who is
engaged in activities connected with the un-
derground detonation of a nuclear explosive
device shall be liable, to the extent so in-
demnified under this section, for injuries or
damage sustained as a result of such detona-
tion in the same manner and to the same ex-
tent as would a private person acting as prin-
eipal, and no immunity or defense founded in
the Federal, State, or municipal character of
the contractor or of the work to be performed
under the contract shall be effectlve to bar
such liability.

e. The aggregate liability for a single nu-
clear incident of persons Indemnified, Includ-
ing the reasonable costs of investigating and
settling clalms and defending suits for dam-
age, shall not exceed the sum of $500,000,000
together with the amount of financial pro-
tection required of the license or contractor:
Provided, however, That such aggregate lia-
bility shall In no event exceed the sum of
$560,000,000: Provided jfurther, That with
respect to any nuclear incldent occurring out-
side of the United States to which an agree-
ment of Indemnification entered into under
the provisions of subsection 170 d. is appli-
cable, such aggregate liability shall not ex-
ceed the amount of $100,000,000 together
with the amount of finanecial protection re-
quired of the contractor.

f. The Commission is authorized to collect
a fee from all persons with whom an in-
demnification agreement is executed under
this section. This fee shall be $30 per vear
per thousand kilowatts of thermal energy
capacity for facilities licensed under section
103. For facilities licensed under section 104,
and for construction permits under section
185, the Commission is authorized to reduce
the fee set forth aboye. The Commission shall
establish criteria in writing for determina-
tion of the fee for facilities licensed under
section 104, taking into consideration such
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factors as (1) the type, slze, and location
of facility involved, and other factors pertain-
ing to the hazard, and (2) the nature and
purpose of the facility. For other licenses, the
Commission shall collect such nominal fees as
it deems appropriate. No fee under this sub-
section shall be less than $100 per year,

g. In administering the provisions of this
section, the Commission shall use, to the
maximum extent practicable, the facilities
and services of private Insurance organiza-
tions, and the compensation for such serv-
ices, Any contract made under the provisions
of this subsection may be made without re-
gard to the provisions of section 3709 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended, upon a show-
ing by the Commission that advertising is not
reasonably practicable and advance payments
may be made.

h. The agreement of indemnification may
contain such terms as the Cominission deems
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
section. Such agreement shall provide that,
when the Commission makes a determination
that the United States will probably be re-
quired to make indemnity payments under
this section, the Commission shall collab-
orate with any person indemnified and may
approve the payment of any clalm under
the agreement of indemnification, appear
through the Attorney General on behalf of
the person indemnified, take charge of such
action, and settle or defend any such action.
The Commission shall have final authority on
behalf of the United States to settle or ap-
prove the settlement of any such claim on a
fair and reasonable basis with due regard for
the purposes of this Act. Such settlement may
include reasonable expenses in connection
with the claim incurred by the person in-
demnified.

i. After any nuclear incident which will
probably require payments by the United
States under this section, the Commission
shall make a survey of the causes and ex-
tent of damage which shall forthwith be
reported to the Joint Committee, and, ex-
cept as forbidden by the provisions of chap-
ter 12 of this Act or any other law or Execu-
tive order, all final findings shall be made
avaijlable to the public, to the parties in-
volved and to the courts. The Commission
shall report to the Joint Committee by April
1, 1958, and every year thereafter on the oper-
atlons under this section.

4. In administering the provisions of this
section, the Commission may make contracts
in advance of appropriations and incur obli-
gations without regard to section 3679 of the
Revised Statutes, as amended.

k. With respect to any license issued pur-
suant to section 53, 63, 81, 104a., or 104c.
for the conduct of educational activities to
a person found by the Commission to be a
nonprofit educational institution, the Com-
mission shall exempt such licensee from the
financial protection requirement of subsec-
tion 170a. With respect to llcenses issued
between August 30, 1954, and August 1, 1877,
for which the Commission grants such ex-
emption:

(1) the Commission shall agree to in-
demnify and hold harmless the licensee and
other persons indemnified, as their interests
may appear, from public liability in excess
of $250,000 arising from nuclear Incidents.
The aggregate indemnity for all persons in-
demnified in connection with each nuclear
incident shall not exceed $500,000,000, in-
cluding the reasonable cost of investigating
and settling claims and defending suits for
damage;

(2) such contracts of indemnification shall
cover public liability arising cut of or in
connection with the licensed activity; and
shall include damage to property of persons
indemnified, except property which is located
at the site of and used in connection with
the activity where the nuclear inecident oc-
curs; and
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(3) such contracts of indemnification,
when entered into with a licensee having
immunity from public liability because it is
a State agency, shall provide also that the
Commission shall make payments under the
contract on account of activities of the li-
censee in the same manner and to the same
extent as the Commission would be required
to do if the licensee were not such a State
agency.

Any licensee may walve an exemption to
which it is entitled under this subsection.
With respect to any production or utiliza-
tion facility for which a construction permit
is issued between August 30, 1954, and Aug-
ust 1, 1977, the requirements of this sub-
section shall apply to any license issued for
such facility subsequent to August 1, 1877.

1. The Commission is authorized wuntil
August 1, 1977, to enter into an agreement
of indemnification with any person engaged
in the design, development, construction,
operation, repair, and maintenance or use of
the nuclear-powered ship authorized by sec-
tion 716 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
and designated the nuclear ship Savannah.
In any such agreement of indemnification
the Commission may require such person to
provide and maintain financial protection of
such a type and In such amounts as the
Commission shall determine to be appropri-
ate to cover public liability arising from a
nuclear incident in connection with such
design, development, construction, opera-
tion, repair, maintenance or use and shall
indemnify the person indemnified against
such claims above the amount of the finan-
cial protection required, in the amount of
$500,000,000 including the reasonable costs
of investigating and settling claims and de-
fending suits for damage in the aggregate
for all persons indemnified in connection
with each nuclear incident: Provided, That
this amount of indemnity shall be reduced
by the amount that the financial protection
required shall exceed $60,000,000.

m. The Commission is authorized to enter
into agreements with other indemnitors to
establish coordinated procedures for the
prompt handling, investigation, and settle-
ment of claims for public liability. The Com-
mission and other indemnitors may make
payments to, or for the aid of, claimants for
the purpose of providing immediate assist-
ance following a nuclear incident. Any funds
appropriated to the Commission shall be
avallable for such payments. Such payments
may be made without securing releases, shall
not constitute an admission of the llability
of any person indemnified or of any indemni-
tor, and shall operate as a satisfaction to the
extent thereof of any final settlement or
judgment.

n. (1) With respect to any extraordinary
nuclear occurrence to which an insurance
policy or contract furnished as proof of finan-
cial protection or an indemnity agreement
applies and which—

(a) arises out of or results from or occurs
in the course of the construction, possession,
or operation of a production or utilization
facility, or

(b) arises out of or results from or cccurs
in the course of transportation of source
material, byproduct material, or special nu-
clear material to or from a production or
utilization facility, or

(¢) during the course of the contract ac-
tivity arises out of or results from the pos-
session, operation, or use by a Commission
contractor or subcontractor of a device utiliz-
ing speclial nuclear material or byproduct
material,

the Commission may incorporate provisions
in indemnity agreements with licensees and
contractors nunder this section, and may re-
quire provisions to be incorporated in insur-
ance policies or contracts furnished as proof
of financial protection, which walve (1) any
issue or defense as to conduct of the claim-
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ant or fault of persons indemnified, (i1) any
issue or defense as to charitable or govern-
mental immunity, and (iii) any issue or de-
fense based on any statute of limitations if
suit is instituted within three years from the
date on which the claimant first knew, or
reasonably could have known, of his injury
or damage and the cause thereof, but in no
event more than ten years after the date of
the nuclear incident. The walver of any such
issue or defense shall be effective regardless
of whether such issue or defense may other-
wise be deemed jurisdictional or relating to
an element in the cause of action. When so
incorporated, such walvers shall be judicially
enforelible in accordance with their terms by
the claimant against the person indemnified.
Such waivers shall not preclude a defense
based upon a fallure to take reasonable steps
to mitigate damages, nor shall such walvers
apply to injury or damage to a claimant or
to a claimant's property which is intention-
ally sustained by the claimant or which re-
sults from a nuclear incident intentionally
and wrongfully caused by the claimant. The
walvers authorized In this subsection shall,
as to indemnitors, be effective only with re-
spect to those obligations set forth in the
insurance policies or the contracts furnished
as proof of financial protection and in the
indemnity agreements. Such walvers shall
not apply to, or prejudice the prosecution or
defense of, any claim or portion of claim
which is not within the protection afforded
under (i) the terms of insurance policies or
contracts furnished as proof of financial pro-
tection, or indemnity agreements, and (li)
the limit of liability provisions of subsection
170e.

(2) With respect to any public llability
action arising out of or resulting from an
extraordinary nuclear occurrence, the United
States district court in the district where the
extraordinary nuclear occurrence takes place,
or in the case of an extraordinary nuclear
occurrence taking place outside the United
States, the United States District Court for
the District of Columbia, shall have original
jurisdietion without regard to the citizenship
of any party or the amount in controversy.
Upon motion of the defendant or of the Com-
mission, any such action pending in any
State court or United States district court
shall be removed or transferred to the United
States district court having venue under this
subsection, Process of such distriet court shall
be effective throughout the United States.

0. Whenever the United States district
court in the district where a nuclear incident
occurs, or the United States District Court
for the District of Columbia In case of a
nuclear incident occurring outside the
United States, determines upon the petition
of any indemnitor or other interested per-
son that public liability from a single nu-
clear incident may exceed the limit of liabil-
ity under subsection 170e.:

(1) Total payments made by or for all in-
demnitors as a result of such nuclear inei-
dent shall not exceed 15 per centum of such
limit of liability without the prior approval
of such court;

(2) The court shall not authorize pay-
ments in excess of 156 per centum of such
limit of liability unless the court determines
that such payments are or will be in ac-
cordance with a plan of distribution which
has been approved by the court or such pay-
ments are not likely to prejudice the sub-
sequent adoption and implementation by
the court of a plan of distribution pursuant
to subparagraph (3) of this subsection (o0);
and

(3) The Commission shall, and any other
Indemnitor or other interested person may,
submit to such district court a plan for the
disposition of pending claims and for the
distribution of remaining funds available.
Such a plan shall include an allocation of
appropriate amounts for personal Injury
claims, property damage claims, and possible
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latent injury eclaims which may not be dis-
covered until a later time. Such court shall
have all power necessary to approve, disap-
prove, or modify plans proposed, or to adopt
another plan; and to determine the propor-
tionate share of funds avallable for each
claimant. The Commission, any other indem-
nitor, and any person indemnified shall be
entitled to such orders as may be appro-
priate to implement and enforce the provi-
sions of this section, including orders limit-
ing the llability of the persons indemnified,
orders approving or modifying the plan,
orders staying the payment of claims and the
execution of court judgments, orders appor-
tioning the payments to be made to claim-
ants, and orders permitting partial payments
to be made before final determination of the
total claims. The orders of such court shall
be effective throughout the United States.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I know
of at least one provision which is miss-
ing from the bill I am introducing today.
It is missing because hearings are re-
quired to work out specifics. I wish to
state the principle of the missing provi-
sion: Repeal of the Price-Anderson Act—
in particular, section 170c of the present
Atomic Energy Act—will obviously re-
quire the Government to offer relief
measures for present license holders who
prefer to terminate nuclear operations
rather than accept the financial respon-
sibility.

There may be additional provisions
which are now missing from the bill I
am introducing. I welcome all sugges-
tions.

The Price-Anderson Act, which was
passed explicitly “to encourage the de-
velopment of the atomic energy indus-
try,” may simply be obsolete in 1971. Do
we really need to stimulate the atomic
energy industry, in particular, nuclear
electricity? We now know, for instance,
that solar energy techniques can make
it possible to power civilization with
sunlight instead of with nuclear fuel. A
“sunshine economy” appears as feasible
as a “radioactive economy,” and far less
dangerous.

Nevertheless, the major nuclear activi-
ty in this country today is the construc-
tion and operation of nuclear power-
plants which generate electricity. A sin-
gle 1,000-megawatt powerplant produces
enough radioactive plutonium in a single
year to give about 500 billion—500,000,-
000,000—people the maximum permis-
sible “body burden” of plutonium-239. I
have mentioned only plutonium, whose
most common isotope remains radioac-
tive for 24,000 vears. In addition, such a
powerplant produces an annual inven-
tory of long-lived radioactive fission-
products—like strontium-90 and cesium-
137—about equal to the amount created
in the explosion of 1,000 Hiroshima
bombs. That is the radioactive legacy of
one plant operating for just 1 year.

Presently, this country has in opera-
tion the equivalent of about nine 1,000~
megawatt nuclear powerplants, produc-
ing fission products equivalent to about
9,000 Hiroshima bombs per year, plus
enough plutonium to give about 4 trillion
people their maximum permissible
amount. In addition, there are about 100
nuclear powerplants in various stages of
construction and planning.

The AEC expects tolicense about 1,000
nuclear powerplants in the next 29 years.
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Since their nondisposable radioactive
byproducts clearly have the power to
poison the entire planet permanently
and completely, the AEC is forced to
presume that man will be able to confine
the radioactive poison he is creating with
99.999 percent success for hundreds—no,
thousands—of years to come.

The AEC has to count on virtual per-
fection in this giant human industrial
gamble called nuclear electricity—right
through powerplant design, manufac-
ture, construction, operation, waste
transport, waste handling and proc-
essing, perpetual waste storage, plus ad-
ditional steps too numerous to mention.

All that stands between nuclear elec-
tricity and irrevocable radioactive poi-
soning of the planet earth is near-
infallibility in the nuclear electricity
industry.

Therefore, it is disconcerting in the
extreme to realize that the nuclear elec-
tricity industry is rapidly expanding un-
der a law—the Price-Anderson Act—
which not only acknowledges that giant
nuclear accidents can happen, but then
proceeds to remove the very restraint
which normally operates to prevent reck-
less activities, namely full liability for
public damages.

When Price-Anderson was first passed
and then renewed, utility representatives
testified that they would build no nuclear
plants if they had to stand fully liable
for accidents.

As millions of magazine readers know,
the electric utilities now vigorously deny
the basic premise of the Price-Anderson
Act—that giant nuclear accidents can
happen. In a two-page advertisement
called, Go play in the nuclear power
park, which appeared in Newsweek
September 21, 1970, and in Look on
October 6, 1970, about 70 investor-owned
power companies made the following
claim:

Before the go-ahead is ever given to bulld
a nuclear power plant, the Atomic Energy
Commission requires that the potential
owner adhere to safety standards that will
withstand every conceivable emergency . . .”

The utilities sound very sure indeed
now. Let us briefly consider the safety
claims of Portland General Electric,
which recently received a construction
permit for its Trojan nuclear power-
plant.

With reference to the Trojan approval
letter written by the AEC’s Advisory
Committee on Reactor Safeguards, PGE
claimed in writing just a few weeks ago
that—

The best technical minds in the Nation
the (ACRS) can not hypothesize any ac-
cident or operating condition where the
(Trojan) plant would be unsafe except these
few areas which have been suggested by this
committee,

PGE was indicating that, after it made
the design changes in these few areas
requested by the advisory committee, a
public hazard from the Trojan nuclear
plant would be inconceivable, even to the
best technical minds in the country.

Surely a company so confident that
giant accidents are inconceivable does
not need the Price-Anderson Act to
protect it from public liability suits.

Explicitly, PGE has stated that even if
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its proposed Trojan plan were to have an
accident, at the worst it would kill no
one, possibly injure six people, and re-
quire the evacuation of 67 people. This
claim was based on “the continuous
operation of the emergency core cooling
system after the initial fission-product
release” inside the building, and based
on no rupture of the containment.

Asking people to bet their lives on the
“emergency core cooling system” is like
asking the public to test-fiy a new air-
plane. The reason I say that is because
no emergency core cooling system has
ever been fully tested to see if it will
really work when the chips are down.
The AEC plans the first large-scale tests
in 1975, a year after the Trojan plant
and many, many others are due to go
into operation.

Mini-scale tests of the emergency core
cooling system have recently cast new
doubt on the effectiveness of that vital
safety system—Nucleonics Week, May 6,
1971,

Do the directors of PGE continue to
stand behind their company’s super-
safety claims? If so, then we can cer-
tainly expect those men to demonstrate
their sincerity by supporting my bill.
After all, this bill merely makes their
company liable for accidents they have
claimed will never happen.

Likewise, I see every reason for the
directors of all the investor-owned power
companies which sponsored the adver-
tisement in Newsweek and Look actively
to support my bill, preferably in new
coast-to-coast advertisements.

My point is very simple; they have
claimed that their nuclear powerplants
can withstand every conceivable emer-
gency, and it is time for them to put
their money where their mouths are.
If they would not even risk their dollars
on nuclear electricity, why should Amer-
icans be forced to risk their lives?

If it is no longer conceivable for nuclear
powerplants to have the disastrous radio-
active releases which prompted the
Price-Anderson Act in the first place,
then the utilities no longer need the
protection of that act.

If it is possible for catastrophic nuclear
accidents to happen, then the public is
entitled to hear that message, too, in
double-page nationwide advertisements.

The public is entitled to know how
great the public injury might be from
the worst possible accident in terms of
extra cancers, defective babies, and con-
taminated property: $20 billion? $10
billion? $2 billion? $100 million? Or zero,
as PGE claims? As of July 1970, the AEC
was standing by its 1957 estimate—8§7
billion or worse for the maximum ered-
ible accident. The utilities deny it.

Some people have warned me that my
bill would kill nuclear electricity simply
because no single utility has sufficient
assets to cover the possible public lia-
bility from a nuclear accident. To con-
sider such a warning, first we must
determine how large the possible public
injury would really be. Zero, or colossal?
My bill would clearly require an inquiry
into that very question—one for which
the public deserves an unbiased and
believable answer instead of totally con-
tradictory claims.

The utilities have everything to gain
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by such an inquiry, providing their safety
claims are true. However, if such an
inquiry determines that possible public
injury from nuclear powerplants is great
enough to exceed the assets of licensed
utilties, then it is surely time to re-
evaluate the wisdom and morality of
licensing such machines at all, especially
in view of the safe alternatives.

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself, Mr.
BeaLn, Mr. DoMINICK, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. ProuTy, Mr. RAN-
DOLPH, Mr. TaArr, and Mr.
SCHWEIKER) :

S. 1856. A bill to assure an opportunity
for occupational education (other than
that resulting in a baccalaureate or ad-
vanced degree) to every American who
needs and desires such education by pro-
viding financial assistance for postsec-
ondary occupational education programs,
and to strengthen the concept of occu-
pational preparation, counseling, and
placement in elementary and secondary
schools, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare,

OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1871

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk for an appropriate reference,
and introduce for myself and Senators
BeanL, Dominick, KEeNNEDY, ProvuTy,
RaNpoLPH, TAFT, and ScHWEIKER, the
Occupational Education Act of 1971. The
cosponsors of this bill are a bipartisan
group of members of the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Education. This measure is a
companion bill to H.R. 7429, introduced
in the House last month by Representa-
tive Quie of Minnesota and cosponsored
by a bipartisan group of members of the
House Committee on Education and
Labor, including such senior members as
Representatives GrReEN, REID, PUCINSKI,
DELLENBACK, BRADEMAS, and EscH.

This legislation has two objectives:

First. Establishment and expansion of
postsecondary occupational programs
which prepare for jeb entry rather than
a baccalaureate degree; and

Second. Occupational counseling and
preparation in elementary and secendary
schools on an equal footing with aca-
demic preparation.

The bill authorizes $100 million for
fiscal 1972, $250 million for fiscal 1973,
$500 million for fiscal 1974, and such
sums as may be necessary for each fiscal
year thereafter. Eighty percent of the
first year’s funds and 85 percent of the
funds for the succeeding years are al-
located on a formula basis directly to
the States for the purposes of the legisla-
tion, with the remainder reserved to the
Commissioner of Education to provide
technical assistance to the States and to
establish model or demonstration pro-
grams in occupational education,

This legislation was first developed in
consultation with representatives of the
American Vocational Association, the
American Association of Junior Colleges,
the American Association of State Col-
leges and Universities, and the United
Business Schools, Inc.—organizations
preeminent in the area of postsecond-
ary occupational education.

A significant number of our young
people do not seek to pursue their educa-

May 13, 1971

tion after high school in purely academic
fields. They seek occupational, or career,
training. Some 2 million Americans are
now enrolled full time in postsecondary
vocational or technical training courses.
There were only 150,000 such students in
this category as recently as 1964—this
phenomenal growth is perhaps one of the
most significant developments in Ameri-
can education today.

Half of all jobs opening up in the 1970’s
will require training beyond high school
but less than a 4-year degree.

The U.S. Office of Education has esti-
mated that as many as 25 million Ameri-
cans now need some form of occupational
training. Less than half this number are
now receiving such training—5 million in
high schools, 2 million in full-time, post-
secondary vocational-technical pro-
grams, and the remainder as short-term
and part-time adult students who wish to
improve or update their skills. And this
still falls far short of the need.

Yet, despite persistent national re-
quirements in the occupational field, the
Federal Government spends $4 in re-
medial manpower programs for every $1
it invests in vocationsl education as a
source of prevention of unemployment
and welfare, and invests only $1 in voca-
tional-technical education for every $14
spent on the Nation’s colleges and uni-
versities.

The United States is being competi-
tively tested in much of the world, and
this is a way in which to remedy that
situation. I consider this a major bill
in terms of the social and economic con-
dition of the United States, and we shall
do our utmost to get action on it here
in the Senate, as they will in the other
body. I think it will make a very major
change in the outlook and opportunity
for young Americans.

Perhaps one of the things that is dis-
turbing young Americans today is the
complete concentration on academic pur-
suits and professional pursuits toward
the level of higher education, without
the recognition that for millions upon
millions of Americans some higher edu-
cation in the vocations will give dignity
as well as competence to these callings
which are so essential to the future weil-
being of our country.

We must overcome the shortsighted-
ness which encourages a young Ameri-
can to complete 4 years of college to be-
come a teacher at $8,000 yearly but does
not give similar encouragement to his
becoming a medical technician after 2
years of college for a similar salary. Both
serve our society, and both are needed.

Our community colleges, for example,
are quite properly expanding their hori-
zons to include occupational education.
In my own State of New York, for in-
stance, new curriculums at community
colleges have included aircraft-onera-
tions technology, correction administra-
tion, phvsical and occunational therapy,
and environmental health technology.

American education must not be
strangled by “degrees”—there is an ex-
panding and unfulfilled need for occu-
pational education at less than the bac-
calaureate level and there is work to be
done by those who receive such training,
as technicians and at the subprofessional
level. Occupational education must now
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come into its own, and this bill attempts
to achieve that advance.

So that Members of the Senate may
have an opportunity to really study what
we propose, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of the bill may be printed
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks.

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

8. 1856

A Dbill to assure an opportunity for occupa-
tional education (other than that resulting
in a baccalaureate or advanced degree) to
every American who needs and desires such
education by providing financial assistance
for postsecondary occupational education
programs, and to strengthen the concept
of occupational preparation, counseling,
and placement in elementary and second-
ary schools, and for other purposes

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 Occupational Edu-
cation Act of 1971,

FINDINGS AND ETATEMENT OF PURPOSES

Sec. 2. The Congress finds and declares
that—

(a) our educational system should be re-
sponsible for assuring that every young per-
son leaving secondary school is prepared for
and assisted in placement either in produc-
tive employment or in further education at
the postsecondary level;

(b) the opportunity for postsecondary oc=
cupational education in programs which do
not directly lead to a baccalaureate or ad-
vanced academic degree is severely limited in
many parts of the Nation and is everywhere
inadequate to meet existing needs, and that
this situation adversely affects vital national
economic and soclal goals;

(¢) high-quality programs of postsecondary
occupational education can be found in a
wide varlety of institutions, including public
and private junior and community colleges,
area vocational schools, technical institutes,
private proprietary schools, college and uni-
versity branches, and colleges and universi-
ties, and Federal support should encourage
the utilization of all such facilities to meet
the enormous needs in this field;

(d) the goals and purposes of the Congress
in enacting the Vocatlonal Education Act of
1968 and the amendments to that Act of
1968 cannot be realized until there is a wide-
spread understanding of and support for oc-
cupational preparation in the general aca=
demic community which in turn is reflected
in changed attitudes, curriculums, and prac-
tices in elementary and secondary schools;
and

(e) the foregolng purposes and those of the
Vocational Education Act Amendments of
1968 and related Acts cannot be realized
without strong leadership and exemplary
administration at the Federal level.

AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out
title I of this Act, there are hereby author-
ized to be appropriated $100,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, $250,000,000
for the year ending June 30, 1973, $500,000,-
000 for the year ending June 30, 1974, and
for each fiscal year thereafter such sums as
may be necessary to assure that the pur-
poses of this Act are realized. From the sums
appropriated for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1972, 80 per centum shall be available
for the purposes of establishing a plan for
administration under section 110, making
planning grants under section 122, and for
initiating programs under title I in those
States which have complied with the plan-
ning requirements of section 122, and 20 per
centum shall be available only for technical
assistance under section 126(a). From the
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amount appropriated for each succeeding fis-
cal year 85 per centum shall be available for
grants to the States for carrylug out title I
of this Act, and 15 per centum shall be re-
served to the Commissioner of Education
(hereinafter referred to as the Commission-
er) for grants and contracts pursuant to sec-
tion 126.

ALLOTMENTS AND REALLOTMENTS AMONG STATES

Sec. 4. (a) From the sums available in the
flscal year ending June 30, 1872, for allot-
ment to the States under section 3 the Com-
missioner shall first allot such sums as they
may require (but not to exceed $50,000 each)
to Guam, American Samoa, and the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands. From the re-
mainder of such sums he shall allot to each
State an amount which bears the same ratio
to such remainder as the number of persons
slxteen years of age or older in such State
bears to the number of such persons in all
States, except that the amount apportioned
to any State shall not be less than $100,000.

(b) From the sums available in any flscal
year beginning after June 30, 1972, for al-
lotment to the States under section 3 the
Commissioner shall first allot such sums as
they may require (but not to exceed $500,-
000 each) to Guam, American Samoa, and
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
Prom the remainder of such sums he shall
allot to each State an amount which bears
the same ratio to such remainder as the
number of persons sixteen years of age or
older In such State bears to the number of
such persons in all the States, except that
the amount apportioned to any State shall
not be less than $100,000.

(¢) The portion of any State's allotment
under subsection (a) or (b) for a fiscal year
which the Commissioner determines will not
be required, for the period such allotment is
avallable, for carrying out the purposes of
this Act shall be available for reallotment
from time to time, on such dates during such
periods as the Commissioner may fix, to other
States in proportion to the original allot-
ments to such States under subsection (a)
or (b) for such year, but with such propor-
tlonate amount for any of such other States
being reduced to the extent it exceeds the
sum which the Commissioner estimates such
State needs and will be able to use for such
period, and the total of such reductions shall
be similarly reallotted among the States
whose proportionate amounts are not so re-
duced. Any amount reallotted to a State
under this subsection during a year shall be
deemed part of its allotment under subsec-
tion (a) or (b) for such year.

TITLE I—OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION
PROGRAMS
ParRT A—FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION
GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY

SEc. 101. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (hereinafter referred to
as the Secretary) shall develop and carry out
& program designed to promote and encourage
occupational education, which program
shall—

(1) provide for the administration by the
Commissioner of Education of grants to the
States authorlzed by this title;

(2) assure that manpower needs in subpro-
fessional occupations in education, health,
rehabilitation, and community and welfare
services are adequately considered in the de-
velopment of programs under this Act;

(3) promote and encourage the coordina-
tion of programs developed under this Act
with those supported under the Vocational
Education Act, the Manpower Development
and Training Act, title I of the Econcemic Op-
portunity Act, the Public Health Service Act
and related activities administered by various
departments and agencies of the Federal
Government; and

(4) provide for the continuous assessment
of needs in occupational education and for
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the continuous evaluation of programs sup-
ported under the authority of this Act and
of related Acts.

(b) The Secretary shall establish (or desig-
nate) a special unit within the Office of the
Secretary which—

(1) shall have the sole function of assist-
ing the Secretary in the discharge of his re-
sponsibilities under this Act; and

(2) shall be headed by a person appointed
or designated by the Secretary who shall be
paid at a rate not less than that for level 5 of
the Executive Schedule (title V, section 53186.
United States Code).

GENERAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE
COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

Sec. 102, The Commissioner of Education
shall, in addition to the specific responsibili-
tles imposed by this Act develop and carry
out & program of occupational education
that will—

(1) coordinate all programs administered
by the Commissioner which relate to or have
an effect upon occupational education so as
to provide the maximum practicable support
for the objectives of this Act;

(2) promote and encourage the infusion
into our system of elemenfary and secondary
educatlon of occupational preparation, coun-
seling and guidance, and job placement or
placement in postsecondary-occupational ed-
ucation programs as a responsibility of the
schools;

(3) utillze research and demonstration
programs administered by him to assist in
the development of new and improved in-
structional methods and technology for oc-
cupational education and in the design and
testing of models of schools or school systems
which place occupational education on an
equal footing with academic education;

(4) assure that the Education Professlons
Development Act and similar programs of
general application will be so administered
as to provide a degree of support for voca-
tlonal, technieal, and occupational education
commensurate with national needs and more
nearly representative of the relative size of
the population to be served; and

(6) develop and disseminate accurate in-
formation on the status of occupational
education in all parts of the Nation, at all
levels of education, and In all types of in-
stitutions, together with information on oe-
cupational opportunities avallable to per-
sons of all ages.

ESTABLISHMENT OF BUREAU OF OCCUPATIONAL
EDUCATION

Sec. 103. (a) There is hereby established
in the United States Office of Education a
Bureau of Occupational Education which
shall be the prineipal agency within the Of-
fice of Education 'for the administration of
this Act, the Vocational Education Act of
1963, the Adult Education Act of 1966, and
functions of the Office of Education relating
to manpower training and development.

(b) (1) The Bureau shall be headed by a
person (appointed or designated by the Com-
missioner) who is highly qualified in the
flelds of vocational-technical and occupa-
tional education, who is accorded the rank
of Deputy Commissioner, and who is com-
pensated at the rate specified for GS-18 of
the General Schedule (5 U.S.C. 5332).

(2) Additional positions shall be assigned
to the Bureau as follows—

(A) not less than three positions compen-
sated at the rate specified for GS-17 of the
General Schedule (5 U.8.0. 56332), one of
which shall be filled by a person with broad
experience in the field of junior and com-
munity college education;

(B) not less than seven positions compen-
sated at the rate specified for GS-16 of the
General Schedule (6 U.8.C. 5332), at least
two of which shall be filled by persons with
broad experience in the fleld of post-second-
ary-occupational education In community
and junior colleges, at least one of which
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ghall be filled by a person with broad experi-
ence in education in private proprietary in-
stitutions, and at least one of which shall
be filled by a person with professional ex-
perience in occupational guidance and
counseling; and

(C) not less than three positions compen-
sated at the rate specified for GS-15 of the
General Schedule (5 U.8.C. 5332) which
shall be filled by persons at least one of
whom 1s a skilled worker in a recognized
occupation, another is a subprofessional
technician in one of the branches of en-
gineering, and the other is a subprofes-
sional worker in one of the branches of so-
cial or medical services, who shall serve as
senior advisers in the implementation of this
Act.

PART B—STATE ADMINISTRATION
DESIGNATION BY GOVERNOR

Sec. 110. (a) The Governor of any State
desiring to participate in the programs au-
thorized by this Act shall in accordance with
State law designate or establish a State
agency which will have sole responsibility
for fiscal management and administration of
the program, and which will provide assur-
ances satisfactory to the Commissioner
that—

(1) such State agency shall submit to
the Commissioner a plan of administration
which makes adequate provision for effective
participation in the planning, design, admin-
istration, and evaluation of the programs au-
thorized by this Act of persons with broad
experience in the fields of—

(A) public and private junlor and com-
munity college education,

(B) post-secondary vocatlonal-techniecal
education,

(C) occupational education in private,
proprietary institutions,

(D) economic and industrial development,

(E) manpower development and training,

(F) academic education at the college and
university level,

(G) secondary vocatlonal-technical edu-
cation,

(H) elementary and secondary educatlon,

(I) elementary and secondary counseling
and guidance, and

(J) industry, commerce, and labor.

(2) the State advisory council for voca-
tional education will be charged with the
same responsibilities with respect to pro-
grams authorized by thls Act as it has with
respect to programs authorized under the
Vocational Education Act of 1963;

(3) there is an administrative device which
provides reasonable promise for resolving
differences between vocational educators,
Junior and community college educators,
college and university educators, elementary
and secondary educators, and other inter-
ested groups with respect to the administra-
tion of programs authorized under this Act;
and

(4) there is adequate provision for individ-
ual Institutions or groups of institutions to
appeal and obtain a hearing from the State
administrative agency with respect to poli-
cies, procedures, programs, or allocation of
resources under this Act with which such
institution or institutions disagree.

(b) The Commissioner shall approve any
plan of administration which meets the re-
quirements of subsection (a), and shall not
finally disapprove any plan without afford-
ing the State administrative agency a rea-
sonable opportunity for a hearing. Upon the
final disapproval of any plan, the provisions
for judleial review set forth in section 124(b)
shall be applicable.

PART C—STATE OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION
PROGRAMS
AUTHORIZATION OF GRANTS
8ec. 121. From the sums made available
for grants under this part pursuant to sec-
tions 3 and 4, the Commissioner is author-
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ized to make grants to the States to assist
them in planning and administering high-
quallty programs of post-secondary-occupa-
tional education which will be avallable to
all persons in all parts of the State who de-
sire and need such education, and to pro-
mote occupational orientation and educa-
tion in the regular elementary and secondary
school programs.

PLANNING GRANTS

Sec. 122, (a) Upon the application of a
State under section 110, the Commissioner
shall make available to the State the amount
of its allocation under section 4 for the fol-
lowing purposes—

(1) to assist the State administrative
agency established or designated by the Gov-
ernor in meeting the requirements of sec-
tion 110;

(2) to strengthen the State Ad Coun-
cil on Vocational Education in order that it
may effectively carry out the additional
functions imposed by this Act; and

(3) to enable the agency designated by
the Governor under section 110 to initiate
and conduct a comprehensive program of
planning for the establishment and carrying
out of programs authorized by this Act.

(b) (1) Planning activities Initiated under
clause (3) of subsection (a) shall include—

(A) an assessment of the existing capabil-
itles and facllities for the provision of post-
secondary-occupational education, together
with existing needs and projected needs for
such education in all parts of the State;

(B) thorough consideration of the most ef-
fective means of utilizing all existing insti-
tutions within the State capable of providing
the kinds of programs funded under this
Act, including (but not limited to) both pri-
vate and public junior and community col-
leges, area vocational schools, accredited pri-
vate proprietary institutions, technical insti-
tutes, manpower skill centers, branch insti-
tutlions of State colleges or universities, and

public and private colleges and universities;

(C) the design of high-quality instruc-
tional programs to meet the needs for post-
secondary-occupational education and the
development of an order of priorities for plac-
ing these programs in operation;

(D) the development of a long-range
strategy for infusing occupational education
(including general orientation, counseling
and guidance, and placement either in a job
or in post-secondary-educational programs)
into elementary and secondary schools on
an equal footing with traditional academic
education, to the end that every child who
leaves secondary school is prepared either to
enter productive employment or to undertake
additional education at the postsecondary
level, but without being forced prematurely
to make an irrevocable commitment to a par-
ticular educational or occupaticnal choice:
and

(B) the development of procedures to in-
sure continuous planning and evaluation, in-
cluding the regular collection of data which
would be readily available to the State ad-
ministrative agency, the State advisory coun-
cll on vocational education, individual edu-
cational institutions, and other interested
partles (including  concerned private
citizens).

(2) Planning activities carried out under
this section shall involve the active partici-
pation of—

(A) the State board for vocational edu-
cation;

(B) the State agency having responsibil-
ity for junior and community colleges;

(C) the State agency having responsibil-
ity for higher education Iinstitutions or
programs;

(D) the State agency responsible for ad-
ministering public elementary and second-
ary education;

(E) the State agency responsible for pro-
grams of adult basic education;
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(F) representatives of all types of institu-
tions in the State which are conducting or
which have the capability and desire to con-
duet programs of postsecondary occupa-
tional education;

(G) representatives of private, nonprofit
elementary and secondary schools;

(H) the State employment security agency,
the State agency responsible for apprentice-
ship programs, and other agencies within
the State having responsibility for admin-
istering manpower development and train-
ing programs;

(I) the State agency responsible for eco-
nomic and industrial development; and

(J) representatives of business, industry,
organized labor, and the general public.

(¢) The Commissioner shall not approve
any application for a grant under section 123
of this Act unless he is reasonably satisfied
that the planning described in this section
(whether or not assisted by a grant under
this section) has been carried out.

PROGRAM GRANTS

Sec. 123. (a) From the allotments avail-
able to the States under sectlon 4(b) (upon
application by the State administrative
agency designated under section 110), the
Commissioner shall make grants to any State
which has satisfied the requirements of sec-
tion 124. Such grants may be used for the
following purposes—

(1) the design, establishment, and con-
duct of programs of post-secondary-occu-
pational education (or the expansion and im-
provement of existing programs) as defined
by section 127 of this Act;

{2) the deslgn, establishment, and con-
duct of programs to carry out the long-
range strategy developed pursuant to sec-
tion 122(b) (1) (D) for infusing into ele-
mentary and secondary education occupa-
tional preparation, which shall include meth-
ods of involving secondary schools in oc-
cupational placement and methods of pro-
viding followup services and career counsel-
ing and guldance for persons of all ages as
a regular function of the educational system;

(8) special trailning and preparation of
persons to equip them to teach, administer,
or otherwise assist in carrying out programs
authorized under this Act (such as pro-
grams to prepare journeymen in the skilled
trades or occupations for teaching posi-
tions);

(4) planning and evaluation activities de-
signed pursuant to section 122(b) (1) (E);
and

(6) the leasing, renting, or remodeling of
facllities required to carry out programs au-
thorized by this Act.

(b) Programs authorized by this Act may
be carrled out through contractual arrange-
ments with private organizations and in-
stitutions organized for profit where such
arrangements can make a contribution to
achieving the purposes of this Act by provid-
ing substantially equivalent education,
training, or services more readily or more
economically, or by preventing needless
duplication of expensive physical plant and
equipment, or by providing needed educa-
tion or training of the types authorized by
this Act which would not otherwise be
available.

ASSURANCES FROM THE STATES; PROVISIONS
FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW

Sec. 124. (a) Before making any program
grant under this Act the Commissioner shall
receive from the State administrative agency
assurances satisfactory to him that—

(1) the planning requirements of section
122 have been met;

(2) the State advisory council on voca-
tlonal education has had a reasonable op-
portunity to review and make recommenda-
tions concerning the design of the programs
for which the grant 1s requested;

(3) Pederal funds made avallable under
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this Act will result in improved postsecond-
ary occupational education programs, and in
no caseé supplant State, local, or private
funds;

(4) provision has been made for such fiscal
control and fund accounting procedures as
may be necessary to assure proper disburse-
ment of, and accounting for, Federal funds
pald to the Btate under this Act,

(5) to the extent consistent with the num-
ber of students enrolled in nonprofit private
schools in the area to be served by an ele-
mentary oOr secondary school program
funded under this Act, provision has been
made for the effective participation of such
students; and

(8) provides for making such reports in
such form and contalning such information
as the Commissioner may reasonably require
to carry out his functions under this Act.

(b) (1) Whenever the Commissioner, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing to the State administrative agency,
finds that any of the assurances required by
subsection (a) are unsatisfactory, or that in
the administration of the program there is a
fallure to comply with such assurances or
with other requirements of the Act, the Com-
misssioner shall notify the administrative
agency that no further payments will be
made to the State under this Act until he is
satisfied that there has been or will be com-
pliance with the requirements of the Act.

(2) A State administrative agency which
is dissatisfled with a final action of the
Commissioner under this section or under
section 110 (respecting approval of a State
plan for administration) may appeal to the
United States court of appeals for the cir-
cuit in which the State is located, by filing
a petition with such court within sixty days
after such final action. A copy of the peti-
tion shall be forthwith transmitted by the
clerk of the court to the Commissioner, or
any officer designated by him for that pur-
pose. The Commissioner thereupon shall file
in the court the record of the proceedings on
which he based his action, as provided in
section 2112 of title 28, United States Code.
Upon the filing of such petition, the court
shall have jurisdiction to affirm the action
of the Commissioner or to set it aside, in
whole or in part, temporarily or permanently
but until the filing of the record the Com-
missioner may modify or set aside his action.
The findings of the Commissioner as to the
facts, iIf supported by substantial evidence,
shall be conclusive, but the court, for good
cause shown, may remand the case to the
Commissioner to take further evidence, and
the Commissioner may thereupon make new
or modified findings of fact and may modify
his previous action, and shall file in the
court the record of the further proceedings.
Such new or modified findings of fact shall
likewise be conclusive if supported by sub-
stantial evidence, The judgment of the
court affirming or setting aside, in whole
or in part, any action of the Commissioner
shall be final, subject to review by the Su-
preme Court of the United States upon cer-
tiorarl or certification as provided in sectlon
1254 of title 28, United States Code. The
commencement of proceedings under this
subsection shall not, unless so specifically
ordered by the court, operate as a stay of
the Commissioner’s action.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND MODEL PROGRAMS

SEec. 125. (a) The Commissioner shall make
avallable (to the extent practicable) techni-
cal assistance to the States in planning, de-
signing, and carrying out programs author-
ized by this Aect upon the request of any
Governor or BState administrative agency,
and the Commissioner shall take affirma-
tive steps to acquaint all interested orga-
nizations, agencies, and Iinstitutions with
the provisions of this Act and to enlist broad
public understanding of its purposes.

(b) From the sums reserved to the Com-
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missioner under section 3, he shall by
grant or contract provide assistance—

(1) for the establishment and conduct of
model or demonstration programs which in
his judgment will promote the achievement
of one or more purposes of this Act and
which might otherwise not be carried out (or
be carried out soon enough or in such a way
as to have the desirable impact upon the
purposes of the Act);

(2) as an incentive or supplemental grant
to any State administrative agency which
makes a proposal for advancing the purposes
of this Act which he feels holds special prom-
ise for meeting occupational education needs
of particular groups or classes of persons who
are disadvantaged or who have special needs,
when such proposal could not reasonably be
expected to be carried out under the regular
State program; and

(8) for particular programs or projects
eligible for support under this Act which he
believes to have a special potential for help-
ing to find solutions to problems on a re-
gional or national basis.

(e) In providing support under subsection
(b) the Commissioner may as appropriate
make grants to or contracts with public or
private agencies, organizations, and institu-
tions, but he shall give first preference to
applications for projects or programs which
are administered by or approved by State
administrative agencies, and he shall in no
case make a grant or contract within any
State without first having afforded the State
administrative agency reasonable notice and
opportunity for comment and for making
recommendations.

PAYMENTS

SeEc. 126. Payments under this Act may be
made in installments and in advance or by
way of reimbursement, with necessary ad-
Jjustments on aecount of overpayments or
underpayments.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 127. For the purpose of this Act—

(1) the term “State” includes the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and (except for the
purposes of subsections (a) and (b) of sec-
tion (4) Guam, American Samoa, and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands;

(2) the term *post-secondary-occupational
education” means education, training, or re-
training for persons sixteen years of age or
older who have graduated from or left ele-
mentary or secondary school, conducted by
an institution legally authorized to provide
postsecondary education within a State,
which is designed to prepare individuals for
gainful employment as semiskilled or skilled
workers or technicians or subprofessionals in
recognized occupations (including new and
emerging occupations) or to prepare individ-
uals for enrollment in advanced technical
education programs, but excluding any pro-
gram to prepare individuals for employment
in oeccupations which the Commissioner de-
termines, and specifies by regulation, to be
generally considered professional or which
requires a baccalaureate or advanced degree;

(3) the term “Governor"” means the Gov-
ernor of a State or the chief executive of-
ficer (however described) or any jurisdic-
tion treated as a State under this Act.

TITLE II—CONFORMING AND SUPPORT-
ING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER ACTS
Sec. 201. (a) Section 203(a)(3) of the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of

1965 is amended by striking out “and” at the

end of clause (B), striking out the semi-

colon at the end of clause (C) and inserting

in lieu thereof “, and"”, and by inserting a

new clause as follows:

“(D) provide assurance that equitable
consideration shall be given to the needs of
elementary and secondary schools for library
resources, textbooks, and other printed and
published materials utilized for instruction,
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orientation, or guidance and counseling in
occupational education.”

(b) Section 303(b)(3) of such Aect is
amended by redesignating clauses (C), (D),
(E), (F), (@), (H), (I), and (J), respective-
1y, as clauses (D), (E), (F), (@), (H), (I),
(J), and (K), and by inserting a new clause
as follows:

“(C) programs designed to encourage the
development in elementary and secondary
schools of occupational information and
counseling and guidance, and instruction in
occupational education on an equal footing
with traditional academic education;".

(c) Section 503(4) of such Act is amended
by redesignating clauses (A), (B), and (C),
respectively, as clauses (B), (C), and (D),
and by inserting a new clause. as follows:

“(A) the development in elementary and
secondary schools of programs of occupation-
al information, counseling and guidance, and
instruction In occupational education on an
equal footing with traditional academic edu-
cation,”,

Sec. 202, (a) (1) Section 104(a) (2) of the
Vocational Education Act of 1963 (relating
to the duties of the Natlonal Advisory Coun-
cil on Vocational Education) is amended by
inserting after "“under this title” each time it
appears “, and under title I of the Occupa-
tional Education Act of 1971,".

(2) Section 104 of such Act is further
amended by redesignating subsection (¢) as
subsection (d) and by inserting a new sub-
sectlon as follows:

“(ec) Btate advisory councils also shall per-
form with respect to the programs carried
out under title I of the Occupational Educa-
tion Act of 1971 functions identical with or
analogous to those assigned under this title,
and the Commissioner shall assure that ade-
quate funds are made available to such
Councils from funds appropriated to carry
out title I of that Act (without regard to
whether such funds have been allotted to
States) to enable them to perform such
functions."

By Mr. HART::

S. 1858. A bill to amend the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 to pro-
vide for a National Environmental Data
System. Referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEM ACT

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I introduce
for appropriate reference a bill to amend
the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 to provide for a National En-
vironmental Data System. The Commit-
tee on Commerce considered this legisla-
tion last year, but due to the press of
business at the close of the session was
unable to report out a bill. It is my hope
that the committee will move expedi-
tiously this yvear to give its approval to
an institution which is without doubt
sorely needed.

In reintroducing this bill, I would like
again to express my admiration and ap-
preciation for the Congressman from
Michigan, Mr. DiNGeLL, who originally
developed the data system concept in his
Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee of
the House Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. Largely through
his efforts, legislation similar to that in-
troduced today passed the House in the
last session. It is my understanding that
this year the subcommittee again has re-
ported the bill favorably.

What is proposed essentially is the es-
tablishment of a central system capable
of housing all data relating to the en-
vironment. By allowing the regulatory
agencies and the public ready access to
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this information, it is hoped that we can
diminish to some degree an understand-
able, but nonetheless persistent, cause
of our environmental problems—igno-
rance.

Too many of our environmental crises
can be traced to a lack of timely knowl-
edge as to the seriousness of a given pol-
lutant. In testimony before the Senate
Subcommittee on the Environmental re-
peatedly we have heard witnesses be-
moan the absence of any clearinghouse
for environmental information which
could, in specific instances, have pro-
vided such knowledge. In our hearings on
the effects of mercury on man and the
environment it was claimed by both those
responsible for the mercury pollution
and those directly affected by it that the
existence of such a clearinghouse might
have prevented much of the damage that
occurred. Although for several years lit-
erature was available which suggested
that inorganic mercury could be con-
verted to the deadly poison known as
methyl mercury, neither the chemical
companies discharging the pollutant nor
the regulatory agencies of Government
were aware of it until last year. Had
there been a source to which they might
have turned to learn all that was known
about the behavior and effects of mer-
cury, discharges of the chemical could
have been stopped much sooner.

In a similar vein, when our subcom-
mittee examined the problems associated
with the use of the herbicide 2,4,56-T
and related chemicals we again found
that lack of knowledge was a central
problem. In the case of 2,4,5-T itself,
although alarming information relating
to the fetus-deforming effecis of the
herbicide in test animals was available
as early as June of 1966, neither the De-
partment of Agriculture nor the Food
and Drug Administration knew of it
until years later. Moreover, even the
producers of the chemical were denied
access to the information which might
have led them to restrict their produec-
tion voluntarily.

It is, therefore, the major purpose of
this bill to insure that when informa-
tion of this sort is known by anyone
anywhere in the world that every effort
is made to bring it to the attention of
as many people, both within and outside
the Gevernment, as possible, Considera-
ble thought will have to be given to the
precise mechanism by which the accu-
mulation and dissemination of this ma-
terial is handled, but would anyone deny
the desirability of increasing the free
flow of such vital information? It is my
hope that Congress will move quickly to
accomplish that objective,

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

There being no objection, the bill was
ordereZ to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 1858
A bill to amend the Natlona] Environmental

Policy Act of 1969 to provide for a Na-

tional Environmental Data System

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
National Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91—
190) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new title:
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“TITLE IO
“NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL DATA SYSTEM

“8ec. 301. This title may be cited as the
‘National Environmental Data System Act'.

“SEc. 802. For the purpose of this title—

“(1) The term °‘Data System’' means the
National Environmental Data System es-
tablished by this title. The system shall
include an appropriate network of new and
existing information processing or computer
facilities, both private and public, in various
areas of the United States, which, through a
system of interconnections, are in communi-
cation with a central facility for input, ac-
cess, and general management. It shall also
include all of the ancillary software and
support services usually required for effec-
tive information system operation.

“(2) The term ‘Council’ means the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality established in
title IT of this Act.

*“*(3) The term ‘environmental guality in-
dicators’ means quantifiable descriptors of
environmental characteristics which will
measure the quality of the environment.

“(4) The term ‘information, knowledge,
and data’ shall be interpreted as including
those facts which are significant, accurate,
reliable, appropriate, and useful in decision-
making in environmental affairs,

“Sec. 303. (a) There is hereby established
a National Environmental Data System.

“{b) The purpose of the Data System is to
serve as the central national coordinating
facility for the selection, storage, analysis,
retrievel, and dissemination of information,
knowledge, and data relating to the environ-
ment so as to provide information needed
to support environmental decisions in a
timely manner and in a usable form. Such
information as shall be deemed appropriate
and useful for the achievement of the pur-
pose of the system shall be made avallable
by all Federal agencles and shall be collected
and received, where available, from all Fed-
eral agencies, private institutions, universi-
ties and colleges, State and local govern-
ments, individuals, and any other source of
reliable information.

“(e) Information and data shall also be
sought from international sources such as
foreign governments, the United Nations’
and other international institutions; and
the President is encouraged to enter into
such agreements as may be necessary to
accomplish this purpose.

“Sgc. 304. (a) The information, knowl-
edge, and data in the Data System and the
analysis thereof shall be made available on
request without charge—

“{1) to the Congress and all the agencies
of the legislative and executive branches
of the Pederal Government, and their bona-
fide contractors and grantees; and

“(2) to all States and political subdivi-
sions thereof, except that, in any case where
it i1s determined that the service requested
is substantial, the payment of such fees and
charges may be required as may be neces-
sary to recover all, or any part, of the cost of
providing such retrieval service.

“(b) The information, knowledge, and data
in the Data System and the analysis thereof
shall be made available to private persons
and entities—

(1) upon payment of reasonable fees and
charges as may be established as necessary to
recover the cost of providing such retrieval
service; and

(2) subject to such terms and conditions
as is deemed necessary to protect the inter-
ests of the United States.

“{e) In all instances the Data Bystem
shall perform its functions so as to protect
secret and national security information
from unauthorized dissemination and appli-
cation.

“Sgec. 305. (a) There is hereby created the
position of National Environmental Data
System Director, who shall be appointed by
the President to serve at his pleasure, by and
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with the advice and consent of the Senate.
The Director shall be a person who, as a re-
sult of his tralning, experience, and attain-
ments, is exceptionally well qualified to
analyze and interpret environmental data of
all kinds and to appreciate its significance
in the management of natural resources as
required for the purpose of this Act. He shall
serve full time and be compensated at the
rate provided for level V of the Executive
Schedule Pay Rates (b U.S.C. 5313).

“(b) It shall be the function of the Di-
rector to—

“(1) administer and manage, under the
guidance of the Council, the operations of
the Data System in all of its ramifications,

“(2) institute a study to evaluate and
monitor the state of the art of information
technology and utilize to best advantage new
and improved technigues for accomplishing
the purposes of this Act,

“(3) utilize knowledge developed during
such study to develop criteria and guidelines
to govern the selection of data as to scope,
sclentific validity, quantity, and quality, to
be incorporated into the National Environ-
mental Data System network, including the
development of predictive ecological models,

“(4) develop and implement a plan to es-
tablish and maintain the environmental in-
formation network anticipated to accomplish
the purposes of this Act,

“(6) develop, establish, and maintain, as
necessary, general standards which will per-
mit and facilitate the compatability and in-
tegration of existing and new information
systems bearing on the environment to make
them consonant and cooperative with the
central facility established by this Aet, and

“(6) develop and publish from time to
time environmental quality indicators for all
regions of the United States, including its
coastal and contiguous zones, and for inter-
natlonally significant environments such as
the atmosphere and the oceans.

“(e) In carrying out his functions under
this Act, the Director shall, to the fullest
extent possible, provide the Council with
statistical data and other information neces-
sary for the preparation of the annual re-
port of the Council required under section
201 of this Act, and in the development of
long-range programs for the enhancement
of the environment,

“Sgc. 306. (a) The Director may employ
such other officers and employees as may be
necessary (1) for the efficient administration,
operation, and maintenance of the Data Sys-
tem, and (2) to carry out his functions un-
der this title.

“(b) The Director is authorized to provide
such lawful incentives as may be required to
achleve the purposes of this Act. These in-
centlves may include, but shall not be lim-
Ited to, grants of money, exchanges of in-
formation, sharing of facilities, specialized
advice, programs and formats, and other like
incentives. The Director shall also be au=-
thorized to enter into contracts with univer-
sitles, individuals, and State and local gov-
ernments when needed, and to purchase
information, data, and personal services as
required to fulfill its purposes. He is also au-
thorized to employ conmsultants as required.

“Sec. 307. (a) The head of each depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality in the ex-
ecutive branch of the United States Gov-
ernment shall make available to the Data
System such information, knowledge, and
data on the environment which such depart-
ment, agency, or instrumentality may have
as a result of its operations. Such informa-
tlon, knowledge, and data shall be made
avallable for incorporation into the Data Sys-
tem, as the Director deems appropriate as
soon as possible after it becomes known to
such department, agency, or instrumentality.

“(b) In the administration of all Federal
programs resulting in financial assistance to
any cooperative international study or to any
State, political subdivision, or other public
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or private entity, and in all contracts In
which the United States is a party, the head
of the department, agency, or instrumental-
ity administering such program, on entering
into such contract, shall take such action
as may be necessary to insure that informa-
tion, knowledge, and data on the environ-
ment which either directly or indirectly re-
sults from such Federal financial assistance
or contract will be made available to the Data
System as soon as possible after it becomes
known, In respect to lederally assisted en-
vironmental programs conducted by foreign
nations, it shall be the policy of the United
States Government to encourage, to the full-
est extent possible, the avallability to the
Data System of such information, knowledge,
and data arising from these programs which
is appropriate to the purposes of the system.
“{c) The head of each department, agency,
and instrumentality in the executive branch
of the United States Government shall, to
the fullest extent possible, permit the Data
System Director to use, on & mutually agree-
able basis, including the payment of com-
pensation, personnel, facllities, computers,
data processing, and other equipment within
such department, agency, or instrumentality
in carrying out its functions under this title;
and, to the fullest extent possible, such com-
puters, data processing, and other equipment
shall be made compatible with all others in,
and avallable for use by, the Data System.
“Sec. 309, There is authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the provisions of this
title the sum not to exceed $1,000,000 for
fiscal year 1972, $3,000,000 for fiscal vear 1973,
and $5,000,000 for each fiscal year thereafter.”

By Mr. JAVITS:

S. 1859. A bill to amend the Housing
and Urban Development Act of 1970 to
provide a more effective approach to the
problem of developing and maintaining
a rational relationship between building
codes and related regulatory require-
ments and building technology in the
United States, and to facilitate urgently
needed cost-saving innovations in the
building industry, through the establish-
ment of an appropriate nongovernmental
instrument which can make definitive
technical findings, insure that the find-
ings are made available to all sectors of
the economy, public and private, and
provide an effective method for encour-
aging and facilitating Federal, State, and
local acceptance and use of such find-
ings. Referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs.

NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON BUILDING SCIENCES

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to
the desk and introduce for appropriate
reference a bill to establish a National
Institute of Building Sciences. A com-
panion bill has been introduced today in
the House by Representative MoorRHEAD
of Pennsylvania.

The absence of an authoritative na-
tional source to advise the housing in-
dustry and local authorities as to the
latest technological developments in
building materials and construction
techniques and to propose nationally
acceptable standards for local building
codes has proven to be a great obstacle
to efforts to meet the national housing
goals set forth in the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1968. Moreover, the
lack of a system of uniform building code
standards increases the cost of construec-
tion and inhibits innovation in building
techniques. The resulting fragmentation
in the housing industry is clearly not in
the public interest.
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This bill seeks to meet the problems
in the housing area by establishing a
nongovernmental nonprofit corporation
which would develop and publish stand-
ards affecting building materials and
local building codes; would promote and
coordinate tests and studies of new build-
ing products and construction techniques,
would provide research and technical
services with respect to such materials
and technigues; and would assemble and
coordinate, to the extent practicable, all
present activities in this area.

The bill carries authorization for ap-
propriations for 5 years starting at $5
millicn a year, and scaling down to $2
million a year at the end of the 5-year
period. After that time the Institute is
expected to be self-supporting.

This bill is similar to S. 2368 which I
introduced in the last Congress except
that Federal agencies would be required
to make use of the standards, techniques,
and developments which have been certi-
fied as acceptable by the Institute and
the same requirements would apply to all
programs and projects which are depend-
ent upon Federal financial or other as-
sistance.

I believe that this bill meets a very
important need and should have the sup-
port of all groups who are involved in
the housing and construction industry.
I would hope that this legislation will re-
ceive prompt and favorable consideration
in the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1859
A bill to amend the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1970 to provide a more
effective approach to the problem of de-
veloping and maintaining a rational rela-
tionship between building codes and re-
lated regulatory requirements and building
technology in the United States, and to
facilitate urgently needed cost-saving in-
novations in the building industry,
through the establishment of an appropri-
ate nongovernmental instrument which
can make definitive technical findings, en-
sure that the findings are made available
to all sectors of the economy, public and
private, and provide an effective method
for encouraging and facilitating Federal,
State, and local acceptance and use of such

Be it enacted by the Senate and the
House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled,
That the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970 is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new title:

“TITLE X—NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

BUILDING SCIENCES
“SHORT TITLE

“SpcrtoN 1001. This title may be cited as

‘the Bullding Sclences Act of 1971".
“PFINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY

“Sec. 1002. (a) The Congress finds (1) that
the lack of an authoritative national source
to make findings and to advise both the pub-
He and private sectors of the economy with
respect to the use of bullding sclence and
technology in achieving mnationally accept-
able standards and other technical provision
for use in Federal, State, and local housing
and bullding regulations is an obstacle to ef-
forts by and imposes severe burdens upon all
those who procure, design, construct, use, op~
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erate, maintain, and retire physical facili-
ties, and frequently results in the fallure to
take full advantage of new and useful de-
velopments in technology which could im-
prove our living environment; (2) that the
establishment of model building codes or of
& single national building code will not com-
pletely resolve the problem because of the
difficulty at all levels of government in up-
dating their housing and bullding regula-
tions to reflect new developments in tech-
nology, as well as the irregularities and
Inconsistencies which arise in applying such
requirements to particular locallties or spe-
clal local conditions; (3) that the lack of
uniform housing and building regulatory
provisions increases the costs of construc-
tion and thereby reduces the amount of
housing, and other community facilities
which can be provided; and (4) that the
existence of a single authoritative nationally
recognized Institution to provide for the
evaluation of new technology for the purpose
of updating housing and building regulatory
provisions could facilitate Introduction of
such innovations and their acceptance at
the Federal, State and local levels.

“(b) The Congress further finds, however,
that while an authoritative source of tech-
nical findings is needed, various private or-
ganizations and institutions, private indus-
try, labor, and Federal and other govern-
mental agencies and entities are presently
engaged in bullding research, technology de-
velopment, testing and evaluation, standards
and model code development and promulga-
tion, and information dissemination. These
existing activities should be encouraged and
these capabilities effectively utilized wher-
ever possible and appropriate to the purposes
of this Act.

*“{c) The Congress declares that an au-
thoritative nongovernmental Iinstrument
needs to be created to address the problems
and issues described In subsection (a), that
the creation of such an instrument should
be Initlated by the Government, with the
advice and asslstance of the National Acad-
emy of Sclences—National Academy of En-
gineering-National Research Council (here-
inafter referred to as the "Academles-Re-
search Council”) and with the greatest prac-
ticable participation of representatives of the
various sectors of the bullding community,
including labor and management, technieal
experts in building science and technology,
and the various levels of government,

“ESTABLISHMENT OF INSTITUTE

"Sec. 1003. (a) There is authorized to be
established, for the purposes described in
section 1002(c¢), an appropriate nonprofit,
nongovernmental instrument to be known as
the 'National Institute of Bullding Sclences'
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘Institute’),
which shall not be an agency or establish-
ment of the United States Government. The
Institute shall be subject to the provisions
of this title and, to the extent consistent
with this title, to a charter of the Congress
if such a charter is requested and issued or
to the District of Columbia Nonprofit Cor-
poration Act if that Is deemed preferable.

“(b) The Academies-Research Council
shall advise and assist in (1) the establish-
ment of the Institute and its operation dur-
ing its first five years of existence; (2) the
development of an organizational framework
to encourage and provide for the maximum
participation feasible of public and private
sclentific, technical, and financial organiza-
tions, institutions, and agencies now engaged
in activities pertinent to the development,
promulgation, and maintenance of perform-
ance criterla, standards, and other technical
provisions for bullding codes and other regu-
lations; and (3) the promulgation of appro-
priate organizational rules and procedures
including those for the selection and opera-
tlon of a technical staff, such rules and pro-
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cedures to be based upon the primary object
of promoting the public interest and insur-
ing that the widest possible variety of inter-
ests and experience essential to the functions
of the Institute are represented in the Insti-
tute's operations. Recommendations of the
academies Research Council, shall be based
upon consultations with and recommenda-
tions from various private organizations and
institutions, labor, private industry, and
governmental agencies and entities operat-
ing in the field, and the Consultative Council
as provided for under section 1004(h).

“(c) Nothing in this title shall be con-
strued as expressing the intent of the Con-
gress that the Academies-Research OCouncil
itself be required to assume any function or
operation vested in the Institute by or un-
der this title, nor is its continuing advice and
assistance precluded should the Institute
and the Academies-Research Council wish to
provide therefor beyond the initial five years
of operation.

“ADMINISTRATION OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec, 1004, (a) The Institute shall have a
Board of Directors (hereinafter referred to
as the ‘Board’) consisting of not less than
15 nor more than 21 members, appointed
during its first five years of operation by the
President of the United States by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate, and
thereafter as provided for by its charter. In
selecting persons to serve on the initial
Board, the President shall appoint members
from lists of highly qualified persons recom-
mended to him by the Academies-Research
Council. Insofar as is practicable, the Board
shall be reasonably representative of the var-
jous regions of the country, of the various
segments of the building community includ-
ing private industry and labor, of all levels
of Government, of consumer interests, and of
the various types of experience which are ap-
propriate to the functions and responsibili-
ties of the Institute.

“(b) The members of the initlal Board
shall serve as incorporators and shall take
whatever actions are necessary to establish
the Institute as provided for under section
1002(a).

“(¢) The term of office of each member
of the initial and succeeding Boards shall
be three years; except that (1) any member
appointed to fill a vacancy occurring prior
to the expiration of the term for which his
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed
for the remainder of such term; and (2) the
terms of office of members first taking office
shall begin on the date of incorporation and
shall expire, as designated at the time of
their appointment, one-third at the end of
one year, one-third at the end of two years,
and one-third at the end of three years. No
member shall be eligible to serve In excess
of three consecutive terms of three years
each. Notwithstanding the preceding provl-
sions of this subsection, a member whose
termy has expired may serve until his suc-
cessor has qualified.

“(d) Any vacancy in the initial and suc-
ceeding Boards shall not affect its power,
but shall be filled In the manner in which
the originel appointments were made, or,
after the first five years of operation, as pro-
vided for by the organizational rules and
procedures of the Institute.

“(e) The President shall designate one of
the members appointed to the initial Board
as Chairman; thereafter, the members of the
initial and succeeding Boards shall annual-
ly elect one of their number as Chairman.
The members of the Board shall also elect
one or more of their number as Vice Chair-
man, Terms of the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man shall be for one year and no individual
shall serve as Chairman or Vice Chairman for
more than two consecutive terms.

**(f) The members of the initial or succeed-
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ing Boards shall not, by reason of such mem-
bership, be deemed to be employees of the
United States Government. They shall, while
attending meetings of the Board or while
engaged in duties related to such meetings or
in other activities of the Board pursuant to
this title, be entitled to recelve compensation
at the rate of $100 per day including travel
time, and while away from their homes or
regular places of business they may be al-
lowed travel expenses, including per diem in
leu of subsistence, equal to that authorized
by law (section 5703 of title 5, United States
Code) for persons in the Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

“(g) The Institute shall have a President
and such other executive officers and em-
ployees as may be appointed by the Board at
rates of compensation fixed by the Board. No
such executive officer or employee may re-
ceive any salary or other compensation from
any source other than the Institute during
the period of his employment by the In-
stitute

“{h) The Institute shall establish, with
the advice and assistance of the Academic-
Research Council, a Consultative Council,
membership in which shall be avallable to a
representative of all appropriate private
trade, professional, and labor organizations,
private and public standards, code, and test-
ing bodies, public regulatory agencles, and
consumer groups, so as to ensure a direct
line of communication between such groups
and the Institute and a vehicle for represent-
atlve hearings on matters before the In-
stitute.

“NONPROFIT AND NONPOLITICAL NATURE OF THE
INSTITUTE

“Sec. 1005. (a) The Institute shall have no
power to issue any shares of stock, or to
declare or pay any dividends.

“(b) No part of the income or assets of
the Institute shall inure to the benefit of
any Director, officer, employee, or any other
individual except as salary or reasonable
compensation for services.

“(c) The Institute shall not contribute
to or otherwise support any political party
or candidate for elective public office.

“FUNCTIONS OF THE INSTITUTE

“Sec. 1006. (a) The Institute shall exercise
its functions and responsibilities in four
general areas relating to building regulation,
as follows:

“(1) Development, promulgation, and
maintenance of nationally recognized per-
formance criteria, standards, and other tech-
nical provisions for maintenance of life,
safety, health and public welfare suitable
for adoption by building regulating juris-
dictions and agencies, including test methods
and other evaluative techniques relating to
building systems, subsystems, components,
products, and materials.

“(2) Evaluation and prequalification of
existing and new building technology in
accordance with paragraph (1).

“(3) Conduct of needed investigations in
direct support of paragraphs (1) and (2).

“(4) Assembly, storage, and dissemination
of technical data and other information di-
rectly related to paragraphs (1), (2),and (3).

*{b) The Institute In exercising its funec-
tions and responsibilities described in sub-
section (a) shall assign and delegate, to the
maximum extent possible, responsibility
Tfor conducting each of the needed activities
described in subsection (a) to one or more
of the private organizations, institutions,
agencies, and Federal and other govern-
mental entities with a capaclty to exercise
or contribute to the exercise of such respon-
sibillity, monitor the performance achieved
through assignment and delegation, and,
when deemed necessary, reassign and dele-
gate such responsibility.

“(c) The Institute in exercising its func-
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tions and responsibilities under subsections
(a) and (b) shall (1) give particular atten-
tion to the development of methods for en-
couraging all sectors of the economy to co-
operate with the Institute and to accept and
use its technical findings, and to accept and
use the nationally recognized performance
criteria, standards, and other technical pro-
visions developed for use in Federal, State,
and local buliding codes and other regula-
tions which result from the program of the
Institute; (2) seek to assure that its actions
are coordinated with related requirements
which are imposed in connection with com-
munity and environmental development gen-
erally; and (3) consult with the Department
of Justice and other agencies of government
to the extent necessary to ensure that the
national interest is protected and promoted
in the exercise of its functions and respon-
sibilities.

“FINANCING OF THE INSTITUTE'S ACTIVITIES

“Sgc. 1007, (a) The Institute is authorized
to accept contracts and grants from Faderal,
State, and local governmental agencies and
other entities, and grants and donations from
private organizations, institutions, and
individuals.

*{b) The Institute may, in accordance with
rates and schedules established with guid-
ance provided by the Academles-Research
Councll under section 1003(b), establish fees
and other charges for services provided by
the Institute or under its authorization.

“(e) Amounts received by the Institute
under this section shall be in addition to any
amounts which may be appropriated to pro-
vide its initial operating capital under sec-
tion 1009.

““COOPERATION BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AGEN-
CIES AND STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

“Sec. 1008. (a) Every department, agency,
and establishment of the Federal govern-
ment, in carrying out any building or con-
struction, or any building-or construction-
related program, which involves direct ex-
penditures, and in developing technical re-
quirements for any such building or con-
struction, shall be required to accept the
technical findings of the Institute, or any
nationally recognized performance criteria,
standards, and other technical provisions for
building regulations brought about by the
Institute, which may be applicable.

“(b) All projects and programs involving
Federal assistance in the form of loans,
grants, guarantees, insurance, or technical
aid, or in any other form, shall, as a condi-
tion of the assistance, accept, use, and comply
with any of the technical findings of the
Institute, or any nationally recognized per-
formance criteria, standards, and other tech-
nical provisions for building codes and other
regulations brought about by the Institute,
which may be applicable to the purposes for
which the assistance is to be used,.

*“(c) Every department, agency, and estab-
lishment of the Federal Government having
responsibility for building or construction,
or for building- or construction-related pro-
grams, is authorized and encouraged to re-
quest authorization and appropriations for
grants to the Institute for its general sup-
port, and is authorized to contract with and
accept contracts from the Institute for spe-
cific services where deemed appropriate by
the responsible Federal official involved.

“{d) The Institute shall establish and
carry on & specific and continuing program
of cooperation with the States and their po-
litical subdivisions designed to encourage
thelr acceptance and its technical findings
and of nationally recognized performance
criteria, standards, and other technical pro-
visions for building regulations brought
about by the Institute. Such program shall
include (1) efforts to encourage any changes
in existing State and local law to utilize or
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| embody such findings and regulatory pro-
visions; and (2) assistance to States in the
development of inservice training programs
for building officials, and in the establish-
ment of fully staffed and qualified State tech-
nical agencies to advise local officials on ques-
tions of technical interpretation.

“APPROPRIATIONS FOR INITIAL CAPITAL

“Sec. 1009. There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Institute over the first
five fiscal years which end after the date of
the enactment of this title, the sum of $5,-
000,000 for each of the first two such fiscal
years, the sum of 3,000,000 for each of the
next two such fiscal years, and the sum of
$2,000,000 for the last such fiscal year (with
each appropriation to be available until ex-
pended or until six years shall have passed),
to provide the Institute with initial capital
adequate for the exercise of its functions
and responsibilities during such years (and
to assist the Academies-Research Council
with funds under contract which the Board
may deem necessary to allow the Council to
provide the necessary advice and assistance
in organizing and establishing the Institute);
and thereafter the Institute shall be finan-
clally self-sustaining through the means de-
scribed in section 1007.

“REPORT TO CONGRESS

“Sec. 1010. The Institute shall submit an
annual report for the preceding fiscal year
to the President for transmittal to the Con-
gress within 60 days of its receipt, The report
shall include a comprehensive and detailed
report of the Institute’s operations, activities,
financial condition, and accomplishments
under this Act and may include such recom-
mendations as the Institute deems appro-
priate. Each such report shall include a sep-
arate report from the Academies Research
Counecil.

By Mr. WILLIAMS:

S. 1861. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to
extend its protection to additional em-
ployees, to raise the minimum wage to
$2.25 an hour, to provide for an 8-hour
workday, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

AMENDMENT OF THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the
Fair Labor Standards Act was enacted in
1938.

It is clear both from its legislative his-
tory and the purposes that are set forth
in its declaration of policy that Congress
intended the act to have broad coverage.
Congress declared that the policy of the
act was “To correct and as rapidly as
possible to eliminate the conditions”
which are: “detrimental to the mainte-
nance of the minimum standards of liv-
ing necessary for health, efficiency, and
general well-being of workers.”

The law as it now stands fails to cover
many millions of needy working men
and women. Those workers that it does
cover are not protected adequately in to-
day’s economy. Clearly, the failure to ex-
tend coverage and increase the minimum
wage to a living wage has tended to sub-
vert the high purposes of the Fair Labor
Standards Act.

The Fair Labor Standards Act has
been amended by Congress only four
times in its history to increase the mini-
mum wage and only twice has Congress
extended coverage.

Let me take a moment to emphasize
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the urgent need for an increase in the
current $1.60 an hour minimum wage.
URGENT NEED FOR INCREASE IN MINIMUM WAGE

A man or woman working full-time at
the current $1.60 per hour minimum will
earn only $3,200 per year. This is far
below the Federal Government’s defined
poverty level of $3,944 for a family of
four. And even if our current rate of in-
flation should slow, this worker poverty
gap will still increase in the years to
come, absent action by the Congress to
adequately increase the minimum wage
and its coverage. And we must note the
fact that for the first time in a decade
the Census Bureau has announced an in-
crease rather than a decrease in the
number of Americans living in poverty.

In addition, I would like to point out
the impact that inflation has had on to-
day’s minimum wage of $1.60 an hour
which was established by the 1966
amendments. The increase to $1.60 an
hour will be almost completely negated
by the middle of this year. As measured
in 1966 dollars, the current $1.60 buys
less than the $1.25 bought in 1966. And
it will buy even less by next year.

The bill that I offer today will help
restore dignity to the working poor by
increasing the minimum wage to a level
that will allow working men and women
to provide their families with the basic
necessities of life. By extending the cov-
erage of the minimum wage protections
we can also give additional hope to over
13 million Americans who labor for even
less than the current inadequate mini-
mum wage.

MINIMUM WAGE AS A MEANS OF REDUCING WEL-
FARE COSTS AND STIMULATING THE ECONOMY
We often hear today of the rising costs

of welfare in our Nation. There is no

doubt that such costs are rising greatly
and that they impose a heavy burden
especially on State and local govern-
ments. These costs must be reduced,
while at the same time we must develop

a means for eliminating the cycle of pov-

erty which grips approximately 25 mil-

lion Americans.

By providing the means for obtaining
the basic necessities of life, and also a
semblance of dignity, for the working
poor, an increase in the minimum wage
will also thereby reduce the cost of wel-
fare to the taxpayers. It is still too early
to predict accurately the specific impact
of an increase in the minimum wage on
welfare costs since the welfare reform
legislation is still in its drafting stage.
However, it is clear that my bill will pro-
vide a means for substantial reductions
in the welfare rolls of our country.

Since most of the wefare reform meas-
ures now being considered by Congress
will provide supplemental payments for
the working poor, an increase in the
minimum wage will reduce the supple-
mental payments to be made by the gov-
ernment. Current welfare costs will also
be reduced by enabling heads of house-
holds to support their families, rather
than leave home, thus forcing mothers,
who are unable to work, and their chil-
dren to be dependent on welfare.

There is also little doubt that an in-
crease in wages will help stimulate our
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lagging economy since workers will be
earning more and spending more on
goods and services. Such an economic
stimulus will also increase job oppor-
tunities for the poor and thus should
also reduce welfare costs.

Yet another benefit from the in-
creased economic aetivity, which will be
generated by an increase in the minimum
wage, will be an increase in tax revenues
to help pay for the many other neces-
sary domestic programs.

COVERAGE

Currently the Fair Labor Standards
Act treats many workers as second-
class citizens. For example, farmworkers
who labor long and hard receive $1.30 an
hour—not $1.60 an hour as do most other
workers now covered by the Fair Labor
Standards Act. Furthermore, many are
not even covered by the act, and receive
even less than $1.30 per hour for their
labors.

In addition, many workers are not
given the basic protection afforded by the
overtime provisions of the act. My bill
would eliminate many of these inequities.

In general, over 13 million workers that
are not now covered by Federal minimum
wage law and many of whom have no
State or local minimum wage protection,
will be brought under the Fair Labor
Standards Act by my proposal. The
workers in this category represent some
of the most needy in our society.
EXTENSION OF PROTECTIONS OF EQUAL PAY ACT

In 1963 when Congress enacted the
long overdue Equal Pay Act amendment
to the Fair Labor Standards Act, it ne-
glected to extend the valuable protections
of that Act to those women employed as
administrators, professionals or execu-
tives. In order to correet this inequity,
the Senator from Michigan (Mr. HarT)
has offered an amendment in each of
these last two Congresses—S. 3612, 91st
Congress and S. 1529, 92d Congress. 1
am grateful to the distinguished Senator
from Michigan for his amendment which
I have incorporated in my bill to amend
the Fair Labor Standards Act to make
the Equal Pay Act provisions applicable
to administrative, professional, and ex-
ecutive employees.

GENERAL PROVISIONS OF THE WILLIAMS

MINIMUM WAGE BILL

Thus far, I have discussed in very gen-
eral terms the basis for and some of the
provisions of my minimum wage bill. I
would like to briefly summarize some of
the key provisions of my proposal.

MINIMUM WAGE

The bill would increase the minimum
wage in steps. For those workers who
were covered by the Fair Labor Standards
Act prior to the 1966 amendments the
current rate of $1.60 an hour would be
increased to $2 an hour on the effective
date of the amendments. This rate would
increase to $2.25 an hour beginning 1
year from the effective date.

Workers who were brought under the
protections of the FLSA by the 1966
amendments, including agricultural
workers, and those newly covered by
these amendments would receive in-
creases in the following steps:




14858

First, $1.70 an hour on the effective
date of these amendments;

Second, $2 an hour effective a year
later; and

Third, $2.25 an hour, effective 2 years
later.

COVERAGE AND EXEMPTION

In addition to increasing the minimum
wage, it would extend coverage to over
13 million workers who are excluded
from the protections afforded by the
minimum wage.

Among the categories of workers who
would be newly covered are Federal,
State, and local government workers,
employees of small retail and service es-
tablishments, and domestics—except
babysitters. Certain exemptions which
are now applicable to the following
groups of workers would also be re-
pealed: retail and service establishments,
seasonal amusement and recreational;
motion picture; logging; farm; railroad;
pipeline and air carrier workers; fish
processors; and motel, restaurant, and
nursing home workers; motor vehicle
salesmen and partsmen; cotton gin
workers; taxi drivers; catering em-
ployees; and bowling establishment
workers.

My proposal would also require the
payment of overtime after 8 hours of
work in a day or 40 hours in a week,
while at the same time bring most work-
ers covered by the FLSA under these
overtime protections. It would also elimi-
nate maximum-hour exemptions for
agricultural processing and hospital
workers.

Some of the other changes this legis-
lation would make relate to improve-
ments in the child labor protections as
such provisions apply to agricultural
workers; increases in the wages paid to
workers in Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands—and effective January 1, 1975,
such workers would be provided with the
same minimum wage and overtime pro-
tection as mainland workers; applying
Equal Pay Act provisions to professional,
administrative, and executive personnel;
elimination of the dollar amount limits
for the purpose of enterprise coverage;
repeal of the provisions which permit
tips to be offset against the minimum
wage; reduction of the 500 man-day
coverage requirement for agriculture to
100-m=n days; and the elimination of
clauses excluding employees of linen
supply houses from full coverage.

Finally my proposal would amend the
enforcement provisions of the FLSA to
broaden the authority of the Secretary
of Labor, when suing for unpaid mini-
mum wages or overtime compensation,
to collect liquidated damages as well.

The proposal that I am offering today
is one whose time has come. We simply
cannot afford from the standpoint of
basic human justice, or from the stand-
point of the costs to the economy, to
allow any more time to pass without in-
creasing the minimum wage and the cov-
erage provisions of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act.

There is a need for action and that
need is a most urgent one.

Several exemptions provided under
the Fair Labor Standards Act are not re-
pealed by this bill. However, the justifi-
cation for most of these has not been
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considered seriously in many years. In
light of the economic realities, Congress
should and the Labor Commititee will
give careful consideration to the wis-
dom or necessity of continuing those
exemptions.

The Senate Labor Subcommittee will
begin hearings on this legislation on
May 18, 1971, with the testimony of
Secretary of Labor Hodgson. All those
who wish to testify or submit statements
should contact Gerald M. Feder, coun-
sel to Labor Subcommittee, room G-237,
New Senate Office Building, 225-3674.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill,
a section-by-section analysis and a com-
parative chart be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

There being no objection, the bill and
material were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

S. 1861
A Dill to amend the Fair Labor Standards

Act of 1938, as amended, to extend its pro-

tection to additional employees, to raise

the minimum wage to $2.25 an hour, to
provide for an eight-hour workday, and
for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Fair Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1971".

DEFINITIONS AND APPLICABILITY TO FUERTO
RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

Sec. 2. (a) Sectlon 3(d) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) ‘Employer’ includes any person act-
ing directly or indirectly in the interest of
an employer in relation to an employee, in-
cluding the United States and any State or
political subdivision of a State, but shall not
include any labor organization (other than
when acting as an employer), or anyone act-
ing in the capacity of officer or agent of such
labor organization.”

(b) Section 3(e) of such Act is amended
by inserting after the word “employer” the
first time it appears in such section a comma
and the words “including any individual em-
ployed in domestic service (other than a
babysltter) ".

(¢) Bection 3(h) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“{h) ‘Industry’ means a trade, business,
Industry, or other activity, or branch or
group thereof, in which individuals are gain-
fully employed.”.

(d) Sectlon 3(m) of such Act is amended
by striking out the last sentence thereof.

(e) Sectlon 3(r) of such Act is amended to
read as follows:

" '‘Enterprise’ means the related activities
performed (either through unified operation
or common control) by any person or persons
for a common business purpose, and in-
cludes all such activities, whether public or
private or conducted for profit or not for
profit, or whether performed in one or more
establishments or by one or more corporate
or other organizational units including de-
partments of an establishment operated
through leasing arrangements, but shall not
include the related activities performed for
such enterprise by an independent contrac-
tor. For purposes of this subsection the
activities performed by any person or per-
sons in connection with activities of the Gov-
ernment of the United States or any State or
political subdivision shall be deemed to be
actlvitles performed for a business purpose."”

(f) Sectlon 3(s) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“‘Enterprise engaged in commerce or in
the production of goods for commerce’ means
an enterprise (whether public or private or
operated for profit or not for profit and in-

May 13, 1971

cluding activities of the Government of the
United States or of any State or political sub-
division) which has employees engaged In
commerce, including employees handling,
selling, or otherwise working on goods that
have been moved in or produced for com-
merce by any person. Any establishment
which has as its only regular employee the
owner thereof or the parent, spouse, child, or
other member of the immedlate family of
such owner shall not be considered to be an
enterprise engaged in commerce or in the
production of goods for commerce or a part
of such an enterprise.”

(E) (1) BSectlon 3 of such Act is further
amended by striking out paragraph (t)
thereof, and by redesignating paragraphs (u),
(v).and (w) as paragraphs (t), (u), and (v),
respectively.

(2) Section 3(e) of such Act is further
amended by striking out “3(u)" and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “3(t)".

(h) Section 5 of such Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(e) The provisions of this section and
section 8 shall not apply with respect to the
minimum wage rate of any employee em-
ployed in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands
(1) by an establishment which is a hotel,
motel, or restaurant, or (2) by any other re-
tall or service establishment if such em-
ployee is employed primarily in connection
with the preparation or offering of food or
beverages for human consumption, either on
the premises, or by such services as catering,
banquet, box lunch, or curb or counter serv-
ice, to the public, to employees, or to mem-
bers or guests of members of clubs. The
minimum wage rate of such an employee
shall be determined in accordance with sec-
tions 6(a), 13 and 14 of this Act.”

MINIMUM WAGES

SEc. 3. (a) Section 6(a) (1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“(1) (A) not less than $2.00 an hour dur-
ing the first year from the effective date of
the Falr Labor Standards Amendments of
1871, and

“(B) not less than $2.25 an hour there-
after.”

(b) Section 6(a) of such Act is amended
by striking out the semicolon and the word
“or"” at the end of paragraph (4) and in-
serting in lleu thereof a perlod, and by strik-
ing out paragraph (5) thereof.

(c) Section 6(b) of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out the parenthetical
clause reading “(other than an employee to
whom subsection (a)(5) applies)™;

(2) by inserting after the words “Fair La-
bor Standards Amendments of 1968,”, the
words “or the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1971,"":

(3) by striking out paragraphs (1)
through (5) thereof and inserting in lleu
thereof the following:

*“(1) not less than $1.70 an hour during
the first year from the effectilve date of the
Falr Labor Standards Amendments of 1971;

*“(2) not less than £2.00 an hour during
the second year from such date;

“(38) not less than $2.256 an hour there-
after;”

(d) (1) Section 6(c) is amended by strik-
ing out paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following:

*“(2) In the case of any such employee
who is covered by such a wage order and to
whom the rate or rates prescribed by sub-
section (a) would otherwise apply, the fol-
lowing rates shall apply:

“({A) During the first year from the eflec-
tive date of the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1971, the highest rate or rates in
effect on or before such date, under any
wage order covering such employee, In-
creased by £0.40.

“(B) During the second year from the
effective date of the Falr Labor Standards
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Amendments of 1971, the highest rate or
rates (including any increase prescribed by
subparagraph (A)) in effect on or before
such date, under any wage order covering
such employee, increased by $0.25."

(e) Section 6(e) is amended to read as
follows:

“(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 13 of this Act (except subsections
(a) (1) and (f) thereof), every employer
providing any contract services under a
contract with the TUnited States or any
subcontract thereunder shall pay to each of
his employees whose rate of pay is not gov-
erned by the Service Contract Act of 19656
(41 U.S.C. 351-3b67) or to whom subsection
(a) of this sectlon is not applicable, wages
at rates not less than the rates provided
for in such subsection."

MAXIMUM HOURS

Sec. 4. (a) Sectlon 7 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by striking out subsections (a),
(b), (e), and (d) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following new subsections (&) and
(b):

“(a) No employer shall employ any of his
employees who in any workweek is engaged
in commerce or in the production of goods
for commerce, or is employed in an enter-
prise engaged in commerce or in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce, for a work-
week longer than forty hours, unless such
employee receives compensation for his em-
ployment in excess of the hours above spec-
ified at a rate not less than one and one-
half times the regular rate at which he is
employed.

“(b) No employer shall employ any of his
employees who in any workweek is engaged
in commerce or in the productlion of goods
for commerce, or is employed in an enter-
prise engaged in commerce or in the pro-
duction of goods for commerce for a work-
day longer than elght hours, unless such
employee receives compensation for his em-
ployment in excess of such hours above spec-
ified at a rate mot less than one and one-
half times the regular rate at which he s
employed.”

(b)(1) Subsections (e), (f), (g), (h), and
(1) of section T of such Act, are redesignated
as subsections (c¢), (d), (e), (f), and (g),
respectively.

{2) Subsection (d) (as redesignated by
the preceding paragraph) of sectlon 7 of
such Act is amended (A) by striking out
“subsection (a)" the first and second time
it appears in such subsection (d) and in-
serting in lieu thereof “subsection (a) or
(b)" each such time, and (B) by inserting
“or workday” immediately after the word
“workweek" each time such word appears
in such subsection “(d)".

(3) Subsection (e) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1)) of section 7 of such Act is
amended (A) by striking out “(e)” in such
subsection (e) and Inserting in lleu thereof
“{c)”, (B) by striking out “subsection (a)”
the first time it appears in such subsection
(e) and by inserting in lieu thereof “sub-
section (a) or (b)", (C) by inserting the
words “or workday” Immediately after the
word “workweek” the first three times it
appears in such subsection (e), and (D),
by striking out the word *“‘subsection”™ the
first four times it appears in such subsection
(e) and Inserting in lleu thereof *“subsec-
tions™,

(4) Subsection (f) (as redesignated by
paragraph (1)) of section 7 of such Act is
amended: (1) by striking out “(e)” and
inserting in lieu thereof “(c)”.

(¢) Subsection (j) of section 7 of such Act
is hereby repesaled.

EXEMPTIONS

Sec. 5. (a) (1) Section 13(a) of the Falr
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended,
is amended by inserting after “section 6"
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the following “(other than sectlon 8{(d) In
the case of paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion) ™.

(2) Section 138(a)(1) of such Act is
amended by striking out everything after the
words “Administrative Procedure Act”.

(3) Sections 13(a) (2), 13(a) (4), and 13(a)
(11) of such Act, relating to employees em-
ployed by retail and service establishments,
are hereby repealed.

(4) Section 13(a) (3) of such Act, relating
to employees employed by seasonal amuse-
ment or recreational establishments, Is here-
by repealed.

(5) Bection 13(a) (6) of such Act, relating
to employees employed in agriculture, is
amended by striking out the words “five
hundred man-days” and inserting in lieun
thereof the words “one hundred man-days".

(6) Sectlon 13(a) (9) of such Act, relating
to employees employed by motion plcture
theater establishments, is hereby repealed.

(7) Section 13(a) (13) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees of logging and sawmill
operations, is hereby repealed.

(8) Section 13(a)(14) of such Act, relat-
ing to agricultural employees, engaged In
the harvesting and processing of shade-
grown tobacco, is hereby repealed.

(9) Sections 13(a) (5), 13(a) (6), 13(a) (7).
13(a) (8), 18(a) (10), and 18(a)(12) are re-
designated as sectlons 13(a) (2), 13(a)(3),
13(a) (4), 13(a) (5), 13(a) (6), and 13(a)(7),
respectively.

(10) Section 13(a) (7) (as redesignated by
the preceding paragraph) is amended by
striking out the semicolon and the word
“or" and inserting in lieu thereof a period.

(b) (1) Bectlons 13(b) (2) and (3) of such
Act, relating to rallroad, pipeline, and air
carrier employees, are hereby repealed.

(2) Bection 13(b) (4) of such Act, relat-
ing to fish and seafood processing employees,
is hereby repealed.

(3) Section 13(b) (7) of such Act, relating
to employees of street, suburban or inter-
urban electric railways, or local trolley or
motorbus carriers, is hereby repealed.

(4) Section 13(b)(8) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees employed by hotels, motels,
restaurants, or nursing homes, is hereby re-
pealed.

(5) Section 13(b) (10) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees employed as salesmen,
partsmen or mechanics by motor wvehicle,
farm implement or aireraft dealers, is hereby
repealed.

(6) Section 13(b) (12) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees employed in agriculture, is
hereby repealed.

(7) Section 13(b) (15) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees engaged in ginning of cot-
ton for market or the processing of sugar
beets, sugar beet molasses, sugarcane, or
maple sap into sugar or sirup, is hereby re-
pealed.

(8) Bection 13(b)(17) of such Act, relat-
ing to drivers employed in the business of
operating taxicabs, is hereby repealed.

(9) Section 13(b) (18) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees of catering establishments,
is hereby repealed.

(10) Section 13(b) (19) of such Act, relat-
ing to employees of bowling establishments,
is hereby repealed.

(11) Sectlons 13(b)(5), 13(b) (8), 13(b)
(9), 13(b)(11), 13(b)(18), 13(b(14), and
13(b) (16), are redesignated as sections 13 (b)
(2), 13(b) (3), 13(b) (4), 13(b) (5), 183(b) (6),
13(b) (7), and 13(b) (8), respectively.

(12) BSection 13(b) (8) (as redesignated by
the preceding paragrapnh) is amended by
striking out the semicolon and the word
“or” and inserting in lieu thereof a perlod.

(e) Bection 13(c) (1) of such Act 1s amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(c) (1) except as provided in paragraph
(2) the provisions of section 12 relating to
chiid labor shall not apply to any employee
employed in agriculture outside of school
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hours for the school district where such em-
ployee is living while he is s0 employed, if
such employee—

*“(A) is employed by his parent, or by a
person standing in the place of his parent,
on a farm owned or operated by such parent
or person, or

**(B) Is fourteen years of age or older, or

“(C) 1is twelve years of age or older and is
employed on a farm to which he commutes
daily within twenty-five miles of his perma-
nent residence, and (i) such employment is
with the written consent of his parent or
person standing in place of his parent, or
(i) his parent or person standing in place of
his parent is employed on the same farm."”

LEARNERS, APPRENTICES, STUDENTS AND
HANDICAPPED WORKERS

Sec. 6. Section 14(b) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1838, as amended, is amend-
ed by inserting following the words “Falr
Labor Standards Amendments of 1966,”, the
words “and the Fair Labor Standards Amend-
ments of 1971”, and by inserting, following
the words “prior to such”, the word “appli-
cable”,

PENALTIES

Sec. 7. The first two sentences of section
16(c) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended, are amended to read as
follows:

“The Secretary s authorized to supervise
the payment of the unpaid minimum wages
or the unpaid overtime compensation owing
to any employee or employees under section
6 or 7 of this Act, and the agreement of any
employee to accept such payment shall upon
payment in full constitute a walver by such
employee of any right he may have under
subsection (b) of this section to such unpaid
minimum wages or unpaid overtime compen-
sation and an additional equal amount as
liquidated damages. The Secretary may bring
an actlon in any court of competent juris-
diction to recover the amount of the unpaid
minimum wages or overtime compensation
and an equal amount as liquidated damages."

RELATION TO OTHER LAWS

Sec. 8. Section 18(b) of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, is amend-
ed (1) by striking out “6(a) (1) and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “6(a)”, (2) by striking
out “T(a)(1)” and inserting in lieu thereof
“7 (a) and (b)", and (3) by striking out the
parenthetical clause reading *“(except that
the wage rate provided for in section 6(b)
shall apply to any employee who performed
services during the workweek in a workplace
in the Canal Zone)™.

CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO OTHER LAWS

Sec. 9. (a) Section 5341(a) of title 5 of
the United States Code is amended by strik-
ing out “206(a)(1)" and inserting in leu
thereof “206(a)".

(b) Section 303(a)(2) o1 the Consumer
Credit Protection Act (15 U.S.C. 1673(a)(2))
is amended by striking out *“6(a)(1)" and
inserting in lieu thereof “6(a)”.

(e) Section 2(b)(1l) of the Service Con-
tract Act of 1965 (41 U.S.C. 351(b)(1)) is
amended by striking out “6(a) (1) " and in-
serting in lieu thereof “6(a) ".

(d) Section 610-1(a) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C, 2051(a)) is
amended by striking out “6(a)(1)” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “6(a)".

REPEALERS WITH RESPECT TO PUERTO RICO AND

THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

SEc. 10. (a) Section B(a) is amended by
inserting in the first sentence thereof after
the word “employment” a comma and the
words “but in no event later than January 1,
1975".

(b) Effective January 1, 1975, sections 5,
6(a)(2), 6(c), 8, and 10 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938, as amended, are
repealed.
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() (1) Section 6(a)(3) of the Fair Labor
Btandards Act of 1938, as amended, is
amended by striking out "as amended from
time to time' and inserting in lieu thereof
“prior to the enactment of the Falr Labor
Standards Amendments of 1871".

(2) Section 6(a)(3) of such Act is fur-
ther amended by inserting after “‘section 5"
the following: “prior to the enactment of
the Fair Labor Standards Amendments of
1971

EFFECTIVE DATE

Sec. 11. This Act shall become effective
upon the expiration of sixty days after the
date of its enactment.

BRIEF SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF PRO-
POSED FAIR LABOR STANDARDS AMENDMENTS
oF 1971

Sec. 2. Amends sectlon 3(d) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended, to
include under the definition of “employer”
the United States and any State or political
subdivision of a State. This will expand the
coverage of the existing law, to include all
agencies and activities of the United States,
the States and their political subdivisions,
not just hospltals, nursing homes, schools,
and local transit as at present. This amend-
ment would add to coverage an estimated
4.8 million workers (1.7 million Federal, 3.1
million State and local government).

Amends section 3(e) to include under the
definition of “employee” any individual em-
ployed in domestic service except babysitters.
This amendment would add to coverage an
estimated 2.1 million workers.

Amends section 3(h) to add the words “or
other activity” to the definltion of the word
“Industry."

Amends section 3(m) to eliminate the al-
lowance for tips as part of wages for em-
ployees in normally tipped occupations. At
present employers may include the value of
tips in determining wages to be paid, up to
half the statutory minimum rate.

Amends sectlon 3(r) to include under “en-
terprise” the activities of the United States
Government or any State or political sub-
division thereof. This amendment will have
the effect of retaining the current coverage
for schools and hospitals, whether operated
for profit or not for profit and for regulated
public and private local transit whether op-
erated for profit or not for profit. It will,
however, delete language from the Act which
is no longer necessary by virtue of the elimi-
nation of the sales test in section 3(s).

Amends section 3(s) to eliminate sales test
as part of the definition of “enterprise,” thus
bringing under coverage all enterprises en-
gaged In commerce. However, this amend-
ment retains coverage of enterprises which
are engaged in: laundering, cleaning or re-
pair of clothing or fabrics; construction or
reconstruction or both; the occupation of
hospitals and schools, whether operated for
profit or not for profit. Present law covers
only retall and service enterprises with an-
nual gross sales volume of $250,000 or more.
This amendment would add to coverage an
estimated 6.7 million workers (4.2 million in
retail trade, and 2.6 million in services, ex-
cluding domestic service).
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Amends section 5 and 8 by bringing under
the mainland minimum wage the employees
of hotels, motels, and restaurants in Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands. At present these
workers are covered by wage rates determined
by specially convened industry committees.

SEec.3. Amends section 6(a) to establish,
for employees in activities covered by the Act
prior to the 1966 amendments, an hourly
minimum of $2.00 during the first year from
the effective date of the 1971 amendments
and $2.25 thereafter.

Amends section 6 to establish, for em-
ployees newly covered by the 1966 amend-
ments (including agricultural workers) and
by the 1971 amendments, an hourly mini-
mum of $1.70 during the first year from the
effective date of the 1971 amendments, $2.00
during the second year from the effective
date of the 1971 amendments, and §2.25
thereafter.

Amends sectlon 6(c) to require, in the
case of any employee in Puerto Rico or the
Virgin Islands covered by a wage order pur-
suant to the Act, an hourly increase over
the highest rate under the wage order cov-
ering such employee of 40 cents during the
first year and an additional 25 cents during
the second year from the effective date of
the 1971 amendments.

Amends section 6(e) to eliminate clauses
excluding certain linen supply establish-
ments from full coverage.

Sec. 4. Amends section 7 to require com-
pensation for hours in excess of 8 in a day
or 40 in a week at a rate not less than one
and one-half times the regular rate for most
employees covered by the Aect. Eliminates
certain provisions which provide partial over-
time exemptions and makes other conforming
amendments,

Bec. 5(a). Amends section 13(a) to bring
executive, administrative, or professional em-
ployees under the equal pay provision (sec-
tion 6(d) ) of the law. Section 6(d) was added
to the Fair Labor Standards Act by the Equal
Pay Act of 1963, T7 Stat. 56.

Sec. 5(b). Retains minimum wage and
overtime exemptions permitted by section
13(a) as follows:

13(a) (1) which describes any employee
employed in a bona fide executive, adminis-
trative, or professiomal capacity, or in the
capacity of outside salesman;

13(a) (5) employees engaged in seafood
processing.

13(a) (6) employees In agriculture if em-
ployer uses 100 or fewer man days of hired
labor during a peak quarter (instead of pres-
ent 500 man-day test);

13(2) (7) handicapped workers,

13(a) (8) employees of small newspapers;

13(a) (10) switchboard employees of small
telephone companies; and

13(a) (12) seamen on other than American
vessel.

Repeals minimum wage and overtime ex-
emptions permitted by section 13(a) as fol-
lows:

13(a) (2), (4), and (11) employees in re-
talling and service establishments;

13(a) (9) employees of motion picture
theaters;

13(a) (13) logging employees;

13(a) (14) agriculture employees engaged
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in growing and harvesting shade-grown to-
bacco.

Sec. 5(b). Retains overtime exemptions
permitted by section 13(b) as follows:

13(b) (1) employees for whom the Inter-
state Commerce Commission may establish
qualifications and maximum hours of serv-
ice;

13(b) (5) outside buyers of dalry products;

13(b) (6) seamen;

13(b) (9) employees of small radio or tele-
vision stations;

13(b) (11) local drivers and drivers' help-
ers;

13(b) (13) employees engaged in livestock
auction operations;

13(b) (14) employees of country elevators;
and

13(b) (16) employees engaged in transport-
ation of fruits and vegetables.

Repeals overtime exemptions permitted by
section 13(b) as follows:

13(b) (2) and (3) employees of railroad,
pipeline and air carriers;

13(b) (4) employees of fish and food proc-
essors;

13(b) (7) employees of street, suburban or
interurban electric railways, or local trolley
or motor bus carriers;

13(b) (8) employees of hotels, motels,
restaurants, or nursing homes;

13(b) (10) employees employed as sales-
men, partsmen or mechanics by motor vehi-
cle, farm implement or aircraft dealers;

13(b) (12) certain agricultural employees;

13(b) (15) employees engaged in ginning of
cotton, sugar beet, sugar cane or maple
syrup processing;

13(b) (17) taxicab drivers;

13(b) (18) employees of catering establish-
ments;

13(b) (19) employees of bowling establish-
ments,

Sec. 5{0) Amends the provisions relating
to child labor in agriculture to restrict cer-
taln employment outside of school hours.

Sec. 6. Amends section 14(b) to prevent
unwarranted displacement of full-time em-
ployees by student workers in retall and serv-
ice establishments that are brought within
the coverage of the FLSA by these amend-
ments.

Sec. 7. Amends section 16(c) to allow the

of Labor to bring suit to recover
unpald minimum wages or overtime com-
pensation and an equal amount of liquidated
damages without requiring a written request
from an employee. In addition, this amend-
ment would allow the Secretary to bring
such actions even though the sult might in-
volve issues of law that have not been finally
settled by the courts.

Sec. 8. Amends section 18(b) to delete the
speclal exception provided for work in the
Canal Zone.

Sec. 9. Provides conforming amendments to
other laws.

Sec. 10. Amends the FLSA to bring all em-
ployees in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands
under the same minimum wage and overtime
protections afforded mainland workers by
January 1, 1975.

Sec. 11. Provides that the Falr Labor Stand-
ards Amendments of 1971 become effective
60 days after date of enactment.

COMPARISON WITH THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT, AS AMENDED, OF 3 LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS IN 92D CONG. TO AMEND THE ACT—S. 1861 (WILLIAMS BILL), H.R. 7130 (DENT

BILL), AND H.R. 7512 (MILLS BILL)
I. MINIMUM HOURLY WAGE FOR MAINLAND EMPLOYEES

Present law Williams bill

Dent bill

Mills bill

For nonagricultural workers, $1.60__
Covered before 1966 amendments.
Covered by 1966 and 1971 amendments__
Agricultural workers, $1.30

"$2 Ist year, and $2.25 thereafter,
1.70 Ist year, $2 2d year, and $2.25 thereafter,
~ $170 1st year, $2 2d year, and $2.25 thereafter. §$1. 50 eﬂeclne as%

52 thersaﬂer

- $1.80 during calendar 1972, $2 thereaftar__.____

1, 1971; $1.60 durin
during calendar 19/3; and

$2 effective Feb, 1, 1972,

calen- $1.50, effective Feb. 1, 1972,
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COMPARISON WITH THE FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT, AS AMENDED, OF 3 LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS IN 920 CONG. TO AMEND THE ACT—S. 1861 (WILLIAMS BILL), H.R. 7130 (DENT
BILL), AND H.R, 7512 (MILLS BILL)—Continued

Il. OVERTIME PAY REQUIREMENTS

114 times the regular rate for hours over 40 in No change from present law No change from present law.

134 times the regular rate for hours over 40 in
any workweek or over 8 in any workday.

any workweek.

111, MINIMUM HOURLY WAGE FOR EMPLOYEES IN PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

25 percent above current wage-order rate, unless
superseded by wage order recommended by
review committee

Thereatter, determined Is:-z special industry com-
mittees, but not over

Determined by special industry committees, but 40 cents above current wage order rate during 20 cents above current wage order rate, during
not over $1.60. first year, calendar 19
25 cents additional during 2d year. 20 cents additional beginning Jan. 1, 1973.
Thereafter, determined by special indust Thereafter, determined by special mn‘ustry com-
mittees, but not over $2.25, until 197 mittees, ‘but not nvarig

wm-
when

the provisions of the FLSA regardmg workers Certain hotel. motel and restaurant workers are
in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands will be
repealed and such workers will be brought tive
under the same minimum mglt‘a) at:d overtime

bmusht up to mainland minimum on the effec-
ate of the amendments.

as are
Berla:n hotel, motel and restaurant workers are
an the ef-

"B to
fective date of the amendments.

IV. EQUAL PAY FOR EQUAL WORK

Equal pay provision applied to executive, ad- No change from present law.
ministrative, or professional employees, and

outside salesmen,

employees covered by and not Equal pay provision applied to executive, ad-
wage provi of ministrative, or professional employees, and
outside salesmen.

Covers onl
exempt from
the law.

V. EXTENSION OF COVERAGE

A. Employees of U.S. Government and of any Employees of U.S. Government and of any State
State or political subdivision thereof, or political subdivision thereof,
B. Domestic service employees, except baby-
sitters.
C. Retail and service enterprises with annual
gross sales volume below $250,000,
D. Agricultural employers using 101 to 500
man-days of agricultural labor during
peak quarter.

VI. REPEAL OF PRESENT EXEMPTIONS

Present law Williams bill Dent bill Mills bill

No change from present law.

Repeals overtime p for agri
processing workers; fish processing workers;
iucaI transit employees; nursing home em-
ploy tion narrowed to that for

ital loyees); employees in sugarcane
or sugar beet processing; employees of
bowling alleys.

A. Repeals both minimum wage and overtime
exemptions for employees in retailing and
services; emplayeas uf seasonal amuse-
ment or recreati ts; em-

Jees of motion picture theaters; logging

sawmill employees; agncultural am-

p] oyees engaged in growing and harvest-
ing shadegrown tobacco.

B. Repeals overtime exemptions for agricultural
processing workers; railroad, pipeline,
and air carrier employees; local transit
employees; employees of hotels, motels,
restaurants, or nursing homes; sa!esrnen
partsmen, or mechanics empluyed hy
motor vehicle, farm implement, or air-
craft dealers; agricultural employees; em-
ployees in cotton ginning or sugarcane or
sugar beet processing; taxicab drivers;
employees of catering establishments;
employees of bowling alleys.

VII. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A. Value of tips may be included in determining A. Eliminates allowance for tips as part of A. Establishes procedures for relief for domestic

wages, up to half the minimum rate, minimum wage. institutions and employees injured by
increased imports from low-wage areas.

B. Requires compliance with the Fair Labor

Standards Act by foreign manufacturers

and suppliers on domestic public contracts,

B. No provlsmn for relief from import injury, or B. Amends provisions relating to child labor in
by foreign liers with agriculture.
the Fair Labor Standards Act.

C. Authorizes Secretary to collect liquidated
damages when suing for unpaid minimum
wages or overtime compensation,

VI, EFFECTIVE DATE

Jan. 1, 1972, except minimum-wage increase for Feb, 1, 1972,

60 days after date of enactment
agncuttural workers effective Aug. 1, 1971,

S. 936 was added as a cosponsor of S. 1156, a

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
5. 373

At the request of Mr. CrawsToN, the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoverN) and the Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. MonpALE) were added as
cosponsors of S. 373, the Santa Barbara
Channel Moratorium and Ecological
Preserve Act.

At the request of Mr. MonToYA, the
Senators from California (Mr. Crans-
ToN and Mr. TuNNEY) were added as
cosponsors of S. 936, a bill to amend the
Social Security Act to include prescrip-
tion drugs under medicare.

8. 1158

At the request of Mr. HarT, the Sena-

tor from Pennsylvania (Mr. SCHWEIKER)

bill to establish a Great Lakes Basin
conservation program.
5. 1664
At the request of Mr, GrirFIN, for Mr.
ScorT, the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Hrusga) as added as a cosponsor of S.
1664, a bill to authorize appropriations
for the Commission on Civil Rights.
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SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 94

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, on behalf of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), I
ask unanimous consent that my distin-
guished colleague from West Virginia
(Mr. RanpoLrH), be added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 94, pro-
viding for a White House Conference on
Environment and International Law.

SENATE RESOLUTION 123—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION TO AU-
THORIZE THE PRINTING OF “IN-
TERNATIONAL COOPERATION IN
OUTER SPACE: A SYMPOSIUM” AS
A SENATE DOCUMENT

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, today
I am submitting a resolution to publish a
report, “International Cooperation in
Outer Space: A Symposium,” as a Sen-
ate document. Four Presidents of the
United BStates—Presidents Eisenhower,
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon—have
favored international space cooperation
for peaceful purposes and under their
guidance the Government has promoted
a U.S. policy for cooperative space ac-
tivities among nations since the begin-
ning of the space age in 1957.

This policy was written into the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Act passed
by the Congress in 1958 to provide that—

The Administration, under the foreign
policy guidance of the President, may engage
in a program of internaticnal cooperation in
work done pursuant to this Act, and in the
peaceful application of the results thereof,
pursuant to agreements made by the Presi-
dent with the advice and consent of the
Senate.

The Senate Committee on Aeronau-
tical and Space Sciences was given juris-
diction to survey and review, and to
prepare studies and reports upon, aero-
nautical and space activities of all
agencies of the United States and in
this connection the committee has con-
tinuously monitored and examined all
space programs with international im-
plications. Hardly a hearing or a meet-
ing of the committee is held without
committee members asking about or dis-
cussing the status of our international
space efforts. Staff studies have been
published by the committee on interna-
tional aspects of the exploration and use
of outer space, on space treaties and
agreements, on the legal problems of
space, on Soviet space programs, on
NASA’s international space activities,
and on the work of the United Nations,
its specialized agencies and the Commit-
tee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space.

Mr. President, the applications of space
technology and exploration provide
natural opportunities for nations to co-
operate in peaceful projects of benefit to
all mankind. To international undertak-
ings such as space science projects, im-
proved communications, weather predic-
tion and navigation, we can now add the
exciting prospects opening up from the
space shuttle transportation system and
earth resources survey satellites. At this
time when we are increasingly conscious
of the earth’s resources and especially of
the harmful influences affecting our en-
vironment, space technology is in the
forefront of developing new tools with
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which fto monitor and evaluate the
earth’s environment and protect its re-
sources. For example, global measure-
ments of the earth’s surface by satellites
will yield data to use in protecting agri-
cultural crops against disease, spotting
forest fires so that preventive measures
can be taken, and locating sites for new
commercial ventures.

Members of Congress, both in the Sen-
ate and the House, through the years
have expressed great interest in interna-
tional cooperation in space activities of
NASA and other agencies. We know this
from the demand for committee publica-
tions and from the frequent speeches
concerning international space coop-
eration made on the floor of the House
and Senate. Another indication of con-
cern is seen in the recent establishment
by the chalrman of the House Committee
on Science and Astronautics of a Sub-
committee on International Cooperation
in Science and Space to be chaired by the
Honorable Don Fuqua, Representative
from the Second District of Florida.

Recognizing that exploration and use
of space is a task for all mankind, the
United States wants to bring the people
of other nations into an international
program, achieving thereby a maximum
of cooperation and a minimum of unnec-
essary duplication. Hopefully, the cost of
exploration can be reduced as nations
are increasingly brought together in joint
ventures.

It goes without saying that an effective
international space program depends
upon a strong national program. Never-
theless, I wish to emphasize this point:
We cannot be for international coopera-
tion only in theory with nothing specific
to cooperate about. Since each country
pays its share of any cooperative space
program—and that is U.S. policy—it is
up to us to continue fo have the same ef-
fective national space projects in the
future as we have had since the begin-
ning of the space age. The beneficial and
peaceful purposes to be accomplished can
help but also bring about greater under-
standing and good will among nations
and the peoples of the world.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CamLEs). The resolution will be received
and appropriately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 123), which was
referred o the Committee on Rules and
Administration, reads as follows:

S. Res. 123

Resolved, That the study entitled, “Inter-
national Cooperation in Outer Space: A Sym-
poslum” prepared for the use of the Commit-
tee on Aeronautical and Space Sclences,
United States Senate, under the direction of
the staff of the Committee, shall be printed
with (Nustrations as a Senate document.
There shall be printed three thousand addi-
tional copies of such Senate document which
shall be for the use of the Senate Comrmittee
on Aeronautical and Space Sclences.

SENATE RESOLUTION 124 —SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION TO AU-
THORIZE THE PRINTING OF “SO-
VIET SPACE PROGRAMS, 1966-70"
AS A SENATE DOCUMENT

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. President, today
I am submitting a resolution requesting
the printing of a study on the Soviet
space program prepared by the Congres-
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sional Research Service of the Library
of Congress.

Over the years, the Senate and the
Committee on Aeronautical and Space
Sciences, of which I am chairman, have
been particularly mindful of the interna-
tional implications of space research, de-
velopment, and application, both for ci-
vilian and military purposes. In 1962, the
committee published a study on Soviet
space plans, covering the first 5 years of
Soviet activity. In 1966, we published a
second report of the same title covering
the years 1962-65 inclusive. Last year, 1
asked the Library for a follow-up report
for the years 1966-70, and this is now
virtually complete, together with an ad-
dendum to cover further developments
in 1971.

Let me say in all candor that this re-
port, written by recognized scholars in
the field, and dispassionate and objective
in style, will bring this body small com-
fort. The study has been prepared from
open and unclassified sources, but it rep-
resents probably the most thorough and
detailed public report in the world in its
tracing and analyzing of past Soviet
space accomplishments. It also under-
takes the difficult task of gaging Soviet
intentions with regard to the use of space
in the years ahead. It was not intended
to be alarmist in nature, but the portent
of the Soviet program is far resching in
its implications for the United States.
With its careful documentation, I believe
it would be extremely difficult to chal-
lenge its main conclusions which are de-
veloped with logic and careful qualifica-
tion.

Mr. President, there is a strong public
interest in authentic information on
the status and the meaning of the So-
viet space program but authoritative
analyses are not common in the public
domain. Our experience in 1962 and 1966
was that the predecessor reports were
snatched up by interested individuals
within a few days of the initial release,
and the documents then were out of
print.

Accordingly in my instructions to the
Congressional Research Service, I asked
that this study not only emphasize the
recent past, but be self-contained in pro-
viding a summary history of the pro-
gram from its beginning. The Library of
Congress has a unique capability to write
authoritatively on the subject of the
Soviet space program. The project direc-
tor on the study, Dr. Charles Sheldon,
is frequently identified as the Nation's
principal public spokesman on the sub-
ject because of the reputation he has
built for objective and accurate apprais-
als of the Soviet space program. In-
quiries are directed to him from all parts
of the Nation and the world on this
subject, although it of necessity remains
a largely extracurricular activity in light
of his many official responsibilities.

I think it is especially timely that the
Senate make available a thorough study
of the Soviet space program. On May 5,
NASA’s 10th anniversary of manned
space flight, I spoke on the floor empha-
sizing the critical point we have reached,
where by our legislative actions we must
decide whether America will move ahead
to apply the knowledge gained at such
great cost by building a reusable and eco-
nomiecal space transportation system, or
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whether it will abandon this huge in-
vestment in advanced technology, and
watch other nations, most immediately
the Soviet Union, continue to move ahead
to exploit the benefits of space.

We are just at the stage in our space
program where the most obvious further
returns from space can be defined and
clearly foreseen. These relate to earth
resources management, From both auto-
mated craft and from manned stations
in orbit, it will be possible to increase
the efficiency of water management,
crop management, forestry management,
fisheries management. It will be possible
to trace sources of pollution and to give
prompt warning to permit immediate
correctives. Much of the world includ-
ing our own country is not accurately
mapped, and detailed surveys are neces-
sary to managing economic growth of
our cities. Space observation permits the
location of new oil and gas fields, and
beds of ore. In an age when crop, ani-
mal and human diseases can sweep the
world at greater speed because of modern
transportation, space observation can
provide timely data faster and cheaper
over the whole of the earth than can any
other means to manage and offset some
of these hazards. For example, a cormn
blight or a wheat rust, or ravages of
disease in our forests can be pinpointed
quickly from space.

The reusable space shuttle which is
now in the planning stage at NASA rep-
resents a promising approach fo reduc-
ing today’s high costs of space operation,
Some Members question whether the Na-
tion should make the capital investment
in the 1970's to achieve these new tech-
nologies. The world will not wait for
us to make up our minds. The skill and
the people and most of the facilities are
available right now. We have already
shut down the production lines on build-
ing the dependable but expensive and
expendable rockets of the Saturn family.
I would agree with some critics of the
space program that were we to reopen
the production lines with the idea of
continuing 1962 technology indefinitely,
any space program of reasonable objec-
tives would threaten us with steadily ris-
ing costs. T think we must make the deci-
sion to build a system which will reduce
the cost of getting into space. On this
oceasion I will not try to make the com-
plete technical case for the space shuttle.
But I will mention that the shuttle not
only cuts the operating cost of lifting
payloads to orbit; it makes even greater
savings possible by permitting a great
reduction in the cost of the payloads

| whether these are manned or unmanned,
because of the more gentle flight en-
vironment of reaching orbit, and the op-
portunities it will provide to make re-
pairs, replacements, and retrievals.

Soviet authorities have said the ex-
pendable rocket is obsolescent, and I
agree with them. Inereasingly, they are
pointing to the complete logic of saving
and reusing expensive space hardware.
This is precisely what our shuttle pro-
gram is all about.

We would surely mark ourselves as
blind to the ability of new technology to
enhance the quality of life on earth, to
solve the problems of pollution, to save
the ecology, if we were to turn our backs
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on the space program, and to write off
the skills and facilities which we have
developed as a Nation with such effort
and success in the last decade.

I will not expect every Member of the
Senate to support every space proposal,
or to assign space a higher priority than
all our other unmet needs on this lovely,
but inereasingly crowded and polluted
earth. However, I do suggest that the ul-
timate consequences of our decisions on
space are so profound that the issues
should be decided only after thorough
and careful study.

The report referred to in the resolution
I am offering is a significant contribu-
tion to careful study and understanding
of space issues. It helps to put into clear
perspective the scope and commitment of
the Soviets to a vigorous space program,
and this is a fact of life which we cannot
ignore as we move toward consideration
of America’s future in space.

Mr. President, I hope every Senator
will support the printing and distribu-
tion of this important study.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CHILES). The resolution will be received
and appropriately referred.

The resolution (S. Res. 124) which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, reads as follows:

RESOLUTION

Resolved, That the study entitled “Soviet
Space Programs, 1966-T0" prepared for the
use of the Committee on Aeronautical and
Space Sclences, United States Senate, by the
Congressional Research Service with the co-
operation of the Law Library, Library of Con-
gress, shall be printed with illustrations as a
Senate document. There shall be printed
three thousand additional copies of such
Senate document which shall be for the use
of the Senate Committee on Aeronautical
and Space Sclences.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 24

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), I
ask unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGoverN) be added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 24, a con-
current resolution pertaining to parity
prices.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr, STevENsoN). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA-
TION OF OTTO F. OTEPEA

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Committee on the Judiciary, I
desire to give notice that a public hear-
ing has been scheduled for Wednesday,
May 19, 1971, at 10:30 a.m., in room 2228,
New Senate Office Building, on the fol-
lowing nomination:

Otto F. Otepksa, of Maryland, to be a Mem-
ber of the Subversive Activities Control Board
for the term expiring August 9, 1975. (Reap-
pointment.)

At the indicated time and place, per-
sons interested in the hearing may make
such representations 2s may be pertinent,
provided that each witness shall have
filed with the committee a written state-
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ment of his proposed testimony not later
than 10:30 a.m., Tuesday, May 18, 1971.
The subcommittee consists of the Sen-
ator from Arkansas (Mr. McCLELLAN) ;
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
HruskA) ; and myself as chairman.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON PROB-
LEMS RELATING TO DIVERSI-
FICATION INTO NONDEFENSE
WORK BY DEFENSE CONTRAC-
TORS

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that on May 18, 1971, the
Subcommittee on Production and Stabi-
lization of the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs will hold
hearings on the problems facing defense
contractors in their efforts to diversify
into nondefense work.

These are the first of a series of hear-
ings on this subject. The first phase of
these hearings will be concerned with
the policies and plans of the administra-
tion to deal with these problems. We will
hear only administration witnesses on
these 2 days.

The hearings will begin at 10 am. in
room 5302, New Senate Office Building,
on May 18, 1971.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SENATOR RANDOLPH COSPONSORS
SENATOR HUMPHREY'S RESOLU-
TION FOR CONFERENCE ON
ENVIRONMENT AND INTERNA-
TIONAL LAW

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, on
May 11 the active and able Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HuMPHREY) introduced
Senate Joint Resolution 94, which would
request the calling of a special White
House Conference on Environment and
International Law.

I endorse this proposal and wish to be
associated with Senator HUMPHREY as a
cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 94.

In America the new awareness of en-
vironmental contamination has raised
major political, technological, social, and
economic questions. They are difficult to
resolve, and those of us who must grap-
ple with them are readjusting our think-
ing to accommodate new realities.

Our involvement is so acute that we
may sometimes tend to believe that only
the United States is bothered with pollu-
tion and its effects.

It is true that the size of our country
and the advanced state of its technology
and industrial capacity make environ-
mental controls a paramount matter of
significant dimensions.

But we are not alone in facing the
erisis of the environment. It is world-
wide.

In the United States we have learned
that pollution is not an isolated phenom-
enon that can only be controlled locally.
The sources of pollution are everywhere,
and its consequences are even further
dispersed to the point of being almost
universal. We have explored the concept
of regional control, and this, too, has its
limitations.

It is now obvious that controls must
be instituted on a nationwide basis if
they are to be effective.
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But in our shrinking world, pollution
must be viewed in an even broader con-
text, for whatever national pollution
problems each of us may have, they have
an impact on every other living per-
son. The earth is a living organism with
the mechanisms to transport deadly pol-
lutants from one place to another with
astonishing speed and efficiency.

The experience with DDT is a dra-
matic and disturbing example of the
transport of contaminants through the
global environment. This chemical mar-
vel so very beneficial in the control of
diseases such as malaria is now found
to be so pervasive that it threatens many
forms of biological life and the substruc-
ture of ecology on which man relies, Its
long life, as well as that of its byprod-
ucts now is found in the depths of the
ocean and from the Arctic to the Ant-
arctic icecaps. The problem of DDT has
become so serious that its use is being
severely restricted and even prohibited.

It has been suggested that it is in
the interest of global environmental
preservation that DDT be banned and
the more technologically advanced na-
tions subsidize the more costly alterna-
tives, in effect foreign environmental aid.

There are many examples of how the
application of technology can have wide-
spread impact.

In this application, government and
industry are not by themselves responsi-
ble for pollution since they are in fact
acting to meet social needs. In meeting
these needs there is a requirement for
worldwide international cooperation in
the fields of pollution control and abate-
ment, in order that industrial and eco-
nomic goals will not override the con-
siderations of a decent environment.

If we do not learn how to meet the
challenges today's realities present, the
eventual results are easily predicted: de-
teriorating health, more social instabil-
ity, lower standards of living, and over-
all weakening of civilization.

Since our earth is a unit, many of
these consequences must be rectified on
a unified international basis. At the
same time, we must recognize the
very real national differences in prob-
lems, priorities, and abilities to respond.

Just as some nations contribute more
heavily to pollution, so much some na-
tions bear a greater share of the cost of
alleviating the worldwide situation.

Despite the diversity of nations, there
are a number of actions that can be
effectively taken now at the international
level.

Before any problem can be success-
fully attacked, its nature and extent
must be known. There is a need for a
coordinated worldwide system to moni-
tor pollution in the total environment.
We know from past experience with
nuclear fallout that radioactive wastes
are transported widely and rapidly
through the environment. However, we
do not have comparable information on
chemical pollutants, and there is a de-
mand for more extensive, continuous
data on which to base an international
control effort.

The Senator from Minnesota has re-
ferred to the United Nations Conference
on the Human Environment, to be held
13 months from now in Stockholm,
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Sweden. He proposes that the White
House Conference, authorized under
Senate Joint Resolution 94, he held as
a preliminary to that international
gathering.

Among the topics requiring urgent
international consideration are ocean
dumping, the practice that is rapidly
turning the world’'s seas into sewers.
Early in this session of the 92d Congress,
I introduced a proposal—Senate Joint
Resolution 80—calling for an interna-
tional conference on ocean dumping,
which Senator HUMPHREY COSPONSOIS.
I consider such a conference also to be
a valuable preliminary to the Stockholm
meeting in 1972,

The necessity for global action to stem
the spread of pollution and environ-
mental damage is becoming more and
more widely recognized. This need was
acknowledged by a group of distin-
guished businessmen at a Conference on
Goals and Strategy for Environmental
Quality Improvement in the 1970's, con-
ducted January 15-17.

I do not believe we can delay in mo-
bilizing world talents and resources in
support of the chances for a more
healthy and a more wholesome life for
all peoples. Further delay would be
unwise.

POEM IN TRIBUTE TO J. EDGAR
HOOVER

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, so many,
many millions of Americans are grateful
for the protection that the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation has given to our
country down through the years. These
people respect, admire, and appreciate
J. Edgar Hoover, the Director.

Mattie Richards Tyler, a Washington
poet, has said what so many people be-
lieve. The last line of her poem describes
Mr. Hoover as one who served his coun-
try all the way. This is so true.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Miss Tyler's poem be printed
in the RECORD.

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

To JoHN Epcar HoOOVER, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, May 10, 1924 TO
May 10, 1971

(By Mattie Richards Tyler)

He, who was born to greatness, has achieved

A world wherein to plant his dream.

His craft has sailed ahead, full steam,

Borne by fate's tide on life's wide stream.

He has not paused to harbor fear, nor grieved

Because of distant gonls not yet achieved.

He, who was born with stars above his way,

Still marches on with torch of light

Into a world of crime and might—

Risking his life to win the fight!

History will crown his name, some future
day,

As one who served his country all the way.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUE
ACT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, during
the past several days, many of Senators
have inguired about provisions in the
Intergovernmental Revenue Act of 1971,
which I introduced last week. In response
to those inguiries, I have prepared
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answers to 10 questions I am repeatedly
asked about my legislation and about
revenue sharing. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the document I have prepared,
entitled “Questions and Answers on the
Intergovernmental Revenue Act of
1971,” be printed in the Recorp.

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

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ON THE INTERGOV-
ERNMENTAL REVENUE AcCT oF 1871

1. What is the Intergovernmental Revenue
Act of 19712

A, The International Revenue Act of 1971
is a general revenue sharing proposal intro-
duced by Senator Muskie in the 82nd Con-
gress. It would provide approximately $6 bil-
lion in financial assistance to State and local
governments during the first full year after
its enactment.

The Intergovernmental Revenue Act of
1971 is based on the recommendations of the
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations, a quasi-governmental organization
whose purpose is to study and recommend
ways to improve the relationships among
Federal, State and local governmental units.
A similar bill was introduced in the last
Congress by S8enator Muskie and former Sen-
ator Goodell and received seven days of
hearings before the Senate Subcommittee on
Intergovernmental Relations,

The original Muskie-Goodell bill, intro-
duced June 25, 1969, called for $5.4 billion
in revenue sharing and tax credits. After that
bill was introduced, the administration sub~
mitted its first revenue sharing bill which
called for $5600 million of shared revenues in
its first year. The $5 billlon general revenue
sharing bill proposed by the Administration
this year, 18 months after it submitted its
first revenue sharing bill, comes closer to the
funding level of the original Muskie-Goodell
proposal.

2. What is the difference between general
and special revenue sharing?

A, General revenue sharing would provide
financial assistance to State and local gov-
ernments with no strings attached. These
funds could be used for any purpose as the
State or local governmental units see fit.

The concept of general revenue sharing
was developed in 1964 by Walter Heller, for-
mer chalrman of the Council of Economic
Advisors. Heller intended general revenue
sharing to be the vehicle through which
the Federal Government, with greater re-
sources, could assist State and local govern-
ments in meeting their flscal crises.

Special revenue sharing is very different.
As designed by the Adminlstration, special
revenue sharing would replace many cate-
gorical grant programs. Special revenue shar-
ing calls for the Federal Government to pro-
vide block grants to State and local govern-
ments in broad subject areas In place of
funds that have heretofore been distributed
to achieve specific purposes under categor-
ical grant programs.

3. Since the Federal Government already
provides $30 billlon in assistance to State
and local governments through categorical
grant programs, why do we need revenue
sharing?

A. We need revenue sharing because it
would solve a different problem than is
solved by categorical grant programs. Rev-
enue sharing will provide financial assistance
for State and local governments to use as
they see fit to solve the problems which they
consider most critical. Its purpose is to re-
lieve the financial crises faced by many
State and local governments. The “no strings
attached” assistance under revenue sharing
is much different from the assistance pro-
vided by categorical grant programs which
State and local governments must use to deal
with specific problems which are national in
scope.
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Revenue sharing is needed because the dis-
tribution of Income and wealth varies so
widely from State to State and locality to
locality throughout the country. There are
vast differences in the tax paying ability of
the various States and communities across
the nation. As a result, all governmental
units cannot provide all the necessary serv-
ices and facilities their people need. Rev-
enue sharing would supply the assistance to

t local governmental units to better
serve their citizens. It is this specific prob-
lem within the federal system that revenue
sharing is intended to solve.

The need for revenue sharing has become
even greater in recent years as State and
local governments have found it more and
more difficult to raise enough revenue to pay
for the services they must provide. Today,
some citles and States are having to cut
back on all types of services, including police
and fire protection, because they cannot af-
ford to pay for them. Revenue sharing is
needed to provide financial assistance to
these governments so they can, in turn, pro-
vide necessary services for their citizens.

4, If we enact revenue sharing, do we
still need categorical grant programs?

A. Yes. Even if we enact revenue sharing
we still need categorical grant programs.
These programs are directed at critical prob-
lems, national in scope, which must be at-
tacked by the Federal Government because
the States and localities alone cannot deal
with them or have not dealt with them ef-
fectively in the past.

Many States and communities have not
responded aflfirmatively to demands for equal
opportunity for all our citizens. Many have
responded with less vigor than others to the
educational needs of their people, and to
the poor families who must rely on public
assistance.

The failure of one community to provide
adequate education for its citizens can affect
life in other communities as its citizens
who recelved inadequate educations move
to other localities. Thus, the quality of edu-
cation In all communities becomes a national
concern, and national programs are needed
to assure there are minimum standards of
education that are met by all communities.
The same is true of welfare, economic op-
portunity and many other categorical pro-
grams. Categorical grants attack specific
problems, and that is why grant programs
must be continued. In fact, our national
domestic problems are so great today that
we must not talk about gutting categorical
grant programs. We must consider ways to
expand them.

5. Is the only difference between the In-
tergovernmental Revenue Act of 1971 and the
Administration revenue sharing bill that the
Intergovernmental Revenue Act of 1971 pro-
vides #1 billion more in Federal assistance?

A. No. There are several distinet differences
between the Intergovernmental Revenue Act
of 1971 and the Administration package.

First, the Intergovernmental Revenue Act
of 1971 allocates assistance to local govern-
mental units on the basis of need as well as
tax effort and population. The Administration
bill does not include need as a criteria for
distribution asslstance to local governments.

Second, the Intergovernmental Revenue
Act of 1971 is only a general revenue sharing
bill. It has nothing to do with special revenue
sharing. The Administration has sent seven
revenue sharing messages to Congress this
year—one on general revenue sharing and six
on special revenue sharing.

Third, the Intergovernmental Revenue Act
of 1971 has greater safeguards than does the
Administration bill to assure that general
revenue sharing funds will not be used for
discriminatory purposes.

Fourth, the Intergovernmental Revenue
Act of 1971 contains specific provisions to
encourage State governments to reform their
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own systems of taxation. The Administration
bill contains no such provisions.

Fifth, the Intergovernmental Revenue Act
of 1971 provides for Congressional review of
its operation by automatically terminating
the appropriation under it after five years.
That means the Congress will have to decide
whether or not to keep the program after it
has operated for five years. Under the Admin-
istration bill, the appropriation would run
indefinitely without the requirement of close
Congressional review.

6. How does the Intergovernmental Reve-
nue Act of 1971 take need Into account in
apportioning assistance to local governmental
units?

A. Need is one of three criteria that the
Intergovernmental Revenue Act of 1871 takes
into account in apportioning assistance to
local governmental units. The other two
criteria are population and the effort a
local governmental unit has made to raise
taxes on its own.

In an attempt to see that the large cities
and counties which have the most severe
problems receive assistance in accordance
with their problems, the Intergovernmental
Revenue Act of 1971 provides welghted
shares to local jurisdictions of more than
25,000 population.

In determining those shares, the bill takes
need specifically into account. It determines
need by evaluating such data as the number
of families earning less than $3,000 a year—
the poverty level—and the number of fam-
ilies receiving public assistance in a par-
ticular jurisdiction.

In practice, the incorporation of the need
factor means that the large local govern-
mental units which are poor will receive a
greater share per capita than the large gov-
ernmental units which are better off. Un-
der the Intergovernmental Revenue Act of
1971, for example, the city of Baltimore in
Maryland receives nearly six times as much
assistance per capita as does Montgomery
County, an affluent Maryland suburb of
Washington. Under the Adminlistration bill,
which does not take need into account, Bal-
timore receives less than one-third more per
capita than does Montgomery County.

7. Since the Intergovernmental Revenue
Act of 1971 provides weighted shares for
cities and counties over 25,000 population,
don’t local governmental units of under 25,-
000 population get the short shrift?

A, No. The Intergovernmental Revenue Act
of 1971 actually provides greater flexibility
in the pass-through of assistance to local
governmental units of less than 25,000 popu-
lation.

First, it gives the State government and lo-
cal governments the option of entering into
an agreement as to what the pass-through
formula for all communities in the State, in-
cluding those under 25,000, should be.

If no such agreement can be reached, the
bill requires the States, in accordance with
State law, to make a “fair and equitable dis-
tribution” to governmental units of less than
25,000 population based on such factors as
need, population, tax burden and revenue
raising effort. To assure that State govern-
ments do not keep a disproportionate amount
of shared revenues for themselves, the hill
stipulates that in no case may a State keep
more than 60 percent of its entitlement for
iteelf. It also prohibits a State from keeping
a higher percentage of its entitlement than
the ratio of the taxes it collects to the taxes
collected by it and all local governments
within it.

8. How does the Intergovernmental Reve-
nue Act of 1971 guarantee that its funds will
not be used in a discriminatory manner?

A. The bill creates a mechanism by which
any individual citizen who believes that
funds under the Intergovernmental Reve-
nue Act of 1971 are being used in a discrim-
inatory manner by a State or local govern-
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ment can sue that governmental unit di-
rectly. In this way, it provides an additional
protection that those funds will not be used
in a discriminatory manner.

9. How do you explain the fact that nine
States receive less assistance under the Inter-
governmental Revenue Act of 1971 than un-
der the Administration general revenue shar-
ing bill?

A. There are two reasons that nine States
receive less under the Intergovernmental
Revenue Act of 1971 than under the Adminis-
tration bill. First, these States either have no
State income tax or a very small income tax,
and, as a result, they do not benefit signifi-
cantly or at all from the provision in the bill
which provides a 10 percent rebate to the
States that have an income tax of their own.

Second, these States are, by-and-large,
States which raise a high percentage of their
revenue by means other than taxation. Un-
der the Intergovernmental Revenue Act of
1971 those States only receive credit in their
“tax effort”” for the money they actually
raise by taxation. The Administration’s bill
would make allocations on the basis of all
revenues raised by these States, which in-
cludes some nontax revenues.

10. Is not revenue sharing alone, without
reform of State and local systems of taxation,
merely treating the symptoms rather than
the causes of financial crises of State and lo-
cal governments?

A. Yes. That is why the Intergovernmental
Revenue Act of 1971, unlike the Administra-
tion bill, contains specific provisions to en-
courage reform of State tax systems.

The bill, for example, provides that States
which collect income taxes of their own re-
celve a rebate of 10 percent of the amount
of income tax they collect. That provision
should provide encouragement both for
States which now do not have an individual
income tax to enact them and for States
which have Inadequate State income taxes
to make them better. In that way it will be
an incentive to the States to ralse more
revenue on their own. The benefits of the
rebate provision would also be passed through
to local governmental units.

In addition, the bill offers, as a conven-
ience to the States, to have the Federal Gov-
ernment collect State income taxes for those
States who would like it to. That, too, should
make it easler for States to utilize the State
income tax since they won't even have to
bother with collecting it.

The Administration bill has no such pro-
visions to encourage State and local govern-
ments to improve thelr own tax systems.

HEALTH RESEARCH PAYS ITS WAY

Mr, BENTSEN. Mr. President, the ef-
forts of President Nixon to channel $100
million into cancer research is a welcome
move, but it is not without certain un-
fortunate byproducts. One of these, as
pointed out by Sylvia Porter in an article
in the May 11 edition of the Washington
Star, consists of a series of cutbacks in
other areas of health research, not re-
garded by the administration as having
priority of cancer research.

Mr. President, I am a cosponsor of S.
34, the bill which would channel more
funds into cancer research and improve
the administration of those funds. But,
as I said in a recent speech to the Texas
Medical Association, I do not want to
see our efforts in cancer research used
as a tradeoff against our other critical
needs in health research.

Mrs, Porter indicates that the trade-
off is already in effect. She quotes the
distinguished Houston heart surgeon, Dr,
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Michael DeBakey, as saying that the cut-
backs in other health research areas are
s0 deep that he foresees an “impending
collapse of medical research and
training.”

I hope, Mr, President, that these ac-
tions will be reversed and that other
areas of fundamental biomedical re-
search will be adequately funded. We will
have gained very little by allocating in-
creased funds fo cancer if we neglect
critical research in heart disease, vene-
real disease, and other health fields, so
vital to the Nation's well-being.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of Mrs. Porter’s article be printed in the
RECORD,

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

HeaLTH RESEARCH Pays ITs Way
{By Sylvia Porter)

The combined Income of the 554,000 wage-
earners whose lives were prolonged In 1967 as
a result of medical research was $13.8 billlon,
out of which they pald $1.7 billion in Income
and excise taxes. For that same year, the
federal appropriation for all the National
Institutes of Health was below this tax total,
only $1.4 billion.

Did you realize 1t? That over the past dec-
ades, the federal government has gained far
more in taxes from persons whose lives have
been prolonged by better health knowledge
than it has appropriated for all the research
leading to the better knowledge?

An expenditure of less than $200 per per-
son on arthritis research would extend by
five years the income-producing lives of 13
million patients, amounting to a total na-
tlonal saving of 1.5 billlon.

Were you aware of 1t? That a recent cost-
effectiveness analysis shows that for every
#1 Invested In Improved diagnosis and control
of arthritis, $38 would accrue to our nation-
al Income—and the list could be extended
indefinitely to include elimination or sup-
pression of heart disease, dlgestive disease,
venereal disease, etc.?

From a strictly economic viewpoint, there
1s no doubt that all of us benefit from health
research which shifts people from handi-
capped tax burdens to productive taxpayers,

“Our citizens should be Informed of these
statlstics,” says Dr. Michael E. DeBakey,
Houston surgeon and leader in the fleld of
cardlovascular research. And surely you will
be dismayed as DeBakey is by the following
priorlties:

We spend per person per year $400 for de-
fense, $122 for the Vietnam war, $40 for high-
ways, 830 for space exploration, 87 for all
medical research.

We have spent during the past decade
twice as much on chewing gum as on medi-
cal research.

We are accepting an annual bill of more
than $6 billion for heart disease—$30 per
person—yet we allocate less than $1 per per-
son for research into the disease, number one
cause of death in the United States.

What makes this report urgent is that the
congressional appropriations committees are
now in the process of acting on President
Nixon's inspiring request for a special $100
million crash program in cancer research.
For generous as that request seemed when
the President made it In January, objective
analysis since then discloses that the crash
program ls to be financed via heavy slashes
in the budgets for other research—cutbacks
80 deep that DeBakey foresees an “impending
collapse of medical research and tralning.”

And should you argue that the financing
could come from private sources, the blunt
fact is that less than 3 percent of the total
expenditures for medical research come from
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the top three private sources: the American
Heart Assn., the American Cancer Society,
the Life Insurance Medical Research Fund.

The responsibility for the impending ca-
tastrophe is not solely the White House's.
The medical community must share the
blame for not putting its finances in order so
1t can honestly cost-account its activities; for
not finding ways to measure the success and
quality of its medical research; for not mak-
ing the administration and our lawmakers
aware of the needs, opportunities and results
of research.

And above all, as DeBakey says, our phy-
siclans and medical researchers must align
themselves with us—potential victims, po-
tential beneficiaries, taxpayers and voters.

It was in the labs that vaccines and drugs
were developed for the control of polio,
diphtheria, pneumonia, TB, mumps, measles,
rubella. It was in the labs that the antide-
pressive drugs were discovered that have re-
moved thousands of mentally and emotion-
ally 111 patients from mental health institu-
tions.

Writing for myself and I'm sure for you,
I would willingly finance the research which
might save my life some day. Writing for
both of us, I urge Congress to weigh those
health research budget figures with utmost
concern, for at stake in them may be their
lives too.

RECOGNITION OF “DR. MARY”
TOWNSEND-GLASSEN

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I invite
the attention of Senators to an article
published in National Business Woman
magazine for May 1971. It recounts some
of the highlights of the life and service
to the community of a most beloved and
highly revered doctor of the Phillipsburg,
Kans,, area. She is “Dr. Mary” Town-
send-Glassen who has given 36 years of
her professional life in her home area.
Her greatest honor came toward the end
of 1970, when “Dr. Mary Day” was pro-
claimed by the Governor of Kansas, and
President Nixon wired his congratula-
tions. I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the article

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SUcCEsSS STORIES

To hold an assured place in the minds and
hearts not only of neighbors and fellow citi-
zens but of a large number of individuals
throughout the state and the nation surely
qualifies a woman professional as a resound-
ing success.

This 18 the status that Mary Townsend-
Glassen, M.D., of Phillipsburg, Eansas, en-
Joys as she rounds out a full and busy life
devoted to practicing the healing art and
sclence of medicine among the people she
knows best—residents of the community
where she was born, grew to young woman-
hood, and is spending her mature years.

Dr. Mary, as she is known by both friend
and patient, stands as an important symbol
of the type of physician that, until recent
years, threatened to become a vanishing
breed—the family or community doctor. In
an age of specialization, she disdained a spe-
clalty to return to general practice in her
home community—and to live to see her
kind of medicine have a renascence in the
emergence of community medicine depart-
ments in many medlcal schools of the
nation.

A recent blography of Dr. Mary's life, en-
titled How to Sleep on a Windy Night, could
Just as readily have been titled All My Babies.

For when any large gathering of the very
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young and the not-so-young get together in
Phillipsburg, chances are that from two-
thirds to three-fourths of them were de-
livered by Dr. Mary. In all, her total of de-
liveries in 36 years of practice stands at
around 4,000, at least a quarter of which
were delivered in their homes,

In reality, the book’s title reflects a larger
concern for the quality of life possible for
“Dr, Mary's bables” following their birth.

Her abiding, immensely helpful interest in
& host of community and institutional health
services grew out of a personal family trag-
edy. Her only son, George Allan, whose life,
almost from the beginning had been marred
by devastating, serlous illness, suffered ir-
reparable brain damage in a fall on ice. At
once, his performance in the eighth grade
began to reflect the blighting injury: his
marks were llke those of a moderately to
severely retarded child.

Dr. Mary's lengthy, often futile search for
good care of her son opened her eyes to the
dearth of services and facilities for the men-
tally retarded and the mentally 111. Not con-
tent merely with self-enlightenment, she
proceeded to spend much of her energies in
the years ahead opening the eyes and hearts
of others.

As the head of a Kansas state commission
on mental illness, she was credited with pi-
oneering efforts in behalf of enlightened
mental health care. She personally raised
$50,000 for Phillips County's first commu-
nity hospital and, also, personally engineered
its establishment.

During World War II, she served as the
county’s very firm health officer, causing a
priest to label her “the lady Pope of Phil-
Hpsburg."

Following her medical education at Wash-
ington University School of Medicine in St.
Louis, Dr. Mary returned to her hometown
where she and her husband, Clarence Glas-
sen, brought up her two children from a
prior marriage.

Not only did Dr. Mary survive the Kansas
dust storms when she began her practice,
writing off $40,000 in bills for her patients.
Bhe has since survived a stroke and three
heart attacks to continue the work she loves.

She has been county chairman of the Kan-
£as Soclety for Crippled Children; was pres-
ident for two years of the Kansas Council
for Children and Youth, and a delegate to
the Mid-century White House Conference on
Children and Youth; past vice president of
the Eansas Soclety for Exceptional Children;
organizer of the city YWCA, and charter
president of the Phillipsburg BPW Club. The
EKansas BPW Federation named her Woman
of the Year for 1066-67.

The greatest honor of her life came as
1970 drew to a close. On December 4th, the
eyes of the whole state were upon her. It was
“Dr. Mary Day” throughout Eansas by proe-
lamation of the Governor. President Nixon
wired his congratulations, as did many great
and near-great personages. Phillipsburg held
a fitting, all-day ceremony in her honor.

If you have fully discharged your re-
sponsibilities to your neighbors, you can
sleep even on a windy night, according to
one legend. There will be many restful nights
ahead for Dr. Mary; all of the proceeds from
her blography are to be given to the town
library and to the county association for re-
tarded children.

THE CONSOLIDATION OF AIRLINE
SCHEDULES ON MAJOR ROUTES

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the
consolidation of airline schedules on ma-
Jor routes can dramatically reduce the
overcrowding now afflicting our national
air centers. I endorse the proposal by
New York Assemblyman Andrew Stein
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that the Civil Aeronautics Board en-
courage the Nation's domestic air car-
riers to carry more passengers per plane
and make fewer flights, thus unclogging
our major airways. This is enforceable
and should be implemented.

If adopted nationally, such a program
would result in less jet engine exhaust
pollution, less noise around airports and
increased safety o air travelers. Fewer
flights carrying more passengers would
lift some of the burden placed on our
overworked air traffic controllers. It
would mean handling the same number
of customers, perhaps at lower fares be-
cause of a reduction in operating ex-
penses for the airline industry.

The crush of air traffic now found at
the Nation’s metropolitan jetports can
indeed be reduced short of construction
of new and costly airfields. And I am
convinced that this plan would not mean
any loss in service to the general public,
especially at smaller, secondary air cen-
ters. It would simply mean a decline in
the number of flights between major
cities, a figure already too high on these
heavily traveled routes.

Such a program can save the Federal
and State taxpayer the cost of new jet
airports. It can save our air traffic con-
trollers the physical and mental strain
of continuously increasing congestion. It
can reduce the noise and air pollution for
families who live near jetports. This is
the direction in which we should move
if we are to halt the rising fiscal and en-
vironmental costs of too many planes
fiying half empty into serious over-
crowded airports.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a summary of the plan and a
statement concerning this matter, pre-
pared by Senator Vance HARTKE, be
printed in the REcorD.

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

SumMMARY oF PLAN To REDUCE AIR TRAFFIC

CONGESTION AT METROPOLITAN AIRPORTS

The eight-point plan is designed to reduce
air traffic congestion and jet engine nolse
at the nation’s existing airports without re-
sort to the construction of new, and costly,
Jjetports.

The following set of recommendations dem-
onstrate that in many metropolitan areas
afflicted with air congestion, a new jetport
is not the answer. Compelling alternatives to
new air fields are available. If these meas-
ures are taken, aircraft congestion and en-
gine noise can be dramatically reduced and
the country can still avold the serious envi-
ronmental and fiscal penalties that will come
with new regional airports.

In short, the plan calls for a reduction in
the number of planes landing and taking off
from the nation's major air centers, such as
Chicago O'Hare, New York JFK, Washing-
ton National, ete. without cutting into pas-
senger volume. The plan does mean fewer
avallable flights for the air traveller. But we
must recognize that fiying whenever we want
is a luxury, and one very costly to the en-
vironment and a public required to build
more and larger airports to handle more
flights.

The price tag placed on new airports is
now about £1 billion. The British government
announced in early May its new jetport serv-
ing greater London will cost $1.2 billion.
Estimates for the proposed fourth New York
jetport exceed £1 billion. And a major alir-
port is now sald to need 15-20 square miles
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of countryside, enough land to house a new
town of 30,000.

Implementation of all, or even some, of
the following steps negates the need for new
Jetports in most major cities today. The
plan would reduce congestion, aircraft noise,
and save a financially-pressed public the
burden of billion-dollar adventures in con-
struetion throughout the country.

The proposals:

1. Enactment of a Civil Aeronautics Board
regulation that domestic air carriers operate
with 70 per cent of seats occupled on most
major routes. Under current conditions, four
airline companies operate 69 flights dally
between Chicago and New York. Implement-
ing this policy of more occupled seats on
fewer flights on the Chicago-New York route
alone would mean 8260 fewer flights per
year, or 23 per day. Last year, the American
airline industry reported only 48 per cent of
its seats occupied.

2. Application of landing fees for U.S, com-
mercial airliners according to size of aircraft
and number of passengers aboard, with those
planes carrying few passengers paying more
than those carrying many. Such a fee struc-
ture, adjusted to account for varying pas-
senger volumes on certain routes, would en-
courage airline companies to introduce larger
planes and fill more seats, thus reducing the
number of aircraft movements.

3. Diversion of general aviation flights (pri-
vate and corporate aircraft) away from major
airports during peak hours by substantially
increasing landing fees for the smaller planes
during the busler hours. Flights by these
small aircraft, carrying an average of 2.7 pas-
sengers, now represent 18 per cent of all
flights at New York's three major jetports.

4, Improvement of facilities for general
aviation at the country’s secondary airports
to encourage their use by more small air-
craft.

5. Improvement of air traffic control pro-
cedures in major metropolitan areas to ac-
commodate, when necessary, more flights
during peak hours. Further computerization
of the control systems at the nation’s major
air terminals can increase peak-hour ca-
pacity with no sacrifice in passenger safety.

6. Acceleration of the U.8. Department of
Transportation research program into the vi-
ability of a network of V/STOLcraft (vertical
and short take-off and landing) linking to-
gether the central areas of major cities.

7. More adjustment of airline fares to
penalize passengers flylng during rush hours
and reward those who choose to fly during
off-hours. This policy, already in effect on a
limited basis on some routes, helps spread
passenger volume over a wider perlod of time
and alleviates the crush of traffic, both on the
ground and in the air, during the severely
congested hours of 3 PM to 8 PM.

8. Installation of noise reduction devices
on all new commercial airline engines to
bring noise levels down to 88 EPNdB (effec-
tive perceived noise in decibels) by 1977. This
could be accomplished by enactment of anti-
aircraft noise legislation at the state level or
by FAA directive.

STATEMENT BY SBENATOR VANCE HARTKE

Mr. President, the recent decline in profits
throughout the alrline industry points up
sharply the need to galn better use from the
Nation's commerclal aircraft and airports.
I belleve that this goal can be achieved
through the use of higher load factors on
fewer planes along major routes. The plan
set forth by New York State legislator, An-
drew Btein, is designed to effect the neces-
sary changes and reduce congestion at the
country’s metropolitan alrports.

Unnecessary and suicidal competition on
certaln major routes has strangled some air
carriers. We can restore the Industry to a
sound fiscal position by eliminating the ex-
cess of flights now choking our major air-
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ports. And we can do both of these without
cutting into passenger volume.

Stein’s plan, if implemented with approval
from the CAB, would allow American air car-
riers to jointly reduce the number of flights
between major markets, Very simply, it would
mean fewer flights, with more passengers on
each flight. Such a policy could substantially
reduce airline operating costs, permitting re-
ductions In fares or, at the very least, main-
tenance at the current levels, The industry
could accommodate the same number of pas-
sengers while reducing operating costs,

As a member of the Senate Aviation Sub-
committee, I look favorably on Stein's peti-
tion on the CAB that the alrline companies
be permitted to negotiate among themselves
a reduction in competition on some seriously
overcrowded routes.

By approving such action, the Clvil Aero-

nautics Board would be following its current
regulatory policy or guaranteeing the public
full service while guarding against collapse
of one of the Nation's most valuable indus-
tries.
Mr. Steiln has developed an imaginative
solution to the growing problem of air con-
gestion. The entire mass transit system in
this country is rapidly changing. If we can
take steps now to hold the line against air
congestion without construction of costly
new jetports, we might find the air trans-
portation picture totally changed in the next
several decades. Improved rall service will
help handle the short-haul trafic. We will
have in service very shortly V/STOLcraft
(vertical and short take-off and landing air-
craft) and these too will alter the air transit
picture. And before the end of this century,
we may have a viable space shuttle to take
care of a portion of the international market.
All of these developments indicate we may
not need more airports if we can find an al-
ternate solution to air congestion. The Stein
Plan should be fully explored before any
large investment of Federal and state re-
sources is made in new jetports.

ARMS CONTROL FOR AMERICAN
SECURITY

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, as I said
in a statement before the Senate on
May 6, I believe that it is essential that
poth the Soviet Union and the United
States be aware of the arms control im-
plications of their defense program de-
cisions. We must establish a pattern of
mutual self-restraint with other nations
when developing new strategic defense
systems. Arms control does not mean
unilateral disarmament—on the con-
trary, it can mean greater security for
all nations.

The testimony before the Senate
Armed Services Committee on May 3 by
Dr. Herbert Scoville provides a throught-
ful and provocative analysis relating to
this problem. I commend it to the atten-
tion of Senators and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the Recorb.

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

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE ARMED SERV-
1cEs COMMITTEE, ON THE FiscAL YEArR 1972
DEFENSE PROGRAM AND BUDGET, HERBERT
ScoviLie, FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SCIEN-
TisTS (FAS), CHAmRMAN, FAS STRATEGIC
Wearons ComMITTEE, May 3, 1871
Mr. Chairman: I appreclate very much the

privilege of being able to come before this

Committee this morning to express my views

on behalf of the Federation of American

Scientists on the proposed FY 1972 Defense

Program and Budget. Rather than an at-
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tempt to go through all individual items on
the budget and analyze these in detall, I be-
leve it would be more useful if I could con-
centrate my attention on the strategic forces
programs and comment on how these appear
to relate to the threats which have been
posed. In this period of limited avallability
of funds and resources, we cannot afford
the luxury of prematurely spending large
sums to build weapons which provide pro-
tection against threats that may not
emerge—weapons that will only serve to fuel
the arms race and escalate the requirements
for additional funds in the future.

The basic alm of our strategic forces is
to provide, as Secretary Laird has sald in his
first two criteria for nuclear sufficlency, a
realistic deterrent against nuclear attack
by maintaining a second strike capability and
eliminating all incentive for the Soviet Union
to strike the United States first even in a
crisis. Strategic nuclear war would be so
disastrous that its initiation must be made
unthinkable. All other objectives for strategic
forces are insignificant in com to the
requirement to avoid the outbreak of nuclear
war.

At the present time, our deterrent is based
on three independent weapons systems. The
Polaris submarines with their ballistic mis-
siles (SLBM's) are the cornerstone of the
deterrent structure since they, and only they,
are invulnerable to a first strike for the fore-
seeable future. They are capable of over-
whelming any ABM system which the Soviets
could have for a number of years. This sea
based deterrent is supported by a force of
more than a thousand land based ICEM's in
hardened silos which at the present time are
also invulnerable but which, if the arms race
is allowed to continue and the Soviets to de-
velop new weapons systems, could appear to
become Increasingly vulnerable in the next
five to ten years. Finally, we have the large
B-52 bomber force which our military au-
thorities believe easily capable of overwhelm-
ing any BSoviet air defenses but which is
vulnerable to a surprise attack if the aireraft
are caught on the ground. The Minuteman
and the bombers, although separately po-
tentially vulnerable, do have a complemen-
tary function in that no plausible scenario
has ever been put forward In which they
could be simultaneously destroyed in a sur-
prise attack.

The United States faces three kinds of
threats to the survival of these strategic de-
terrent forces: the threat of a Soviet ABM
neutralizing our retaliatory capability; the
threat of Soviet missiles destroying our land
based missiles; and the threat of Soviet sub-
marine launched missile surprise attack
against our bombers. I will show that—over
the last few years—the estimates of these
threats have rarely been exceeded and in fact
have often been delayed, and that the United
Btates has already over-reacted to these same
threats. I conclude that there is no need for
further reaction to these threats even taking
into account the recent evidence which Sec-
retary Laird has pointed to with alarm. I con-
clude, in fact, that we can and should defer
some programs. Premature or excessive reac-
tion can in the long run produce less security
by stimulating otherwise avoidable Soviet
weapons programs and by precluding desira-
ble SALT agreements.

I. THE THREAT TO THE SEA BASED DETERRENT

Let us now look at the estimated threats
to the deterrent forces and the programs
proposed to deal with them. First, the sub-
marine deterrent. A danger to this can arise
from two general developments: ABM's and
anti-submarine warfare (ASW).

ABM THREAT

The ABM threat to the Polaris deterrent
is an old one. In the mid 1960’s the United
BStates began to respond to the threat of a
very large nationwide SBoviet ABM, anticl-
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pated for the late 60's, by developing the
Poseidon multiple warheaded missile, In
1968, however, the Soviets stopped the fur-
ther deployment of their Moscow ABM sys-
tem, the only one they had. Nevertheless, the
United States went ahead with Poseidon and
the first such submarine has just gone to
sea. If we were responding to the threat cor-
rectly In 1968, we have at least three years
to spare now. And we were certainly acting
conservatively then. Thus we have deployed
a counter to a Soviet ABM already—and done
80 many years before it would be required.
Last week, Secretary Laird announced that
the Soviets have resumed ABM deployment
in the Moscow area with new types of inter-
ceptors. However, such new deployment
would have to be greatly enlarged and ex-
tended to many other areas before it could
possibly require the Poseidon MIRV system.
This would certainly take five or more years.
Nor have we considered, in our threat-esti-
mates of Soviet ABM, the fact that the So-
viets are reputed to have accepted the U.S.
proposal to halt ABM construction every-
where except around Capital cities—a pro-
posal under negotiation, elther separately
or as part of a package. If we succeed In
limiting ABM’s at SALT, then we would never
have needed the Poseldon system, and about
$§4 billlon would have been saved. This is
clearly an example where we have not timed
our strategic weapons programs to match
the threat, but have gone forward at great
expense with a deployment because technol-
ogy was avallable. And our rush to deploy
MIRV may have made it non-negotiable.

ASW THREAT

In the last two years nothing has changed
to increase the ASW threat to our Polaris
submarines. Secretary Laird, on March 15,
1971 in his statement to this Committee
sald:

“_ . . although our continuing investiga-
tions have resulted in no Immediate concern
about the survivability of our FPolaris~
Poseidon submarines at sea, we are continu-
ing our active program for SSBN defense. Of
course, no system can be guaranteed to re-
main invulnerable indefinitely and we are
aware that the Soviets are working on new
ASW techniques.” !

He was more explicit in early 1969 when
he said:

“According to our best current estimates,
we believe that our Polaris and Poseidon
submarines at sea can be considered vir-
tually invulnerable today. With a highly con-
centrated effort, the Soviet Navy today might
be able to localize and destroy at sea one or
two POLARIS submarines. But the massive
and expensive undertaking that would be
required to extend such a capability using
any currently known ASW technigques would
take time and would certalnly be evident”.?

Although the Soviets are known to be
continuing ASW research, there is no rea-
son to think the intelligence estimate that
this statement embodies has changed. Po-
laris submarines can operate over millions
of square miles of open ocean on all sides
of the Soviet Union. The Soviets cannot rely
on killing Polaris submarines with ballis-
tic missiles since the subs could, at normal
cruising speeds, move out of the lethal area
around the aiming point during the time
of flight of the missile. While it might be
feasible for the Russians to locate and track
a single submarine and destroy it in a co-
ordinated attack on the U.S. continent, it
seems almost inconceivable, with foresee-
able technology, to kill simultaneously the
approximately 30 submarines which might be

1 Fiscal Year 1072-78, Defense Program and
the 1972 Defense Budget, March 15, 1971,

. B8,

2 Hearings Before the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee on Military Procurement for
Fiscal 1971, Part I, pg. 32.
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found on station at one time. For the Soviets
to deploy attack submarines or surface craft
so that they could destroy all these U.S. sub-
marines at a specific instant would seem
virtually impossible. A wide variety of coun-
termeasures against such tacties would be
available to U.S. forces.

The U.S. has over many years spent tens
of billions of dollars on ASW and does not
even approach such a capability. Indeed,
there Is every reason to think that the Soviet
ASW problem 1is even greater than our own.
The Soviets are significantly behind the U.8.
and have for geographic reasons alone a
much more difficult task. The Russians do
not control the land masses adjacent to
many ocean areas, thus complicating tre-
mendously the deployment of a detection
and tracking system. Even If, by some tech-
nological breakthrough, it were possible to
make the oceans transparent so that sub-
marines could be continuously located—and
this is most unlikely—it would be necessary
to have some mechanism for destroying all
the submarines at a given moment. After
all, the atmosphere is transparent to radars,
but no one has suggested in twenty years
that bombers on airborne alert are vulner-
able or how to build an ABM system which
would provide protection to populations.

All these factors combine to lead to the
inescapable conclusion that our Polaris sub-
marines will not be threatened in the com-
ing decade and probably not In the next as
well. The Soviets might develop a partially
effective ASW defense In the restricted
waters in the neighborhood of the USS.R.
but not in the open oceans. The U.S, would
have ample warning to take counter-action
if it saw such a capablility developing.

In sum, there is clearly no present threat
to our submarine deterrent either from
ABM's or ASW; and we do not even know the
nature of a threat if it ever were to develop.
However, since the sea based component is
the cornerstone of our deterrent, we sup-
port continued research to be prepared to
deal with any such eventuality in the dis-
tant future, The ULMS program proposed by
Secretary Lalrd is such an example. (The
Federation of American Scientists has re-
cently prepared a position paper on ULMS
and I shall append it to this statement.)
While we urge that research and develop-
ment on advanced missile submarine sys-
tems should be continued on a broad front,
we do not belleve that the designs of such
a system should be frozen in the near fu-
ture, or construction of submarines begun.
To do so might only result in expensive out-
layse for a system optimized agalnst the
wrong threat. We are disturbed by reports
that attention is being concentrated on
very large submarines and urge that the
trade-off studies look at alternative ap-
proaches. While it Is not possible to com-
ment in detall on the $110 million included
for this project in the p budget, it
would appear that this is high for the type
of trade-off studies and design work which
would be required in the near future.

II. THE THREAT TO LAND BASED ICEM'S

The threat to our land based missiles has
not exceeded and is, in fact, behind past es-
timates. In submitting his Defense Program
in 1969 and in initially justifying the Safe-
guard ABM program, Secretary Laird re-
ferred to the growing threat from the So-
viet CC-9 missile force which would be
equipped with MIRV’s. It was estimated that
in 1974 the SBoviets might have 420 S5-9's,
each equipped with three MIRV's, This ex-
trapolation was based on the continulng de-
ployment of 50 to 60 S5-8's per year and
the completion of their MIRV test program
which was feared to have started in August,
1968. In June, 1969, President Nixon stated
in this connection that “footprints (of the
Soviet MRV’s) indicate they just happen
to fall in somewhat the precise area in
which . . . our Minuteman silos are located"”.
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On the basis of this estimated threat, it was
decided to go ahead with Safeguard deploy=-
ment at two Minuteman sites.

RATE OF S85—9 DEPLOYMENT

What has actually happened since that
time? The rate of S5-0 deployment has ac-
tually been cut back. Beginning in August,
1969, no new construction of these sites was
observed until May, 1970—nine months
later—when about 20 new starts were pub-
licly reported. This past winter, however,
the Defense Department announced that
construction on some of these new sllos may
have been suspended and that the program
had leveled off below 300. On the other
hand, this spring 1t has been reported that
the Soviets are beginning construction on
several tens of new large silos. Even if one
adds this new construction to the few ad-
ditional 88-9's that may have been started
since August 1969, it would appear that the
Boviets have only initiated construction on
about 50 new large launchers in the past 21
months, a considerable reduction from previ-
ous years and far below the rate predicted
by Secretary Laird in 1969. At this rate of
construction, it would not be until 1975-76
that the U.S.8.R. would have the 420 op-
erational missiles to match Secretary Lalrd’s
threat. While this new program could again
accelerate over the rate of the last two years,
it would be almost impossible for the 420 to
be achieved earlier than 1974, the originally
predicted date.

Are there any specific security implica-
tions about the new large missile construe-
tion which would warrant increased alarm
and advancing U.S. strategic deployments?
It is obviously regrettable that the Soviets
have chosen to resume deployment of large
missile launchers after almost a year and a
half of apparent restraint in this area; how-
ever, it is not clear why such new deploy-
ment presents any increased threat over that
which has been used for planning purposes
for many years. One explanation of this new
program is that the Russlans are bullding
harder silos for their 88-9's to provide pro-
tection from a counterforce strilke by the
U.8, MIRVed missiles currently being de-
ployed. Such hardening would, of course, not
contribute to a first strike capability and, if
anything, would be an Indication that a
first-strike was not a critical Soviet policy
objective. It would, however, explain why no
new missile has yet been tested for these
silos.

Alternatively, Senator Jackson had the
equally reasonable suggestion that this new
construction is to house a new Soviet missile
which will be used to deliver a future MIRV
capability. In evaluating the significance of
this possibility it is important to remember
that in all previous estimates of the Rus-
slan threats it has been assumed the S5-98
was capable of dellvering any type of MIRV
system the Soviets chose to develop. It has
the payload capacity to carry six, ten, or even
more MIRV's, and the only question was
the accuracy which could be achieved. The
only reason for using 3 MIRV's in the 1969
calculations was that the Soviet tests in-
volved three re-entry vehicles and thus a
three MIRV capability could be operational
earlier than a more numerous MIRV threat.
If this assumption on the SS-9 capability
was correct, then the new construction
should have no effect one way or another
on the timing of the MIRV threat. It is just
another form of the previously estimated
S5S-9 threat.

If it was wrong, and the Soviets are de-
veloping & new missile system for their
MIRV’'s, then the former estimated dates
were much too early. If they have to go
through the development cycle for a com-
pletely new missile in order to have a true
MIRV capability, then an Iinitlal oper-
ational capability would not occur at the
earliest before two to three years from now.
More importantly, if they are going to have
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to construct new silos for their MIRVed
missiles and not use the existing 280 S5-9
silos, then the time at which they would
have a force which could threaten Minute-
man is several more years away. Even at the
rapid rate of 50 MIRVed missiles per year
they could not have as many new missiles
operational as they now have 55-8's, until
1977. Thus the new silos could mean a delay
of three or more years in the threat. At worst,
the new missiles are a slowed continuation of
the previously estimated large missile threat.

PFurthermore, the Soviet MIRV test pro-
gram is also behind that estimated in 1969.
It is no longer thought that the MRV sys-
tem of 1968 had a MIRV capability, and it
was only in late fall of 1970 that the Defense
Department announced what they thought
may have been a true MIRV test. Since this
test only involved three re-entry vehicles on
the 589, this development would not pro-
vide any threat to Minuteman until the
Russians had at least 420 and, realistically,
many more large missiles. There is, of course,
no technical reason why the Soviets could
not start at any time to develop a MIRV sys-
tem which deployed six or even more in-
dependent warheads, but such a system could
not begin to become operational until about
two years after the first tests.

In his 1971 Statement to this Committee
(page 46), Secretary Lalrd says “It is esti-
mated that the accuracy of the 88-0 could
be substantially improved by 1975-76. With
this improved accuracy the projected Soviet
559 missile force would pose a serious
threat to the future survivability of un-
defended Minuteman silos”. Thus, even
Secretary Laird puts off the threat to Min-
uteman to the 1975-76 perlod from the 1974
proposed when Safeguard was first justified.
Certainly, this does not justify an acceler-
ation or expansion of the Safeguard system
from the original two sites as has been pro-
posed by Secretary Laird.

In view of the fact that Safeguard is poorly
designed to defend Minuteman and that the
new Hardsite System is under development,
it would be better to withhold all funds for
Safeguard and concentrate on designing a
better system, Safeguard is another example
of a hastily conceived and expensive program,
planned without realistic evaluation of the
threat to our overall deterrent. If an agree-
ment severely limiting ABM is achieved at
SALT, then it is also quite likely that no
Minuteman ABM will be needed, so further
deployment at this time of an unnecessary
and inadequate system would appear unwise.

MINUTEMAN MIRVING

Finally, the Budget calls for 8839 million
for continued procurement of Minuteman
IIT and Minuteman force modernization. For
the same reasons referred to under the Po-
seldon program, it is premature, and also
an extravagance, to be placing MIRV's on
Minuteman now. Secretary Lalrd justified
both these deployments as follows:

*“Should part of our missile force be un-
expectedly and severely degraded by Soviet
preemptive actions, the increased number of
warheads provided by the remaining MIRV
missiles will insure that we have enough
warheads to attack essential soft urban in-
dustrial targets in the Soviet Union. At the
same time, the MIRV program gives U.S. in-
creased confidence in our abllity to penetrate
Soviet ABM defenses, even if part of our
missile forces are destroyed".?

As previously mentioned, Secretary Laird
himself places the initial threat to Minute-
man in the 1975-76 period, and the Soviets
even with the resumption of ABM deploy-
ment around Moscow could not have a de-
fense requiring MIRV's for penetration even
by that time. If some unforeseen danger to
the entire deterrent arose earlier, it would

3 Op. cit., Defense Program and the 1972
Defense Budget, p. 66.
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always be possible to deploy our already de=-
veloped MIRV’s before the threat became a
reality. Thus, the funds for Minuteman im-
provements, as well as for the Poseidon con-
version are certalnly premature. In fact, in
the case of the Minuteman, it is questionable
whether such improvements would ever be
Justified, regardless of how the threat de-
velops. Expenditure of $5 billlon to put three
warheads on each missile on the ground that
85% of them may be destroyed hardly seems
a good investment.

Furthermore, by such unnecessary deploy-
ments, we are making it impossible to achieve
a MIRV limitation at SALT and are fueling
an arms race which, because of the larger
Russian missile payload capacity, could, in
the long run, be a much greater threat to
the U.S. than the U.S. MIRV is to the Soviet
Union.

This is an example of a reckless gamble
with U.S. Security.

III, THE THREAT TO U.S, BOMBERS

During the past few years, there have been
no changes in the estimated threat which
would justify new strategic bomber deploy-
ment. The U.S. is still maintaining a large
but slowly decreasing force of B-52 bombers
as the third component of the strategic de-
terrent. To reduce their vulnerability on
the ground, a portion of these are kept on
less than 15 minutes alert. In 1869, fears
for even this alert force were expressed be-
cause of the increasing Soviet SLBM force.
While the most logical explanation of the
Russian buildup was simply to improve their
deterrent with a parallel system to our Po-
larls (no one has claimed the Polaris is a
first strike force), it is true that such mis-
siles, if fired on a depressed trajectory, could
significantly reduce alert time. There have
been no reports that the Soviets have ever
actually tested Sub-launched Ballistic Mis-
siles (SLBM's) in this way. However, coun-
termeasures, such as deployment of B-52's
to satelllte bases in the interior would allevi-
ate this danger if the threat became im-
minent, and these are being taken.

This danger was apparent In 1869 and has
not materially changed from that estimated
at that time. Although the Soviets are con-
tinuing to build up their Y class submarine
force, the number of these submarines is
largely irrelevant to the bomber threat. With
the limited number of present SAC bomber
bases and the wvulnerability of aircraft on
the ground, ten submarines could carry more
than enough missiles to largely destroy all
bombers on the ground. We have long esti-
mated the Russlans would have more than
ten such vessels. The only new development
is the report of Secretary Laird this year
that “‘a longer range SLBM is under develop-
ment.” Recent testimony before this Com-
mittee indicated that the submarine for this
missile was unknown. This missile when de-
ployed could make it easier to bring interior
bases under attack, but certainly it has never
been thought that any base would be out of
range. The interior bases do, however, pro-
vide a potential for longer warning time.

The FAS has previously testified before
Congress on the need for the B-1 (March 23,
1971, before the House Armed Services Com-
mittee), so I shall not repeat these views
here. However, suffice it to say the B-1 is
not the answer to the SLBM threat. Because
of its great cost it will always be deployed
in small numbers, and in the time period
when it could be available, 1t would almost
certainly be wvulnerable on the ground to
SLBM attack. Its shorter endurance, i.e. abil-
ity to remain airborne, than the B-52 will
also make it a less reliable deterrent because
of its greater reliance on vulnerable tankers
and the necessity for it to return to base if
prematurely launched.

There has been no new developments in
Soviet air defense since 1969 which would
warrant early replacement of the B-52's. In
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fact, recent estimates have extended the life
of this alreraft, Therefore, we see no need
to press forward with the B-1 program which
may never be necessary in its present form
and may be the wrong way to proceed it a
threat does develop.

Iv. AIR DEFENSE AGAINST BOMBERS

Here also the requirement for U.S. air
defense has declined. In the past two years,
the Soviet intercontinental bomber force
has decreased slightly from its already low
level. More importantly, there have beea no
reports of any new truly intercontinental
bomber being under development in the
U.S.S.R. only a new model of a medium
range aircraft. Therefore, there would appear
to be no new threat requirement calling for
the deployment of Airborne Warning and
Control Systems (AWACS), and Over the
Horlzon Radar (OTH) =against alrcraft be-
ginning in 1972. The Federation of Amerl-
can Scientists testified on this subject on
March 11 to the Special Subcommittee on
Bomber Defense of this Committee and I
shall not summarize its statement of that
date. But it should be noted that, as we
pointed out then, even if the soviet nomber
threat increased, there would be no point
in building a bomber defense of population
without a missile defense of population—one
which the President has noted we have "no
way” of constructing.

V. MISSILE GAP

Finally, one has heard considerable refer-
ence to the developing “missile gap” and the
possibility that unless the U.S, deploys more
weapons, we will be subject to diplomatic
nuclear blackmail. But neither side can black-
mail the other so long as each can retallate
decisively against the other. We have long

learned how fallacious it can be to meas-
ure this strength in terms of numbers or
size of missiles, warheads or bombers. And
we recognize that each side will always be
ahead In some categories.

We do not accept that there is a gap in
favor of the Soviets. True, the Russians are
continuing to deploy additional missiles, but
the U.S. program also has tremendous mo-
mentum. Secretary Laird himself points out
in this year's Statement to this Committee
that between December 30, 1970 and mid
1971, the U.S, offensive strategic mnuclear
weapons will increase in number from 4,000
to 4,600 while the Soviets' during the same
period will only increase from 1,800 to 2,000
This is an addition of 600 warheads for the
U.S. as compared to 200 for the U.SS.R.
with the U.8. already in the lead. Further-
more, this rapid U.S. increase is only the
beginning of a vast program in which, dur-
ing the next five years, U.S. missiles war-
heads proposes to increase to more than 7,000
as we place MIRV's on our Minuteman IIT
and Poseidon misslles. The momentum of
these programs has been so great that to
date we have not been able to curtail them
despite the fact that the threat against
which they are being deployed has been
delayed many years.

This cannot be discounted by saying that
the number of warheads s not as important
as megatonnage since this program of re-
placing higher yield single warheads with
MIRV's has been endorsed by almost all
Defense authorities because of the increased
security they provide. Each of these MIRV
warheads still has a yleld at least several
times that of the explosions which destroyed
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. In the early sixties,
virtually all U.S. authorities reached the con-
clusion that our security would be enhanced
by substituting multiple small bombs for
a very large single weapon in our B-52
loads, hardened Minuteman missiles in lisu
of the larger Titans, and MIRV's with lower

4+ Op. cit., Defense Program dn the 1872
Defense Budget, Table 2.
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yields in place of single large warheads. Sen-
ator Jackson in recent hearings of this Com-
mittee confirmed that he had also endorsed
this concept. The Nixon administration with
its programs has adopted this approach.
Megatonnage has Jong been outdated as a
eritical measure of relative strength.

Purther, it is anything but clear how the
Soviets could use a superiority in numbers
of ICBM's to exert political pressure unless
we talk ourselves into such a position. State-
ments that the Russlans might threaten to
take Alasks are not only laughable but irre-
sponsible. As long as we meaintain a strong
deterrent, threats of nuclear war have no
substance. As sane men we must learn to
live in a world of mutual deterrence. Sec-
retary Laird's third sufficiency ecriterion:
“Preventing the Soviet Union from gaining
the ability to cause considerably greater ur-
ban/industrial destruction than the TU.BS.
could infilet on the Soviets in a nuclear war"”
is, in a world where both sides can kill tens
of millions of each other's populations, only
an excuse for an unlimited arms race, un-
limited military budgets, and increased risk
of nuclear catastrophe. This objective can-
not be reached for all war scenarios because,
for example, the population destroyed by a
strategic attack will vary depending on
whether the attack is a first or second strike.
The procurement of the types and numbers
of weapons needed to produce equivalent
destruction in a U.S. second strike to that
produced in any Soviet first strike would es-
calate the arms race astronomically.

VI, PROGEAM AND EUDGET RECOMMENDATION

Based on the foregeing considerations, it
is our opinlon that the proposed Strategic
Forces Program should be modified in the
following ways:

1. R & D on ULM's should be continued
with only that funding necessary to con-
tinue, on a broad front, trade-off and design
studies which do not commit funds to any
future hardware programs.

2. The further deployment of MIRV's for
Minuteman and Poseidon and Minuteman
modernization should be held in abeyance
with a saving of about £1.6 billion in FY '72.

3. The development of the B-1 should be
restricted to design studies and these should
be conducted on a variety of bomber sys-
tems without commitmert to build test air-
craft; the funds should be appropriately cur-
tailed from the $370 million requested.

4, The Safeguard ABM deployment should
be halted and ABM funds limited to those
required for Prototype Development of Hard-
Bite Defense and research on advanced sys-
tems. This would save about $1.2 billion in
FY "72 funds.

5. The further research on advanced MIRV
guidance systems for Improved accuracy
should be halted by reducing the $87 million
proposed for ABRES.

6. The AWACS program should be termi-
nated.

VII, SUMMARY

An analysis of the anticipated Soviet threat
based on statements by DOD officials pro-
vides no basis for increasing U.S. strategic
weapons programs at this time. In essen-
tially all cases the threat to the U.S. deter-
rent is less than was estimated in 1969, and
the U.B. already has programs in being, or
avallable for rapld deployment if required,
which can ensure the maintenance of a se-
cure deterrent for the foreseeable future.
The Soviet ABM threat to our deterrent is
far behind estimates when the U.8. set pre-
sent schedules for Poseldon and Minuteman
IIT deployments. Similary the Soviet large
ICBM-MIRV threat to Minuteman is lagging
behind that predicted when Safeguard was
first justified. By reducing proposed FY 'T2
programs, significant savings In funds can
be effected while providing opportunities for
improved future U.8. security through arms
control. We should not again fall into the
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trap of perennial compulsive reaction to
timeworn exaggerated threats.

S. 1794, TO PROVIDE A VIABLE AL-
TERNATIVE TO THE NATION'S
RELIANCE ON PESTICIDES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, on May
6, 1971, I introduced S. 1794, a bill to au-
thorize the appropriation of $4 million
to establish pilot field projects for re-
search on a variety of crops to control
agricultural and forest pests by inte-
grated biological-cultural methods.

This legislation provides the frame-
work for a desperately-needed alterna-
tive to this Nation’s rigid reliance on the
massive and indiscriminate use of chem-
icals to control agricultural and forest

ts.

The evidence is abundant that with the
single strategy of chemical control we
not only have saturated the environ-
ment with deadly poisons that endanger
a wide spectrum of living organisms, in-
cluding man himself, but that we have
begun to disrupt seriously the economic
stability of the farming community with
disaster approaching if we continue on
our present course.

The environmental damage and hu-
man health hazards posed by persistent
pesticides contamination is quite clear.

The peregrine falcon is extinct as a
breeding species east of the Rocky Moun-
tains and is so suppressed west of the
Rockies that it borders on extinction. The
bald eagle, osprey, brown pelican and
numerous other species of carnivorous
birds have shown substantial reproduc-
tive failure as a result of contamination
by chlorinated hydrocarbons. The in-
creasing concentration of persistent pes-
ticides in the environment threatens the
survival of fresh water and ocean fish-
eries,

The hazards of genetic toxicity due to
pesticide residues clearly is implied by
findings in experimental animals. Even
the human species carries an average of
10 parts per million of the residues, sub-
stantially more than the level allowed for
most foods in interstate commerce. The
harmful effects of pesticides on farm-
workers has become a major concern—
and a legitimate one—of farmworker
leader Caesar Chavez.

The evidence is accumulating rapidly
that chemical pesticides have failed in
controlling agricultural and forest pests.
This is dramatically evident in Texas,
where producers of cotton and various
other crops have become so alarmed over
the invasion of pests—despite massive
chemical treatments—that emergency
meetings are being convened to discuss
the problem and to seek solutions. They
have seen their profit margins reduced
to & point where the break-even thresh-
hold is perilously close.

In California, many cotton farmers
have seen their cost of chemical control
double in 20 years.

In northeastern Mexico, some farmers
have abandoned their cotton fields be-
cause production no longer was profit-
able in the face of massive tobacco dub-
worm infestations.

In regions where citrus, sovbean, al-
falfa, stone-fruit, and forest crops are
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produced, pests are increasing in num-
ber and pesticides decreasing in effec-
tiveness.

The fact of the matter is that the sin-
gle strategy of chemical pest control has
been an agricultural, economic, and en-
vironmental failure. And the deficits can
only accrue by perpetuating that failure.

The use of broad-spectrum chemicals
was doomed from the start because it
ignored the phenomenon of genetic di-
versity—that remarkable ability of in-
sects to continually evolve and develop
resistant strains capable of withstanding
even heavy dosages of toxie chemicals.

Moreover, the saturation of fields with
chemicals have destroyed non-target
beneficial organisms that, in a balanced
environment, are predators and parasites
of pest species. With their predators and
parasites out of the way, the pest insects
are winning the chemiecal war by develop-
ing resistance.

There is a compelling and urgent need
to reconsider our approach to chemical
pest =~ mtrol by recognizing very basic
ecological principles. That is, each inte-
gral part of the natural system survives
in balance with—not at the expense of—
the other parts. Chemiecal control sought
to eradicate pests from vast segments of
the natural system. But it succeeded only
in creating a more favorable environment
for the pests by suppressing and destroy-
ing their natural enemies.

Entomologists, ecologists and biologists,
along with a good many others, have been
warning us for some time of the folly of
single-strategy chemical pest control.
But we were so mesmerized by the appa-
rent magic and efficacy of the chemical
approach that we refused to listen.

The Ecological Society of America said
in Bio-Science last year that:

Much of the basic information already
known to science is not finding its way into
the decision-making process.

This is tragically true in the case of
pest control. There are practical, viable
alternatives to pesticides, and much of
the knowledge of these alternatives al-
ready is basic to scientists.

This legislation seeks to put that
knowledge to work. It establishes pilot
programs for the purposes of testing and
demonstrating methods of integrated
pest control that will protect the environ-
ment, proteet human health, maintain
and actually improve the economic sta-
bility of the agricultural industry, pro-
vide relief for those elements in the
economy that have suffered needlessly
because of pesticides, and to enhance the
quantity and quality of our agricultural
production.

Integrated biological-cultural control
of pests, the method that will be demon-
strated in the pilot programs, is carried
out with nature primarily by utilizing
beneficial insects that are predators and
parasites of harmful inseets, but in
proper balance so that the latter are
maintained in populations below the
economically-disruptive level.

This method of integrated pest control
has been successfully demonstrated on
several occasions and currently is being

successfully practiced on some crops.
Those farmers who have had experience
with this method state that their fields
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produce high, top-quality yields, along
with increased profits because of the
reduced cost of pesticides:

The failure of pesticides is borne out
by the history of chemical warfare
against insects in this country. When
DDT emerged as one of World War I's
most celebrated heroes and thousands of
tons of the “cure-all” chemical was
sprayed the world over, many claimed
victory over pestilance and disease. Early
results were spectacular, indeed. But the
resistance of insects soon became a sub-
stantial factor and different pesticides
had to be developed.

Today, more than 300 pesticides are
mixed in over 10,000 formulations. And
they are destined to become obsolete—or
economically unfeasible—as insects con-
tinue to develop resistance.

Insects that once were minor pestis
have been elevated to major pest status
through chemical destruction of their
natural enemies and through their own
success in resisting the same chemicals.
This has been dramatically demonstrated
in the case of the tobacco budworm in
Southwest cotton, an insect which has
become a serious pest because its natural
enemies—such as the lacewing fily and
numerous kinds of spiders—have been
suppressed while it has developed resist-
ance to all chemicals that have been used
against it.

Despite wholesale applications of
chemicals, there are more insect pests
today than ever before, and over 200 of
these pests are resistant to chemiecal
control to some degree.

As Dr. Robert van den Bosch, a dis-
tinguished entomologist at the University
of California at Berkeley, has said: “The
insects are beating us.”

Unfortunately, the chemical industry
has exploited the phenomonen of insect
resistance by developing more and more
chemical formulations and arming its
salesmen with the necessary ingredients
to sell those chemicals—not to control
pests on a scientifically-sound basis. The
industry is perpetuating the failure, and
perpetuating itself as a costly burden on
society.

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
ELLENDER) was correct when he said in
1969:

Those groups advocating more stringent
environmental controls are genume in their
alarms. But we must be certain that their
concern is balanced with the efforts of our
farmers and producers in the attempt to
protect and expand our food supply.

I agree. We must assure a continuing,
adequate supply of food and fiber. But in
the case of pest control we are utilizing
techniques that are suppressing our
agricultural capabilties, not enhancing
them. Our experience with pesticides
serves to support the argument that a
healthy environment not only is requisite
to assure an adequate foccd supply but
also to assure a stable economy.

We need only to review the literature
for shocking examples of how reliance on
chemicals for pest control has imperiled
our agricultural capabilities, burdened
our agricultural economy and endangered
our environment to such an extent that
change is urgently needed.

Let us look at the record.
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Dr. Ray F. Smith, an entomologist at
the University of California at Berkeley
whose expertise is widely recognized, has
pointed cut the problem of lygus bugs in
cotton. Dr. Smith says that when a
farmer treats with pesticides for lygus
bug control in early season he not only
kills the lygus bugs but he also eliminates
the beneficial natural enemies of such
other pests as the bollworm, cabbage
looper, spider mite and beet army worm,
Outbreaks of the latter pests require
additional chemical treatments, and over
the years several have developed strong
resistance to pesticides.

In the presence of heavy pesticide
treatments, Dr. Smith explains, the
parasites and predators have no chance
to recover. The cotton farmer thus be-
comes “hocked” onto a costly pesticides
treadmill. Dr. Smith has reported that
the costs of chemical control in cotton
have now risen to the level where, to-
gether with other economic factors, it is
no loreer profitable for some growers in
the San Joaguin Valley to grow cotton—
or even to continue farming.

Dr. P. L. Adkisson, head of the depart-
ment of entomology in the College of
Agriculture at Texas A. & M. University,
in a letter to my office, told of a critical
insect problem in grain sorghum. Dr,
Adkisson said the estimated cost of in-
secticides used on this crop in Texas
High Plains has increased from $100,000
in 1967 to $14 million in 1970 on essen-
tially the same acreage.

Target of the assault is a new biologi-
cal strain of the greenbug which as
adapted to the grain sorghum crop, about
3.5 million acres of which is grown in
Texas and millions of acres in other
States where the greenbug also is a prob-
lem,

In the High Plains, Dr. Adkisson re-
ported, cotton has been growing in the
same area as grain sorghum. His studies
indicate the grain sorghum fields were
a reservoir of a number of predator and
parasite species that attached cotton
pests. But the chemical treatment on the
sorghum destroyed the predators and
parasites and serious outbreaks of pests
now are occurring in the cotton. In addi-
tion, aerial drift of pesticides from the
sorghum fields to the cotton fields has
severely diminished the populations of
natural enemies of the cotton pests.

Dr. Adkisson said the cotton crop in
the High Plains once was essentially free
of pest populations. Now, however, he
said the cotton is coming under intensive
pesticidal treatment.

Dr. Adkisson also reports that in
northeastern Mexico the tobacco bud-
worm in cotton has become so resistant
to chemicals that a substantial number
of farmers have abandoned their fields.
Cotton production in the Matamoros-
Reynosa area of the Lower Rio Grande
Valley declined from 710,715 acres in
1960 to approximately 1,200 acres in 1970,
primarily because of tobacco budworm
infestation.

Many nearby cotton fields in Texas
last year recorded the lowest yield in 25
yvears. Some have treated their fields with
pesticides up to 18 times in a single
season, causing profit margins to shrink
nearer the point of zero return.
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Citrus crops in Florida, Texas, Arizona,
and California have begun to reveal the
disruptive effects of chemical pest con-
trol. Dr. Paul DeBach, an entomologist
at the University of California at River-
side who has devoted many years to es-
tablishing biological control on a world-
wide basis, has reported that chemicals
applied on citrus crops have caused mas-
sive upsets in the natural ecosystem and
have created a serious new pest prob-
lem—most notably the brown soft scale
in Texas and the citrus red mite in Cali-
fornia.

Alfalfa, one of the world's most valu-
able forage crops, is produced on 29 mil-
lion acres in the United States. This
makes it the fourth largest crop, in acre-
age, in the country. Its importance, bio-
logically, is that it is prime habitat for
beneficial insects that, in a balanced
ecosystem, are extremely valuable nat-
ural enemies of pests not only on alfalfa
but on many other nearby crops.

Dr. Edward J. Armbrust, an entomol-
ogist with the Illinois Natural History
Survey, has estimated that 4 million
pounds of pesticides are applied on al-
falfa annually. He adds:

Presently recommended pesticides have
disadvantages such as potential air, soil and
water contamination, potential residues
which may contaminate milk, meat and other
food and potentially upsetting natural con-
trol factors.

Dr. Armbrust states that pest resist-
ance to chemicals already has become a
factor on alfalfa crops, with indications
that widespread pea aphid pest outbreaks
in Western States in 1969, increased pop-
ulations of the meadow spittlebug pest in
eastern and midwestern regions in recent
years, and a developing leaf miner pest
problem in New York may be a indirect
result from intensive spraying. More-
over, Dr. Armbrust states that alfalfa
pesticide treatment has been reduced by
experimental field integrated biological-
cultural control programs, including the
breeding of plants that are partially re-
sistant to native pests.

Total acreage devoted to soybean pro-
duction in the United States has in-
creased from 27,857,000 in 1962 to an
estimated 46,483,000 for 1971, Much of
the production of this valuable, protein-
rich crop has moved from the Midwest,
where it was relatively free of insect
pests, to several Southern States where
pests are a factor. North Carclina, South
Carolina, Mississippl, Arkansas, Louisi-
ana, Florida, and Georgia have, as a
region, increased soybean production by
127 percent in just 9 years.

Dr. L. D. Newsom, head of the depart-
ment of entomology at Louisiana State
University at Baton Rouge, has reported
that:

Control of soybean pests is on the thresh-
old of developing along the same disastrous
path that evolved for control of cotton in-
sects.

Dr. Newsom has observed that soybean
crops in the gulf coast and South At-
lantic States are treated more heavily
with pesticides than crops in other
areas—and that the sprayed crops aver-
age 16 percent less in production as a
result. Dr. Newsom warns that a serious
economic disruption to soybean pro-
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ducers is not far away, and he adds that
biological-cultural control of the crop
is required to avert the disruption.

The total acreage planted to fruits and
nuts in the United States reached 2,822,-
600 acres in 1966, with the value of the
crop placed at $551,094,000. That same
year, 80 percent of the acreage was
sprayed with 15,806,000 pounds of insec-
ticides, at a cost of $112.9 million.

Dr. L. E. Caltagirone, associate en-
tomologist at the University of California
at Berkeley, said the insecticides applied
on stone-fruits and nuts sought to con-
trol such key pests as the codling moth—
responsible for wormy apples, pears,
apricots, and other fruits—the twig borer
and oriental fruit moth—which attack
peaches, apricots, and prunes—the plum
curculio—a pest in the eastern United
States which attacks apples and
peaches—and the apple maggot—a pest
of apples in eastern United States.

In a letter to my office, Dr. Caltagirone
said:

In general, (stone-fruit) pests have been
dealt with as if they were isolated problems;
the complexities and dynamism of orchard
ecosystems were totally ignored. This myopic
appromh resulted in more difficult problems
which in turn were approached again in the
same fashion: more toxicants to control the
new problems. So the growers found them-
selves caught in a pesticide treadmill.

Dr. Caltagirone stated that the prob-
lem with reliance on chemicals to con-
trol fruit and nut pests is that it has
caused resurgence of the target pest, de-
velopment of resistance to toxicants, and
rise to pest status of species that previ-
ously had no economic importance. An
example, he said, is the tetranychid mites.
As a group these pests were of minor
importance some 30 years ago. Now they
are one of the most difficult problems
that plague the fruit industry in this
country and throughout the temperate
and subtropical regions of the world.

Mites, Dr. Caltagirone said, rose to
major pest status because of indiscrimi-
nate use of insecticides against key pests.

There has been some experience with
integrated biological-cultural control on
fruit and nut crops. Dr. Caltagirone said
that an integrated control program could
reduce the amount of insecticides on
those crops by about 40 percent, resulting
in a direet savings to producers of $33
million.

The pine bark beetle, the mountain
pine beetle, the spruce budworm and
other pests have infested forests that are
needed to fulfill a skyrocketing demand
for timber and a burgeoning demand for
recreational areas. Dr. W. E. Waters of
the U.S. Forest Service has pointed out
that gains in growth rate, wood quality
and other desirable characteristics have
been wiped out by a single pest.

Tree improvement research is a long-
term effort, and Dr. Waters has warned:

We cannot afford to take the risk of

ignoring or second-rating pest resistance to
chemicals.

There already are instances of forest
pest-resistance buildup. And if there is
total reliance on the single approach of
chemicals to control these pests, the re-
sistance factor could impede seriously
our forest conservation efforts.

The economic problem with single-
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strategy chemical pest control is not lim-
ited to agricultural and forest crops.

Among the numerous examples are the
seizure of Coho salmon from Lake Michi-
gan processors and, more recently, the
removal from the market of Lake Michi-
gan fish chubs. The reason for the sei-
zures is the high degree of DDT residues
in the fish. If we continue to contami-
nate the country’'s fisheries with chemi-
cals and the Food and Drug Administra-
tion is forced to remove more and more
fish from the market because of residue
buildup, then we are going to have to
bear the burden of thousands of persons
without jobs and the disintergration of a
multimillion-dollar industry.

Millions of dollars have been paid by
the Federal Government to cranberry
growers and dairymen whose products
were removed from the market because
of pesticide contamination. Honeybee op-
erators have been driven out of business
when entire apiaries were severely dam-
aged, if not destroyed, by pesticides. The
problem with honeybee damage has be-
come so acute that a special pesticide in-
demnification program was authorized by
Congress in the Agricultural Act of 1970.

Furthermore, because the use of chem-
icals is under the direction of an indus-
try whose special interest is to sell pesti-
cides we have left the farmer to rely on
the advice of chemical salesmen—not
qualified scientists—for what chemicals
to apply, how much and when, Dr. Smith
has said that each year numerous farm-
ers suffer serious financial losses because
of misguided or unguided chemical
usage.

The industry’s salesmen, who need not
comply with standards of competency
established outside the industry, serve as
prescribers of potent chemicals with the
quality of their work measured in sales
performance.

By that measure alone, the salesmen
have done a commendable job. In 1945,
33 million pounds of DDT were dusted
throughout the world, and by 1951 that
figure had more than tripled to 106 mil-
lion pounds. Insect resistance became a
factor, and the industry responded with
more and more chemical formulations.

Today more than 1 billion pounds
of pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, ro-
denticides and fumigants are produced
annually in the United States. This al-
ready is 5 pounds for very American
man, woman and child. But projections
are that by 1985 this figure of 1 billion
pounds will increase sixfold.

The entire system of chemical use lacks
controls to such a degree that even a
packinghouse inspector can establish
criteria for application.

Dr. DeBach has pointed out that an
overzealous inspector may consider the
California red scale to be a pest of citrus
if merely a single scale is present per
fruit. He said that such a low infesta-
tion is harmless to the tree, to fruit pro-
duction and to quality. Yet, he adds, its
imposition as an arbitrary goal may force
growers to excessive use of sprays.

The integrated biological-cultural ap-
proach to pest control has worked, and
is working. Mr. Everett Dietrick, for ex-
ample, operates an insectary at River-
side, Calif.,, and has been providing
an insect management service to farmers
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in the Coachella Valley for 11 years. Let-
ters to my office from farmers served by
Mr, Dietrick attest that their crops are
of high guality and quantity, and their
profit margins considerably better than
those in the same area who continue to
use sprays on the same type of crops.

In Japan, ladybugs and other natural
enemies of insect pests are being mass-
bred in an attempt to seek an alterna-
tive to chemicals to control agricultural
pests in that country. Claremont, Calif.,
recently purchased 180,000 ladybugs to
control an infestation of aphid pests in
the city's trees.

The Agricultural Research Service in
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has
developed a number of programs in bio-
logical controls, only to be thwarted from
full utilization of the science by lack of
funds. A number of farmers and ento-
mologists throughout the country are
turning to biological controls, but the
effort suffers from inadequate funding
and lack of effective leadership.

This legislation is a beginning in pro-
viding both the funds and the leadership
for this effort. The legislation calls for
$2 million to fund the first year of what
must be at least a 5-year pilot field-
research program in integrated biolog-
ieal-cultural pest control, to be conducted
by the Agricultural Research Service. In
addition, it would authorize an appro-
priation of $2 million to the National
Science Foundation to expand its funda-
mental research in integrated biological-
cultural pest control principles to assure
long-term success.

The Agricultural Research Service and
the National Science Foundation suggest

that pilot programs on biological-cultural
pest control should be conducted imme-
diately on cotton—where 40 to 50 percent
of all pesticides are used—citrus, soy-

bean, alfalfa,
Crops.

It should be pointed out that pesticides
still will be used in an integrated pro-
gram, but their application will be car-
ried out under carefully controlled super-
vision by qualified experts. Overall the
reliance on pesticides can be reduced sub-
stantially.

The expenditure of $4 million as a first-
year effort is trifling when we consider
the massive benefits that can be derived
from the program, in the very near fu-
ture and for generations to come. In-
deed, $4 million is only 15 percent of the
estimated amount spent by chemical
companies on promotion of chemicals in
California alone in a single year.

Along with the introduction of this
legislation, it is worth while calling at-
tention to the freeze imposed by the ad-
ministration on a modest amount of
money that was to be used for research
of nonchemical pest control. The need
for such research is urgent, and it is im-
perative that the administration release
the $1 million for nonchemical pest con-
trol that was appropriated by the Con-
gress last year.

It is difficult to reconcile the adminis-
tration's rhetoric on the need for envi-
ronmental improvement and its imposi-
tion of a freeze on appropriated funds
that would serve to promote a quality
environment. Such action indicates that
the administration’s budget managers
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are insensitive to a critical environmen-
tal problem.

It is also essential that the Congress
enact legislation to provide rational con-
trols over the manufacture and use of
pesticides along the lines provided in S.
660—the National Pesticide Control and
Protection Act—that I introduced on
February 9 of this year. Such controls
are necessary to assure proper use of
pesticides that would continue to be used
in an integrated program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill I introduced on May 6
be printed in full in the Recorp together
with the excellent article, “The Insects
Are Beating Us,” by Dr. van den Bosch.

Also, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that on the next printing of S.
1794 the following cosponsors be added
with the eight Senators who already are
cosponsors: Senators RANDOLPH, SPARK-
MAN, ErviN, DomiNicK, TUNNEY, HUmM-
PHREY, STEVENSON, MONDALE, PROXMIRE,
PeLL, and HANSEN.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orD, as follows:

8. 1794

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and di-
rected to carry out, through the Agricultural
Research Service of the Department of
Agriculture, pilot field-research programs for
the purpose of (1) developing and testing the
control of agricultural and forest pests by
the employment of integrated biological-
cultural methods, (2) determining the eco-
nomic and environmental consequences of
predicting and modifying agricultural and
forest pest populations through utilization
of multidisciplinary and integrated bioclogi-
cal-cultural methods, and (3) developing
methods of collecting, handling, and inter-
preting data obtained from such field re-
search.

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture is au-
thorized to relmburse farmers and ranchers
for any losses sustained by them as a re-
sult of any research authorized under this
Act being conducted on their lands, crops,
or livestock.

(c) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Agriculture
to carry out the provisions of this section
during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
the sum of $2,000,000, and such sum as may
be necessary for each of the five succeeding
fiscal years.

Sec. 2. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated to the National Sclence
Foundation for the flscal year ending June
30, 1972, the sum of $2,000,000, and such
sum as may be necessary for each of the
five succeeding fiscal years for the purpose
of expanding its fundamental research on
integrated biological-cultural principles and
techniques to control agricultural and for-
est pests.

THE Insecrs ARE BeATING Us

(By Dr. Robert van den Bosch, professor of
entomology at the University of California
at Berkeley and chairman of the division of
biological control at the University's Gill
Tract in Albany. This article, published in
the April, 1870, edition of California
Monthly, is adapted from a version appear-
ing in The Pesticide Workbook, published
by the Scientists’ Institute for Public
Information for the mnational Environ-
mental Teach-in)

If there is a group of animals that has met
the competitive challenge of man and held its
own, it is the Insecta. Abundance, diversity,
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and adaptability are the key characteristics
which have helped insects to stand up to
their cleverer competitor., And quite iron-
ically, man, the thinking animal, has actually
played into his enemy’s strength by relying
overwhelmingly on a single combat tech-
nique—chemical control.

The considerable failure of the chemical
control technique is ignored by some who
point only to increased crop ylelds and de-
creased incidence of insect-borne disease as
evidence of success. But these plusses must
be balanced by sobering realities. Today more
insect specles are pests than ever before,
over 200 of these pests have developed resist-
ance to chemicals, costs of pest control have
increased strikingly, and pesticides have pol-
luted the blosphere.

In balance, then, it is quite evident that
the chemical control technique has been
conslderably less than a full-blown success.

Most modern insecticides are ecologically
crude. This largely stems from their having
been synthesized at the behest of managers
and sales executives of chemical companies.
These are people with little or no knowledge
of ecological principles. They know how to
synthesize and merchandise insecticides, but
have no real appreciation of the materials’
ecological impact. Thus, toxicological, effi-
cacy, marketing, and safety considerations
have been the fundamental criterla applied
to the development of insecticides. But there
has been very little ecological input. As a
result, when applied the materials often have
had devastating ecological impact, and they
have created staggering environmental prob-
lems.

The well-documented case of DDT s
cause enough for concern, but it hardly re-
flects the full magnitude of the insecticide
problem. In fact, there is reason to believe
that the organochlorines (DDT and rela-
tives) have passed their zenith, since legal
restrictions on their use and public pres-
sures against them are forcing their replace-
ment by more ephemeral materials. But in
a number of ways the replacement materials
pose even greater problems than those cre-
ated by the organochlorines. Many of the
DDT substitutes are organophosphates which
are extremely toxic to mammals and a broad
spectrum of lower animals, including insects.
A disturbing pattern of use has come to
characterize these materials. They are being
used repetitively and their use frequently
aggravates pest problems. There are three
basic reasons for this: 1) the materials are
characteristically short-lived, and must often
be used repeatedly against given pest in-
festations, 2) thelr severe impact on insect
natural enemies, and the resultant elimina-
tion of these forms of life from treated areas,
frequently permits rapid resurgence of the
target pests and outbreaks of previously in-
nocuous specles, 3) the wide scale and repe-
titlous use of the materials has hastened
evolution of insect pest populations resistant
to them.

These three factors and the essentially
unilateral way in which the materials are
frequently used have contributed to an ex-
panding worldwide pesticide treadmill. This
in turn is reflected in a proliferation of pest
problems, increased hazards to humans and
lower animals and finally in spiraling pest
control costs. This might be likened to drug
addiction in man.

The chemical pest control situation is
bordering on the chaotic, and it has been
largely brought about by the very materials
that were developed to give efficient control.

Quite obviously there is a need for pesti-
cides with different characteristics—that is,
ecological selectivity. But this will not come
about until ecologists and ecological criteria
are Included in insecticide development.

It is quite apparent that the inherent eco-
logical shortcomings of the modern insecti-
cides have increasingly contributed to en-
vironmental disruption and to pollution. This
in itself is serious, but the problem goes
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far beyond the simple ecological crudeness
of the materials, for ecology is also largely
ignored in their experimental development,
registration, and exploltation.

Spokesmen for the insecticlde industry
have repeatedly stated that for economic rea-
sons the industry is not interested in eco-
logically selective materials. Literally all of
the companies are seeking another DDT or
parathion—a product with wide potential use
so that it can capture the broadest possible
market and thereby recoup development
costs and insure & profit. To them, the ideal
material is one which can be registered and
labeled for use against a very broad spectrum
of pests on a variety of crops. But it 1s pre-
cisely this type of toxicity spectrum which
dooms a material to be ecologically disrup-
tive.

In this country, experimental screening of
newly developed insecticides by chemical
company entomologists and many federal and
state researchers is largely concerned with
the determination of their killing efficlencles
and the acquisition of information on toxic
residues. There is some additional testing for
plant injury, effects on product flavor, im-
pact on honeybees, certain wildlife, and so
forth. But essentlally nothing is determined
of the impact of the materials on insect
communities, because such data are not per-
tinent to federal registration and the ulti-
mate labeling of the materials.

These criterla are grossly inadequate. For
one thing, performance tests usually only
indicate that a material will kill substantial
percentages of given insects. They do not
show that such kills may not be economically
justifiable, or that the very use of a material
may engender problems of greater severity
than those against which it 1s directed.

In effect, then, federal registration requires
no testing of the impact of the materials on
the insect communities to which they are ap-
plied, or their potential to trigger pest re-
surgences and secondary pest outbreaks.
Consequently, there is no statement on an
insecticide label to indicate that, because
of ecological impact, the material can lead
to aggravated pest problems. The user in
reading an insecticide label has no way of
knowing that the material he is about to
apply, in addition to killing a certaln per-
centage of a given pest population may, in
fact, aggravate that very problem and en-
gender others. Each year numerous insec-
ticide users suffer serious economic losses be-
cause of this, and there is no way for them
to redress these losses through lawsuit. This
is so because the defendant chemical com-
panles can (and do) malntaln that an in-
festation occurring subsequent to the use of
a pesticide may simply be a natural event,
an “act of God.” They also argue that poor
farming practice or lack of grower alertness
to developing pest problems cause the con-
tested crop losses.

Many persons closely assoclated with pest
control have recurrently observed insecticide-
induced pest outbreaks. They know that
these outbreaks are not “acts of God,” and
it is highly disturbing to them that the grow-
er is essentially powerless to gain redress
for the resulting losses. It is even more dis-
turbing that the federally-approved insecti-
cide label gives no warning that such pest
backlashes might occur. In fact, because
there is no printed warning, the labeling
process actually exposes the user to economic
loss and the environment to ecological insult
and injury, while simultaneously protect-
ing the manufacturer and seller from ac-
countability.

All of this points up the essential need for
a change to more thorough ecological re-
search on new insecticides and to the utiliza-
tion of broader criteria in the registration
and labeling of the materials.

Under prevailing circumstances, pest con-
trol advisement and pesticide use are sub-
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stantially matters of merchandising. The in-
secticide manufacturers and formulators,
the agro-service companies and the custom
pesticide applicators, through intensive ad-
vertising and the aggressive activities of
their sales personnel, dominate pest control.

The salesman is the key to the system, for
he serves as diagnostician, therapist, and
pill dispenser. And it is particularly disturb-
ing that he need not demonstrate technical
competence to perform in this multiple ca-
pacity. In other words, the man who analyzes
pest problems, recommends the chemical
to be used and effects their sales is neither
required by law to demonstrate by exami-
nation his professional qualifications—as do
medical doctors, dentists, lawyers, veteri-
narians, barbers, beauticians, and realtors—
nor is he licensed. Yet he deals with in-
credibly complex ecological problems and
utilizes some of the most deadly and environ-
mentally disruptive chemicals devised by
sclence,

The chemical industry has made some effort
to upgrade the quality of its fieldmen, but
this is really a token gesture, because the
men remain salesmen, and merchandising
is their baslc charge. In fact, the very sys-
tem forces aggressive salesmanship first, be-
cause of the great number of companies—
over 100 in California alone—competing for
the market and second, because of the vari-
ety of incentives—commissions, bonuses,
profit sharing, promises of permanent em-
ployment—the companies utilize to encour-
age thelr field men to make sales. This in-
tense sales game has inevitably led to
questionable practices by certain companies
and their salesmen. This disturbing situ-
ation is one of the major causes of pesticide
overuse and associated environmental pol-
Iution.

But merchandising and salesmanship are
not the only factors which motivate the ex-
cessive and improper use of insecticides.
Severe federal limits on insect parts in pro-
duce (fly wings, legs in canned asparagus),
consumer demands for good-looking, un-
damaged food, and the food processors' own
produce quality standards often literally
force growers to attempt the near eradication
of pests from thelr crops. In striving for this
ecologically and genetically impossible goal—
pest eradication with chemicals—the grow-
ers have been pressured into intensive use
of chemical pesticides.

This is most ironie, for the attempt to
assure pure, high quality food creates a real
danger of widespread produce contamination
and increased environmental pollution. Fur-
thermore, because of the associated problems
of pest proliferation and pest resistance to
pesticides, grower costs and therefore con-
sumer costs are spiraling upwards.

There is another practice which has re-
peatedly contributed to the pollutive use of
pesticides. This is the so-called area control
program, whereln large areas are repeatedly
blanketed with insecticides. One would have
thought that ecological problems such as
heavy bird losses in the largely ineffectual
campaign to curb Dutch elm disease would
have taught us a lesson. But the economic
and ecological chaos now occurring in Cali-
fornia's Imperial Valley in the wake of a
massive effort to chemically control the pink
bollworm Indicates that the lesson has not
been learned.

It should be emphasized that insecticides
of some sort are critical to highly effective
pest control, and their importance will in-
crease as the booming human population
creates a greater demand for food, fiber for
clothing, and protection from disease-bearing
and nuisance insects. But there is also evi-
dence of an urgent need for major changes
in insecticide development, registration, and
use. We cannot continue to use ecologically
crude insecticides in an inefficient, disrup-
tive and pollutive manner. New policles on
insecticide development and use must be de-
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vised and implemented, if we are to avoid
ecologlical disaster. The following paragraphs
contain suggestions for some of the more
urgently needed changes.

There is a critical need for more sophis-~
ticated pesticides (ecologiecally selective
ones) which can be fitted into pest man-
agement systems. Selectivity must Involve
more than safety to man, domestic animals,
and wildlife, Such materials should also
have limited toxicity ranges within the Ar-
thropoda (insects and insect-like organisms
80 as to preserve insect predators and para-
sites, pollinators (including honeybees), de-
composers, and aquatic insects which serve
as fish food, as well as aesthetically pleasing
specles.

Such materials will, for technological and
economic reasons, be more costly than ex-
isting broad-spectrum insecticides. But by
their very ecologically selective nature they
will be used less intensively, effect better
control of target pests, cause substantially
fewer secondary pest problems, and be less
conducive to the development of resistance
in pest species. They therefore should be less
costly to the user over the long run, and
infinitely less hazardous to man and the
general environment.

The developmental costs for the ecologi-
cally sophisticated materials will unquestion-
ably be greater than those for the existing
broad-spectrum insecticides (approximately
$4 million per material today). Furthermore,
the market potential for a given selective in-
secticide will be considerably smaller than
tkat for a broad-spectrum material.

The chemical companies, as they have In
the past, will surely balk at shouldering the
full developmental costs of selective pesti-
cides, and if certaln adjustments are not
made, will refuse to synthesize them. Be-
cause of this, the federal government which
insists on the safety features of pesticides,
may have to underwrite the developmental
costs of the ecologically sophisticated mater-
ials. Buch support could largely be used for
studies on the materlals’ health hazards and
their impact on the environment. The
funds need not be paid directly to the chem-
ical companies, but used Instead to sup-
port critical developmental research by fed-
eral agencies, the state experiment stations
and private research agencies.

Until such time as selective pesticides be-
come generally available, broader ecological
criteria must be applied to the registration
of the wide-spectrum insecticides. This ap-
plies to the registration of new materials
and the re-labeling of existing ones. It ia
only right that the insecticide user have
avallable to him, via the insecticide label,
information which describes the ecological
shortcomings of the material he contem-
plates using.

The professional qualifications of pest con-
trol advisers must be upgraded. In other
words, a pest control technocracy is needed
to implement the increasingly complex inte-
grated control programs which are already
being developed and which will certainly pro-
liferate in the future. Baslc professional
qualifications for pest control advisers (in-
cluding salesmen, so long as they act as
advisers) should be established and deter-
mined by examination, These persons should
be licensed and subject to a code of conduct
just as are those in the other professions. The
company-affiliated salesman, with his built-
in conflict of interest and sales motivation,
must be phased out of pest control advise-
ment. Eventually, direct contact between the
salesman and the lay user of insecticides
must be ellminated. Instead, just as in
human medicine, the salesman should deal
only with the pest control adviser (agro-
technologist). It is further envisaged that
the user himself should be required to con-
sult with a licensed pest control adviser on
decisions involving use of insecticides. Cur-
rently, some of the worst insecticide abuses
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are committed by the user who applies the
materials himself after obtalning them from
a salesman or distributor.

The question will be asked: can the growers
afford independent pest control advisers? Of
course they can. Growers are currently ex-
pending millions of dollars on salesmen fre-
quently peddling bad advice. The chemical
industry advertises the activities of its field-
men as free technical service. But this is a
myth, and the grower ultimately pays for
such “service.” A fraction of the dollar ex-
penditure on salesmen will buy scientific pest
control through the independent advisers.

Serious consideration should be given to
the development of a system of pest damage
insurance as an alternative to pesticide use.
This can possibly be developed out of the
existing federal crop loss insurance program.
For example, in California it is conceivable
that a satisfactory alternative may not be
found for DDT in restricted situations such
as that which exists in cotton on the west
side of the San Joaguin Valley. The cotton
involved approximates one third of the
valley’s acreage. Annual losses to insects on
this cotton, were it to be left untreated,
would perhaps amount to 15 to 20 per cent
of the long-term average yleld under DDT
utilization. But, in some years and some
fields there would be no losses at all. A sys-
tem of crop insurance against these sporadic
and relatively mild losses would seem to offer
a reasonable and workable alternative to the
continued use of DDT. The same holds true
for many other commercial crops.

Consideration might be given to shifting
the production of specific crops away from
areas of chronically severe pest infestation
to those where these problems do not exist.
The shift to a pest-free area would eliminate
the need for insecticides. In effect, this is
already being done in the production of
virus-free seed potatoes. In this case, the
potatoes are grown Iin areas remote from
major virus sources (the viruses are trans-
mitted by insects), which guarantee a dis-
ease-free potato crop and obviates the need
for pesticides.

It can even be envisaged that a crop as
extensive as cotton might be shifted from
the southeast, where it is chronically ravaged
by the boll weevil (thereby accounting for
this country’'s major use of hard organo-
chlorine insecticides) to the arid southwest
where the boll weevil either does not occur,
as in desert areas of California, or is of only
minor significance.

The integrated control concept—the eco-
logical approach to pest control—must be
fostered among pest control researchers, and
research on pest management systems ex-
pended as rapidly as possible. There is a
critical need for information on pest dam-
age levels, natural control, ecology, seasonal
activity, and on the the nature of agro-eco-
systems., Such studies will provide critical
information permitting better timing and
placement of insecticidal treatments and lead
to the development of alternative control
measures. Currently, studies of this sort are
being supported by federal and state agencles
and some of the commodity groups, but need
more support.

It follows from the above that there is a
need for greatly expanded efforts to develop
or exploit specific control techniques that are
alternatives to chemical control. This in-
cludes biologlcal, genetical and cultural
methods as well as the use of hormones, at-
tractants, and repellents. Increased research
in these areas should be undertaken as
quickly as possible.

More sophisticated controls and control
programs will create a demand for more
highly qualified people in pest control. Con-
sequently, there is an urgent need to develop
a training program for ecologlcally-oriented
pest control advisers. Economic entomologists
versed in the principles of integrated control
are extremely rare today and badly needed.
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Furthermore, many of the nation's university
research and agricultural extension personnel
are hopelessly obsolete and simply cannot or
will not accept the need for change in pest
control research and advisement. In fact, they
actually encumber the development of ad-
vanced pest control systems. These people
are a liability and should be phased out of
positions of influence as quickly and merci-
fully as possible.

The training of the new breed of re-
searchers and advisers will entail curriculum
planning, staffing of faculties and the de-
velopment of internship programs. This
implies a need for federal and private grants
to support on-going costs of the programs
and to provide fellowships for the students
of pest management. The fellowships, in part,
might well be in the form of research
assistantships established from funds allo-
cated to subsidize the development of eco-
logically selective pesticides. Funds might
also be derived from taxes levied on pesticide
sales, and even on the pesticide users them-
selves.

Agencies such as the National Institute of
Health, the National Science Foundation, the
Agricultural Research Service, the U.S. Fish
and Game Department and Forest Service
might also support the fellowship program
as well as the development of curricula and
Iacilities for the training of pest control tech-
nologists, Conservation organizations might
participate, too. Finally, the commodity
groups—the cotton, corn, deciduous fruit,
citrus, soybean, vegetable, and livestock and
poultry Industries, and of course the food
processing industry—might also support this
program.

Some of the suggestions just offered may
be impossible to implement. Some will surely
evoke violent reaction from certain quarters.
There will be the inevitable allegations (al-
ready heard) that they are unworkable
theoretical schemes.

But as matters now stand, we are at the
brink of economic and ecological disaster in
pest control. The insects are beating us in the
competition game, and have forced us into
an environmentally damaging strategy.

We cannot stand on the status quo. It is a
one-way street to ecological disaster. So we
must turn to new ideas, no matter how
revolutionary. They offer us the best chance
of escape; perhaps the only one. Ideas are
literally all we've got; and we need them
quickly and in abundance.

HUNGER IN AMERICA

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I joined the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. McGoverN) and the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) to introduce S. 1773, a bill to
amend the Food Stamp Act.

Certainly I am pleased to be associated
with still another attempt to design a
food stamp program which meets the
need.

But just as certain, I am discouraged
that a combination of factors makes it
necessary to make still another attempt
to do what should have been accom-
plished years ago.

This Chamber and the White House
have been the setting for some im-
pressive oratory on the subject of hunger.

Congress has vowed to end hunger in
America and 2 years ago the Senate set
up a special committee to suggest how
that goal could best be achieved,

The President has vowed to end hun-
ger in America, and 18 months ago he
convened a White House Conference on
Food, Nutrition, and Health to recom-

14875

mend how that goal could best be
achieved.

And yet today, after the rhetoric, after
the special committee and White House
conference, after approving a bill last
year which was hailed by some as ex-
panding the program, there are still at
least 10 million persons who are eligible
for the program but not receiving any
type of Federal food assistance—10 mil-
lion persons who are potentially hungry
or malnourished.

And yet today, after all the talk, and
after the good words uttered about the
bill Congress passed last year, we find
that as a result of new food stamp regu-
lations issued by the Department of Agri-
culture, the program will reach fewer—
let me repeat—fewer—persons than it
did last year.

To document that fact I ask unani-
mous consent that articles by Nick Kotz,
published in the Washington Post of
March 30, and by Richard Madden, pub-
lished in the New York Times of April
30, be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks,

Perhaps this instance—one of many—
of the gap between rhetoric and reality
is one reason why some people have taken
to the streets of Washington in recent
days, one reason why many more who
have not joined in these activities share
their lack of confidence in the ability or
in the will of their Government to meet
its commitments; even a commitment so
basic as to feed the hungry.

So it is that I had mixed emotions
about cosponsoring still another bill to
do what we said we would do 2 years
ago. I mention my mixed emotions not
to indicate a lack of interest in this bill,
but rather to emphasize as strongly as I
can the obligation to act swiftly and
favorably on this proposal.

It will humanize the work requirement
in the current law by not allowing the
starvation of children in a situation
where a recalcitrant parent or brother or
sister refuses to work.

The bill will make the food stamp
allotment realistic. It will provide enough
stamps for a family to purchase a nutri-
tionally adequate diet.

Perhaps, more important, it will pro-
vide the authorizations for funds neces-
sary to expand the program to all those
who at present need, and are without,
Federal food assistance.

Mr. President, we can end hunger. The
danger is that we will not. If we do not
devote the energy and talent and re-
sources necessary to end hunger in
America, what then will we have energy
and commitment to do?

Let us act now so that we will not have
to make still another plea next year.

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 30, 1971]

RuULES on Foobp STaMPs ADMITTEDLY To

RoLis
(By Nick Eotz)

The Agriculture Department has proposed
new food stamp regulations that it admits
would eliminate benefits for 350,000 recip-

ients and reduce benefits for another
1,750,000.

The figures were disputed, however, by an
attorney who specializes in food stamp law.
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He told a senate committee yesterday that
as many as 4 million of 1014 million recipi-
ents would lose part or all their benefits.

Sen, George McGovern (D-8.D.), chairman
of the Senate Select Committee on Nutri-
tion, said the proposed regulations are *“in-
credible and outrageous,” and clearly subvert
the will of Congress which was to Increase
participation and benefits in the program.

McGovern will introduce a Senate resolu-
tion asking a delay of the May 17 imple-
mentation date for the regulations.

The Senate resolution would not have the
force of law, but is designed politically to
force a reconsideration of the rules.

The regulations are intended to implement
the 1970 Food Stamp Reform Act, hailed last
January by President Nixon as expanding
food benefits to meet problems of hunger and
malnutrition in America. Chief features were
free food stamps for the very poor and na-
tional eligibility standards designed to re-
place a patch work quilt of state standards,
thereby making many more persons eligible
in some states.

However, Assistant Agriculture Secretary
Richard Lyng acknowledged in a statement
yesterday that the proposed regulations,
while making many persons newly eligible,
would also eliminate eligibility or reduce
benefits for about 2.1 million persons. Lyng
sald the net result would be no change in
total participation.

In effect, the regulations would make many
more persons eligible in those states, mostly
in the South, which have stringent eligibility
requirements, but would cut or eliminate
benefits to many in industrial northern and
western states.

The restrictive features seem designed to
bring the program in conformance with the
administration's more conservative welfare
reform bill.

A food stamp participant pays up to 30 per
cent of his income for stamps, and receives
stamps of greater value redeemable for food
at groceries. For example, a family of four
with $200 monthly income would pay $60
monthly fo recelve $108 worth of stamps.

A family of four with less than #8360
monthly income would be eligible. With less
than $30 monthly family income, the stamps
would be free.

Ronald F. Pollack, a respected constitu-
tional lawyer and stafl attorney for the Co-
lumbia University Center on Social Welfare,
Policy and Law, analyzed the proposed regu-
lations for the Senate committee. Among his
points:

Most welfare familles in New York, New
Jersey and Connecticut would have benefits
reduced to a few dollars, making participa-
tion of doubtful benefit. Arthur Schiff, direc-
tor of the New York City food stamp pro-
gram, sald the regulations would increase the
cost of stamps for 292,227 welfare families or
cases and reduce the stamp bonus benefits
for 239,016,

Almost all California recipients of welfare
ald for the elderly, blind and totally disabled
would be entirely eliminated from participa-
tion in the food stamp program.

About 820,000 poor persons would be elimi-
nated from eligibility because they share
housing with a non-family member. This
provision of the law was aimed at banning
“hipples"” who live in communes, but Pollack
sald it would mostly hurt the indigent and
their poor friends or neighbors who provide
them housing.

Hundreds of thousands of welfare recipi-
ents, in such diverse states as California, Col-
orado, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, Min-
nesota, Nevada, South Carolina and Texas
will lose food stamp eligibility. Previously, all
welfare reciplents were eligible, but now
welfare familles are permitted only 81,600 in
maximum resources, exclusive of homes and
autos. Hardest hit would be industrial work-
ers now laid off who still have some money
in their savings accounts.
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An administrative nightmare will be cre-
ated, contends Pollack, as welfare reciplents
have to qualify all over again for food stamp
participation.

Several million poor will be eliminated or
have reduced benefits because of new defini-
tions of what constitutes income in deter-
mining eligibility. No longer exempted as in-
come, as in HEW’s welfare programs, are
scholarships, educational loans, veterans' ed-
ucational benefits and work-incentive pay-
ments in welfare retraining programs.

Pollack also criticized the law's new work
requirement as especially harsh because it
does not permit a person to refuse an offered
Job even when he can conclusively demon-
strate that the work will gravely endanger his
health and safety. If a person refuses a job
at a salary of at least $1.30 an hour, his entire
family can be cut off benefits.

[From the New York Times, Apr. 30, 1971]
Ciry FicHTS SHIFT IN Foop StaMP PLAN
(By Richard L. Madden)

WasHINGTON.—Proposed Federal regula-
tlons designed to establish national eligibil-
ity standards for food stamps would seriously
impair the relatively new food-stamp pro-
gram in New York City, the Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs
was told today.

Arthur Schiff, director of the food stamp
program in New York City, sald that the
combined effect of the proposed new Federal
regulations and the 10 per cent reduction in
welfare benefits voted recently by the New
York State Leglslature “will be to decimate,
and that is not too strong a word, the food-
stamp program in New York City.”

Ronald F. Pollack, director of the Food Re-
search and Action Center, a federally fi-
nanced antipoverty organization in New York
City designed to increase participation by
the poor in Federal food programs, also testi-
fied that, under the proposed Federal rule
changes, “New York State, New Jersey and
Connecticut welfare families will drop out
like flies from the food-stamp program,
thereby possibly forcing these states to
totally discontinue participation in the pro-
gram.”

The Agriculture Department proposed
April 15 that uniform eligibility standards be
established for food stamp programs in all
states, under revised food stamp legislation
passed last year by Congress.

Up to now, welfare recipients, for example,
had been automatically eligible to partici-
ipate in the food stamp program, which
allows poor people to buy stamps at a fixed
cost and redeem the coupons for food at a
higher value than the cost of the stamps at
grocery stores.

Under the proposed regulations, the in-
come of a family as well as its other assets
would be taken into account in determining
its eligibllity for food stamps.

MEMORANDUM CITED

The Agriculture Department asked for
comments on its proposed regulations by
May 17 and sald the new rules could go into
effect by the end of September.

After listening to part of the testimony
today, Senator George S. McGovern, Demo-
crat of South Dakota and chairman of the
committee, saild the panel would consider
offering a Congressional resolution delaying
the new guldelines.

Mr. Pollack cited an Administration memo-
randum stating that of 105 million food
stamp recipients, an estimated 340,000 would
be ineligible under the new rules, while 1.7
million others would recelve reduced benefits.
He estimated that up fo two million addi-
tional people could be excluded from the food
stamp program in part because of the pro-
posed methods of determining a family’s
income.

As for New York Clty, which has been par-
ticipating in the program since last Septem-
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ber, Mr. Schiff said that the new regulations
would increase the cost of food stamps for
292,227 welfare recipients and in addition
reduce avallable stamp bonuses for 230,018
of those cases. About 850,000 New Yorkers
participate in the program.

Mr. Schiff and Mr. Pollack contended that
the effect of the rule changes would be to
reduce the Federal food stamp funds avail-
able to New York and other urban states
while increasing the eligibility of people In
rural states,

GENOCIDE TREATY DOES NOT IM-
PINGE ON CITIZEN'S RIGHTS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one
frequent objection to the Genocide Con-
vention is that it clears the way for
U.S. citizens to be tried in foreign courts
without the rights guaranteed by the
Constitution. This is not the case.

At the present time, if a foreign power
holds an American citizen, there is noth-
ing this Nation can do to prevent that
power from trying him on any charge it
wishes to bring, from shoplifting to
espionage, even to genocide. The Conven-
tion in no way changes this situation.

What about extradition? Would the
United States, if we ratified the Genocide
Convention, be required to extradite an
American citizen to another nation to
stand trial without the constitutional
safeguards for an alleged crime of geno-
cide committed within the borders of that
nation? The answers is no.

The Genocide Convention is not self-
executing. Congress would have to enact
the implementing legislation, and the
Convention expressly provides that this
legislation be in accord with our own
Constitution. The problem of extradition
would be dealt with through the negotia-
tion of treaties with other nations which
would have to be ratified by the Senate.
Without an extradition treaty dealing
with genocide, we would not be required
to extradite a person accused of it. We
have never negotiated an extradition
treaty with a nation that does not pro-
vide either our form of due legal proc-
ess or what we consider to be the equiva-
lent of it. There is some doubt as to
whether we could under the Constitu-
tion, as this would be an action of the
government that would infringe on the
rights of the individual.

We now have extradition treaties with
more than 80 nations, none of which gives
away the rights of Americans. None of
these treaties includes genocide. These
treaties would have to be renegotiated
before extradition for genocide became
possible. The same protection of consti-
tutional rights that we now have would
still be there. The only difference between
the renegotiated treaties and the ones
we have now would be the addition of
one more crime to the list of extraditable
offenses. We are trying to do this now
with air piracy.

The testimony before the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee, last spring, of
Mrs. Rita Hauser, U.S. Representative to
the Human Rights Commission, and Mr.
George Aldrich, Deputy Legal Adviser to
the State Department, both of whom ac-
companied U.N. Ambassador Charles
Yost, and of William Rehnquist, Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Legal
Counsel, Department of Justice, accom-
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panied by Jack Goldklang, dealt with the
subject of extradition under the Geno-
cide Convention. These experts in the
field believe that the Convention would
not endanger the rights of Americans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the relevant portions of this
testimony be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

EXCERPTS OF TESTIMONY BEFORE THE SENATE
ForeEIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE
PRESENT LIABILITY OF AMERICAN CITIZENS
FOR CRIMES ABROAD

Senator CEURCH. In regard to the argument
that If we become a party to the convention,
U.S. citizens can be tried abroad without the
constitutional guarantees of trial by jury
and other safeguards, 1s this not the case now
if our citlzens commit crimes abroad?

Mr. REENQUIST. Yes. My understanding of
the state of international law in that regard
is that if a U.S. citizen commits a crime under
Bulgarian law in Bulgaria there is nothing in
the world the United States can do to prevent
him from being tried by the Bulgarian courts,

Senator CHURcH. The only modification
that should be made to your statement has
to do with the question of extradition.

Where this country has presently in effect
an extradition treaty with another country,
is it not now possible for that other country
to secure the extradition of an American citi-
zen on & charge of crime committed within
the jurisdiction of the requesting country?
And the American citizen, pursuant to the
terms of the treaty, can now be delivered
over to the other country for trial?

Mr. REENQUIST. That certainly is my un-
derstanding, if the crime is one named in the
treaty and the other requirements of ex-
tradition are complied with.

Senator CHURCH. This convention would
not be breaking new ground where extradi-
tion is concerned except insofar as it defines
a new crime, isn't that correct?

Mr. REHNQUIST. Yes, I think one might also
say that the ruling out of the political crime
as a defense to extradition is perhaps some-
thing of a new departure.

THE OBLIGATION TO EXTRADITE

Senator CHURCH. What is the present pol-
icy of the United States with respect to ex-
tradition to countries where our form of due
process Is not observed,

Mr, REENQUIST. My knowledge on that sub-
ject, Mr. Chairman, comes from the State De-
partment people who have already testified
before you. I will certainly repeat my under-
standing. That is that extradition treaties are
not negotiated with those countries which do
not have either our form of due process or
something we regard as the equivalent of it.

Senator CHURCH. Suppose the United States
enters into this treaty and another country,
also a party to the treaty, charges a U.S.
citizen with having committed genocide
within its borders. Meanwhile, the citizen
charged has returned to the United States.
The United States chooses to try this citizen
in its own courts and finds him innocent.
Let's assume two situations. Suppose, first of
all, that the citizen in question is charged
with genocide, tried by an American court,
and found innocent. The other country, how-
ever, is dissatisfied with the outcome of the
proceedings and requests extradition of this
citizen to try him in its own courts for
genocide.

Would there be an obligation under the
treaty in those circumstances to deliver the
citizen over to the other country for trial?

Mr. REaNQUIsT. Mr. Chairman, it would of
course depend first on the language of the
treaty. I assume from your hypothetical that
the treaty would indicate delivery to be made
even though the man had already been tried
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once in this country. I think, frequently,
treaties themselves contain exceptions.

Senator CHURCE. I am concerned about thd;
language of this treaty.

Mr. ReanquisT. Well, my understanding of
this treaty is that it does not itself contain
an exception but this would be found, I be-
lieve, in the extradition treaty rather than
this treaty. This treaty simply establishes
the duty to make the substantive offense a
crime, and one would look in the extradition
treaties for provisions affecting double
jeopardy. I might add that even though the
extradition treaty did not preclude rendition
under these circumstances, I think there
would be a rather serlous question that could
be raised on habeas corpus under the double
jeopardy provision of our Constitution, as
long as the United States was taking action
which would, in effect, result in a second
trial of this man for the same offense.

DOUBLE JEOPARDY CLAUSE AND GENOCIDE

Senator CHUrCH, Can you tell us, or can
your expert witness tell us, what the present
extradition treaties provide In the matter of
double jeopardy?

Mr. Reanguist. I will turn to Mr. Gold-
klang.

Mr. GoLpkLANG. Well, they do not all pro-
vide the exact same thing but most of them
have language which Is in substance identical
to the double jeopardy clause in our own
Constitution. Although there may be some
disagreement as to whether when these
treaties were negotiated they meant exactly
the same thing as the constitutional provi-
sion. I think it is quite possible if the matter
were tested out before an American court on
a question of extradition they would be held
to be the same.

Senator CHURCH. Let us suppose a second
hypothetical case. Another country, a party
to the treaty, charges a U.S. citizen who in
the interval has returned to the United
States for the crime of genoclide. That citi-
zen is trled In an American court for a dif-
ferent crime, let us say murder, and he is
acquitted.

Now, the other country brings an extradi-
tion proceeding and requests that this person
be returned to it for trial on the charge of
genocide. Are we obliged by this treaty to
turn that citizen over to the forelgn country
so requested?

Mr. REENQUIST. Let me address myself to
the constitutional proposition, if I may, and
then I will request Mr. Goldklang for his
views on the treaty construction.

I think under the recent decision of the
Supreme Court in Ashe v. Swensen, which
was a case decided about 3 weeks ago, that
a doctrine of collateral estoppel has been
developed for purposes of interpreting the
double jeopardy provision so If there are
common elements to the crime, and it is
apparent that the acquittal was based on an
adverse finding by the jury as to one of these
common elements, that the double jeopardy
provision could probably be invoked in this
situation,

Mr. Gorpxrane. If we start with the
premise that the language of the treaty is
nearly identical to that in the double jeop-
ardy clause I rather imagine if it were tested
out in our courts they would reach a similar
construction. I discussed this with the peo-
ple in the State Department and some of
them say that there might not be that exact
understanding now as to how the treaties
operate. Some of our treaties specifically say
you can't be tried twice for the “same act,”
and in that case it would be a bit clearer.

Senator CHUrcH, The reach of this treaty,
then, will depend on how the particular ex-
tradition treaties are drafted.

Mr. REENQUIST. Yes,

EXTRADITION TREATIES

Mrs. Hauser, Article VII of the conven-
tion provides that parties pledge to grant
extradition of persons charged with genocide
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“in accordance with their laws and treatles
in force" and that there shall be no defense
to extradition on the grounds that the crime
was a “political” one. U.S. law provides for
extradition only where there is an extradi-
tion treaty in force,

The convention does not purport to be an
extradition treaty. It would require only that
the United States provide for extradition for
genocide in new extradition treaties which
we might negotiate or in revisions of exist-
ing extradition treatles.

Thus, no person could be extradited from
the United States for trial in a foreign coun-
try on a genoclide charge unless we have an
extradition treaty with that country making
genoclde an extraditable offense. There are
at present no such treatlies in existence with
any country.

We would not negotiate such treaties until
the Congress has passed legislation making
genocide a crime In the United States, be-
cause it is our policy, shared with most coun-
tries, not to make an offense extraditable
unless it is a crime in both the state request-
ing extradition and the state receiving the
request.

Another factor in any decision to nego-
tiate an extradition treaty ls whether the
judicial process of the other country affords
persons who may be extradited a fair trial.
In addition, since extradition treaties often
remain in force for a long time, during which
judicial systems can change, basic procedural
protections have to be bullt into the treaty

at the beginning.

SAFEGUARD PROPOSED ON EXTRADITION CLAUSES

While the Senate would have an opportu-
nity to review these aspects of each extradi-
tion treaty actually concluded when asked
for advice and consent to ratification, it may
be helpful for me to outline now the basic
safeguards we have in mind. First, any ex-
tradition treaty will require the state re-
questing extradition to produce sufficient
evidence to persuade both a U.S. court and
the executive that the person sought would
be held for trial under U.S. law if the offense
had been committed here.

Second, any extradition treaty will assure
the person sought the right to the remedies
and recourses provided by the law of the re-
quested state. In the United States, for ex-
ample, habeas corpus would be available.
Next, any extradition treaty will preclude ex-
tradition when the person sought is under-
going or has undergone trial in the United
States for the same act.

Article VI of the convention provides that
persons charged with genocide shall be tried
in the state where the act was committed,
but this provision contemplates the obliga-
tion of the state and does not exclude trial
by other states having jurisdiction.
IMPLEMENTING LEGISLATION TO RESERVE THE

RIGHT TO TRY AMERICAN NATIONALS

The negotiating record of the Genocide
Convention makes clear, in particular, that
trial for acts committed in a foreign country
could be held in the state of which the de-
fendent is a national. We believe that the
statute implementing the convention should
cover not only acts committed in the terri-
tory of the United States, but, in addition,
acts committed anywhere by American na-
tionals.

Such a statute would not only carry out
the obligation of the United States under
article VI but also provide one means of try-
ing and punishing Americans for acts com=
mitted abroad. As I mentioned earlier, the
“double jeopardy” program of extradition
treaties would prevent extradition of
Americans actually in the process of trial or
who have been tried. There is a situation
not covered by this standard provision, how-
ever, that we propose to deal with by a spe-
cial provision in the case of genocide, That
is the case where a request for extradition of
an American is made before criminal pro-
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ceedings have been initiated in the United
Btates.

In that limited case, we would reserve dis-
cretion to initiate proceedings ourselves,
rather than extradite. In other words, if a
prima facle case of genocide were made out
against an American natlonal, and as a prac-
tical matter he could be tried in the United
States, we could elect to try him in our
courts and refuse extradition.

We believe this special protection is justi-
fled because the convention precludes the
refusal of extradition on the ground that the
offense Is political.

I have thought it desirable to go into this
question of extradition at some length to
allay any apprehensions that ratification of
the Genocide Convention might force at some
time in the future the United States to ex-
tradite Americans for trial abroad on
trumped up charges of genocide.

The facts are that a convincing case must
be presented for extradition on any charge,
and that, in the unlikely event that such a
case is presented involving an American na-
tional and the crime of genocide, the United
States would be free to initlate criminal
proceedings itself and refuse extradition. I
believe that we could not ask for more.

Mr, Chairman, that concludes my state-
ment.

NEED TO RENEGOTIATE PRESENT EXTRADITION
TREATIES

Senator CHuUrcH. If I understand your
testimony on the extradition aspects of this
convention, it would require renegotiation
of all the extradition treaties to which the
United States is presently a party. Is that
correct?

Mr. ArpricH. To cover genocide in all of
those treaties it would have to be specifically
added as an extraditable offense; yes, sir,

Senator CHURCH. So all of our present ex-
tradition treaties will have to be reopened
if this convention is ratified?

Mr. AipricH. Yes, Mr. Chairman; except
that I think we would not construe this ob-
ligation as one that would require us imme-
diately to go out and negotiate an amend-
ment to each extradition treaty, but as we
were able to do so, reasonably quickly and in
the process of negotiating other amendments,
we would add genocide.

I might mention that we are presently en-
gaged in a rather substantial exercise of re-
negotlating extradition treaties or negotiat-
ing amendments to extradition treaties to
cover the airplane hijacking problem and in-
sofar as we are doing that, once the neces-
sary legislation were passed to make geno-
cide a crime in the United States, then we
would add genocide as well as the hijacking
in those negotiations.

NO OBLIGATION TO NEGOTIATE EXTRADITION
TREATIES WITH ALL OTHER PARTIES

Senator CHURCH. Would this convention, if
ratified, impose an obligation on the United
States to enter into extradition treaties with
all of the signatories to this convention?

Mr. AvpricH. No, Mr. Chairman, it would
not. The convention clearly states that extra-
dition shall be in accordance with the laws
and treaties in force. The concluslon of ex-
tradition treaties is a discretionary matter
between the States concerned, and we would
only conclude extradition treaties on the
basis that we would have concluded them in
the past, that is, when it was in the national
interest to do so. :

Senator CHURcCH. You see no further obli-
gation imposed on the United States once
it becomes a party to this convention since
one of the purposes of the treaty is to secure
extradition of individuals accused of geno-
cide. I should think it would follow, then,
that if we ratified the convention, we assume
some added obligation to enter into appro-
priate extradition treatles in order to glve
force and effect to the convention?

Mr. AvpricH. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think
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if it had been desired to do that, this con-
« vention could have incorporated the neces-
»sary extradition provisions as a multilateral
convention on extradition but it did not do
so. It specifically refers to the laws and
treaties in force.

It is my understanding that it was clearly
understood at that time that this implied
that there would not always be the possibil-
ity of extradition.

Senator CrURCH. Does any other member
of the panel wish to reply to that question?

Mrs. Havuser. If I may, Senator Church,
I think that 1s perfectly clear from the
language of article VII itself which pledges
the contracting states to grant extradition
in accordance with the laws and treaties in
force. When I reread the history of the draft-
ing of the convention, it appeared that that
language, “laws and treaties in force,” was
made at the suggestion of the United States
and was clearly intended, in accordance with
this legislative history, that extradition
would be encompassed under the existing
extradition treaties as amended.

They would cover genocide; there was no
intent on the part of any of the member
states, at least as seen in the debates on
this convention, to impose a positive obliga-
tion on any member state to enter into a
new extradition treaty.

Senator CHURCH. You agree, then, with
Mr. Aldrich?

Mrs. Hauvser. Yes, I do.

Senator CrurcH. And if this convention
were ratified, the United States would still
remain as free as it is today to plck and
choose those countries—whether or not they
are signatories to the convention—with
which we would be willing to enter into
extradition treaties?

Mrs. HAUSER. Yes, sir.

SBenator CHURrRCH. And the obligation to
extradite would be limited to those countries
with which we had such treaties?

Mrs. Hauser. Yes, sir, if you like, the only
substantive change that article VII makes in
extradition law is that no country, when
looking at its extradition treaty, can say
that we refuse extradition because the crime
in gquestion was a political offense. As I am
sure you know, political offenses are gen-
erally excluded from the ambit of extradition
treaties.

And legislative history shows that many
of the parties were concerned that should
genocide occur, within the context of some
war or other political battle, that the gullty
state would say we cannot extradite an indi-
vidual because this was a political offense.
That is the real thrust of article VII,

ERVIN HEARINGS ON PRIVACY (1)—
TESTIMONY OF CHRISTOPHER H.
PYLE

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in February
and March of this vear the Subcommittee
on Constitutiona! Rights conducted
hearings on Federal data banks, com-
puters, and the Bill of Rights. We began
with a thorough investigation of the
charges which had been made concern-
ing military surveiliance of domestic po-
litical activity. Then we looked at the
data-collection activities of several other
Government departments.

The subcommittee also examined the
confidentiality and security of informa-
tion kept in Government files. Witnesses
described the existing state of computer
security and discussed with the subcom-
mittee problems arising out of the use of
computers to store personal data. Au-
thorities on the individual’s right to pri-
vacy analyzed the pertinent legal deci-
sions and recommended steps that could
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be taken to protect Americans from the
abuses of a dossier society. The subcom-
mittee heard much testimony detailing
the need for legislation in this area and
received suggestions on the type of in-
dividual protection that would be both
desirable and feasible.

There has been a great deal of public
interest in these hearings and I think
that it is important for the people of this
country to have access to the views of
our witnesses. They should not have to
rely on the summaries to be found in
news reports. Unfortunately, the sub-
committee does not have a sufficient sup-
ply of the prepared statements to fill the
many requests that have come in for
different witnesses’ testimony and the
hearing record will not be available in
print for some time. Moreover, hearing
records only receive limited circulation.
Therefore, I believe that it would be
worth while to place some of the more
important and frequently requested pre-
pared statements in the CoNGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Today I should like to place in the
Recorp a summarized version of the
statement of Mr. Christopher H. Pyle,
a former captain in Army intelligence,
whose testimony establishes a framework
for understanding the Army’s civil dis-
turbance program. Mr. Pyle first dis-
closed the Army surveillance program in
an article in the Washington Monthly
for January 1970.

In the days fo come I shall place in the
Recorp statements by other former Army
agents detailing their activities in mili-
tary intelligence. I shall also include the
testimony of representatives of the De-
fense and Justice Departments describ-
ing their positions on the facts and the
law involved with surveillance activities
and the more general problems of Gov-
ernment information collection. Follow-
ing this I shall submit other prepared
statements concerning the present state
of the law and of privacy with respect to
the Federal Government’s information
gathering activities,

I ask unanimous consent that the testi-
mony of Mr. Pyle be printed in the Rec-
oRD at this point.

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

STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER H. PYLE

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-
committee, I wish to thank you for this op-
portunity to discuss what I believe to be the
alarming growth of political data banks and
the surveillance of lawful political activi-
ties within the United States.

In response to your request to testify I
have prepared two statements. Both are
very lengthy. With your permission I would
prefer to go through them with you and sim-

ply to emphasize what I consider to be their
essentlal points.

Before I begin my statement I think it
would be helpful if I told you a little about
myself and how I came to learn of the Army’s
survelillance of civilian politics.

In 1961 I was commissioned upon gradua-
tion from Bowdoin College as an officer in
the Army Reserves. My call to active duty,
however, was postponed while I obtained an
LL.B. from Columbia Law School and Masters
Degree in Public Law and Government, also
from Columbia.

On August 1, 1966, I entered on active duty.
Following training at Fort Benning and Fort
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Holabird as an intelligence officer and coun-
terintelligence agent, I was assigned to the
Army Intelligence School as an Instructor
in Investigative Legal Principles. I began
teaching there in March 1967 and remained
on the Intelligence School faculty until my
release from active duty on July 31, 1968.

At the Intelligence School my main re-
sponsibility was to teach a 30-hour course
in Investigative Legal Principles to officers
and enlisted men who were being tralned as
special agents in Army counterintelligence.
These were the agents who later went to work
in the CONUS intelligence program.

One of my secondary duties was to teach
a one-hour class entitled “CONUS Intelli-
gence and Spot Reports.” At this time, this
class was the only training which Army
agents recelved before being assigned to the
units which collected information on civilian
politics as part of the civil disturbance early
warning system.

The instruction I gave to my classes in
CONUS intelligence was largely based upon
the laws authorizing the military to assist
civilian authorities to control riots. The
presentation concentrated on the needs of
commanders of riot control units for in-
formation on the physical layout of cities
within which their troops might be deployed.
Nothing in the instruction I gave touched
on the collection of personality or organiza-
tional data pertaining to lawful civilian po-
litical activity. At that time I did not know
that this type of activity was going on.

One day in late February or early March
of 1968 a lieutenant came up to me after
class and said, “Captain Pyle, you don't know
too much about this, do you?” I replied, “No,
not really. What can you tell me"”? He sald,
“Well, before coming to this class I was a
special duty officer at the CONUS Intelli-
gence Section at the Intelligence Command.
If you would like, I could arrange a briefing
there for you.”

I sald I would like that very much. Two
weeks later he took me and another legal
instructor to the Intelligence Command
Headquarters for the briefing.

At the Intelligence Command we were in-
troduced to Mr. Andrew Havre, a civilian,
and to a Major McLay, who together ran the
CONUS Intelligence Sectlon. Mr. Havre con-
ducted most of the briefing which lasted for
about an hour and 15 minutes.

He showed us a battery of teletype ma-
chines over which many of the CONUS in-
telligence reports were received and passed
on to higher headquarters. We also saw file
cabinets in which spot reports on individuals
and incidents were being kept.

In addition, Mr. Havre showed us a deck
of cards on which names of persons and In-
cildents were being entered. These were com-
puter cards. On the top of the deck was &
card which bore the name of Arlo Tatum,
Executive Director of the Central Commit-
tee for Conscientious Objectors. The only no-
tation on the card stated that Mr. Tatum
had once delivered a speech on the legal
rights on conscientious objectors at the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma. The source of the in-
formation on the card was the campus news-
paper.

Mr, Havre also showed us an eight and a
half by ten-inch paperback mug book which
he referred to as the ““blacklist.” I asked him
what the mug book was for. He replied, “To
keep track of people who might cause trou-
ble for the Army."”

Before we left the briefing Mr, Havre gave
me two copies of an intelligence summary for
the week of March 11-18, 1968. When I left
the Army in July I took one copy of this
intelligence report with me and left the
other in the school files. I have that report
with me now. It is an unclassified document
which I submit for the Subcommittee's
attention.

As we left the Intelligence Command that
day, the instructor who accompanied me
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asked Mr. Havre if any of the information
he had given us was classified. Mr. Havre sald
it was not. That information later became
the basis for my first article in the Washing-
ton Monthly.

At this point I should make it clear that
this briefing formed the basis of most of my
direct personal knowledge of the program. I
did see some CONUS intelligence activity
during briefings at the 109th Military Intel-
ligence Group’s headquarters office at Fort
Meade, and at its region and field offices in
Baltimore, Maryland. But basically my in-
formation—the information that I published
in my first Washington Monthly article—
came from the briefing at the Intelligence
Command headquarters in late March, 1968.
5o, much of what I have to say should be re-
garded as hearsay based upon investigations
;i\rgl:;lch I have done subsequent to January,

0.

What I heard and saw in the course of the
briefing, however, was more than enough on
which to form an opinion. Even as Mr,
Havre escorted us from the bullding I was
aware that the Army had assembled the es-
sential apparatus of a police state.

There was nothing sinister about the in-
tentions of the men we met in the course of
the briefing. They all appeared to be well-
intentioned people trying to carry out their
assignments to the best of their abllity.
Nonetheless, they were running the ma-
chinery of a police state.

The briefing shocked and surprised me. I
understood what the lleutenant had meant
when he said “Captain Pyle, you don't know
too much about this, do you?”

About a month later, I received a telephone
call from the speech writer for General Wil-
liam H. Blakefield, the commanding general
of the Intelligence Command. The speech
writer called to ask if I had done any research
on the legal basis of the CONUS intelligence
program. Before I answered his question,
however, I asked him if Jack Marden, the
general's JAG officer, had prepared a memo-
randum on the legal basis of the program
when 1t was stepped up following the New-
ark riots in July 1967. He sald no, No memo-
randum outlining the legal basis of the pro-
gram had ever been prepared. I then re-
sponded to his question by telling him that
I had investigated the Army's authority for
the program. I had studied the laws author-
izing the use of troops to quell riots, insur-
rections, and rebellions and had read Rankin
and Dallmayr’'s Freedom and Emergency
Powers in the Cold War, then as now the
leading book on martial law and military
assistance to civilian authorities. I advised
him that I belleved that the Army clearly
had the authority to go out into cities to
collect the tactical intelligence on approach
routes, potential bivouac sites, and similar
information essential to the efficient deploy-
ment of troops. But I also told him that I
did not believe that the Army had been
authorized to go beyond the collection of
this tactical intelligence to collect infor-
mation on the political activities of law-
abiding citizens.

Furthermore, I told him that I thought
that the monitoring of civilians might very
well be held unconstitutional if challenged
in court because of the chilling effect which
knowledge of military surveillance could
have wupon the willingness of citizens
to participate in politics.

I also added that the program seemed to
violate the spirit, if not the letter, of the
Delimitations Agreement of 1949, The De-
limitations Agreement, signed by the Army,
Navy. Air Force and FBI was a sort of peace
treaty which sought to end a long period of
jurisdictional conflict. By that agreement the
Army acknowledged that the FBI had exclu-
sive jurisdiction to investigate civilians who
might be considered a threat to the national
security. The Delimitations Agreement was
published as Army Regulation 381-115.

14879

I concluded my remarks by observing that
if the existence of the program ever became
widely known the Army could be severely
embarrassed.

The general's speech writer thanked me for
my views, and sald that he would convey
them to the general. But I never heard from
him, or from his office, again. Shortly there-
after, I was released from active duty. After
a year of course work as a Ph.D. candidate
at Columbia University, I sat down and wrote
my first article.

I spent over two months writing the arti-
cle, because I knew that I had seen only one
corner of a much larger picture. I also
wanted to make sure that nothing I sald
would later be misconstrued either as an
attack upon the Army or as an incendiary
statement about the program. Much of the
article was an analysis of the Army’'s need
for, and authority to conduct the program. I
also discussed what I thought could be its
impact if it was allowed to continue un-
checked.

At the end of the article I suggested some
steps that might be taken by the Executive
Branch, by Congress, and by the courts to
limit the excesses of the program without re-
stricting the Army's ability to carry out its
legitimate functions. The article was pub-
lished in the January 1970 issue of the
Washington Monthly. You know much of
the history since then, so I won't go into
that in detall.

After the article was published in the
Washingion Monthly and in a number of
newspapers, I began to recelve telephone
calls and letters from former intelligence
agents. I had taught about 800 officers and
enlisted men at the Intelligence School and
many of them later came to question the
CONUS intelligence program. Some found it
distasteful. Some considered it unnecessary.
A few who remembered their instruction in
Investigative Legal Principles and the case
of Lamont v. Postmaster General suspected
that the program was unconstitutional.

These former agents offered to help me
a3 best they could. Many, however, found it
necessary to request anonymity. I don’t think
that there were many who feared reprisals
from the Army. Most tended to agree with
me that the people who work in Army intelll-
gence are generally very decent people. They
do not have sinister motives and would not
conduct reprisals. However, many of the
agents did fear that public identification of
them as critics of the Army and its surveil-
lance of political fringe groups might cost
them jobs or friends through misunder-
standings of their motives.

From the beginning I knew that writing
an article was not enough. People are always
saylng that there ought to be a law. But
they never tell us what the law should be or
how we should go about getting it passed. In
addition, as a student of political sclence
at Columbia I had some ideas about how I
thought a program as exténsive as this one
might be turned around. Essentially, I con-
celved the task as an exercise in persuasion.
Those opposed to military surveillance of
civillans would have to persuade those who
wanted to do it that they shouldn’t, either
because it 1s unconstitutional, illegal, im-
moral, unnecessary, or politically too danger-
ous. I was also curious to see what Influence
a private citizen with virtually no resources
could have on a governmental program he
opposed.

So I declided to devote about half of my
time to the effort. The first step was to get
the article published. The second was to per-
suade the American Civil Liberties Union to
initiate a lawsult. Later, as former agents
provided me with more information, and as I
was able to corroborate that information
through other agents, I began to function
as a clearing house for information which
I passed on to members of Congress and the
press. From the beginning I made it clear
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that I sought no personal publicity and no
financial gain. I also made it clear that I
spoke for no organization, and had no per-
sonal axe to grind with the Army.

Over the spring, thanks to the vigorous and
persistent efforts of members of Congress,
and particularly this Subcommittee, the
Army gradually changed its thinking and its
practices. The change began first, I belleve,
with the Army’s General Counsel, Robert E.
Jordan III. From what I have been able to
learn Mr, Jordan had doubts about this
program as early as the fall of 1968.

But it was also apparent from the responses
the Army was making to newspaper dis-
closures and Congressional criticlsm that the
civillans who were supposed to be in charge
of the Army did not really know the full
scope and nature of the program. Mr, Jor-
dan has since admitted as much to news-
paper reporters. Suspecting that they had not
been told the full story by the Assistant
Chief of Staff for Intelligence, Mr. Jordan
and Under Secretary of the Army Thaddeus
Beal went to Fort Holabird in the middle of
February 1970 to find out for themselves. As
a result of that investigation, I am told,
they learned of not one but two data banks—
one of incldent reports and another which
was a blographic index to dossiers on both
military personnel and ecivillans. Many of
the ecivillans described In thils data bank
were unassoclated with the military in any
way. In addition, extensive hard-copy paper
files on clvilian political activity were also
discovered at Fort Holabird.

As the spring wore on, former agents dis-
closed the existence of other computers.
They also told of other flles. Every military
intelligence group headquarters, all of their
subordinate reglon offices, virtually all of
their fleld offices, and some of their resi-
dence offices—close to 300 in all—kept ex-
tensive paper files on civillan organizations
and individuals.

I also learned that the Continental Army
Command was running a separate collection
operation.

At this point the evidence was getting so
complex that I had to stop and compile
a glossary of CONUS intelligence terms to
give to newsmen and others so that they
could understand the terms and organiza-
tion involved.

These charts to your left were prepared
for the American Civil Liberties Union,
They should give you a better idea of the
way the program ran.

The first chart shows the territorial juris-
dictions of the two collection agencies—the
Army Intelligence Command and the Con-
tinental Army Command. The Army Intelli-
gence Command in effect is a large white-
collar bureaucracy. Its main job is to con-
duct investigations of persons being consid-
ered for security clearances. Monitoring
civilian politics was a secondary assignment,
To carry out its missions, the Intelligence
Command employed between 1,000 and 1,200
plainclothes agents.

The Continental Army Command is the
big holding company for almost all state-
side Army troop units. For CONUS intelli-
gence agents it drew upon the military in-
telligence detachments assigned to stateside
troop divisions. I learned from Mr. Oliver
Peirce who had served with the Fifth Mil-
itary Intelligence Detachment at Fort Car-
son, Colorado, that the CONARC units some-
times competed with the military intelli-
gence groups of the Intelligence Command.
Not only did the Army units compete with
each other, they also competed with local
police intelligence squads, the FBI, the Se-
cret Service, and other agencies which col-
lected similar information, When they were
not competing with each other, these agen-
cies often swapped information about in-
dividuals and organizations.

The second chart tries to explain the dis-
tribution of information. The information
comes in—at the bottom-—from a varlety of
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sources, including liaison with elvillan law
enforcement agencies, press reports, and the
direct observations of Army agents. I would
like to emphasize here that liaison with civil-
ian law enforcement agencles, particularly
the FBI, was the main source of Informa-
tion, Army intelligence units collected rela-
tively little Information by their direct ob-
servation or by covert operations. Nonethe-
less, it is remarkable how many covert op-
erations were conducted by the Army.

The second chart also shows how the in-
formation moved up through the two collec~
tion agencles. Eventually it got to the Coun-
terintelligence Analysls Division. This unit is
now a Detachment; prior to being called a Di-
vision it was called a Branch. One of the
former analysts from that unit whom I met
in January 1970 was Mr. Ralph Stein who
also is here to testify this afternoon. Mr. Stein
and others told me of the role which the
Counterintelligence Analysis Division played
in the analysis of information and in the
levying of collection requirements on the two
collection networks beneath it.

They also explain how the information was
distributed to the Pentagon, to riot control
units, to every stateside Army command, to
the Army Materiel Command, to the Air De-
fense Command, to Army Headquarters in
Europe, Alaska, Hawall, and Panama, and to
all sorts of places which one just wouldn't
imagine would need regular reports about
minor civil disturbances in the United States.

I asked Mr. Havre about this during the
briefing. He told me that the reason his office
sent reports to Europe was to satisfy the curl-
osity of the people in Europe. They wanted
to hear what was going on in the States, so
the Intelligence Command reports became
in effect a news service for them.

Now, as the top of the Distribution Chart
indicates, one of the receivers of CONUS in-
telllgence information would be the Secretary
of the Army and his office. So far as I know,
however, the Secretary of the Army got very
little information. Reports did rise up to the
level of the Under Secretary and were part of
his morning briefings.

The Under Secretary during most of the
period was Mr. David E. McGiffert. Like the
Army General Counsel, Mr, McGiffert also
began to suspect that Army intelligence was
exceeding its authority along about the fall
of 1968. The first thing that surprised him,
according to his interviews with newsmen,
was & request from the Justice Department
for the Army’s video tapes of Abbie Hoffman.
The 113th MI Group had assigned a team
called “Midwest Audio-Visual News" (or
something like that) to masquerade as a
television news team during the demonstra-
tions in Chicago that accompanied the Dem-
ocratic National Convention of 1968,

Midwest News had the distinction of being
the only television news team at the time
of the Convention to gain an exclusive in-
terview with Mr. Hoffman. The two agents
who were on that team at that time became
famous within the Intelligence Command.
Their services were in great demand through-
out the country. Later they came to Wash-
ington for the Counterinaugural, and to
Catonsville, Maryland, for a draft protest.

A couple of weeks after the Hoffman In-
terview, the Justice Department asked the
Under Secretary for the fllms for use in the
Chicago Conspiracy Trial. According to Mr.
McGiffert this was the first he had heard
about this kind of activity. Until then, he
had always assumed that the Army collected
its ecivil disturbance information through
liaison with civilian agencles. Mr. McGiffert’'s
disclalmer sounded Incredible to me when I
first heard it. But since then I have talked
with intelligence analysts who have informed
me that the reports were “sanitized” in the
office of the Assistant Chief of Staff for In-
telligence so that when they appeared in
the Under Secretary's briefing they would
not indicate how or by whom the information
had been collected.
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According to Mr, Peirce, the same practice
of sanitizing files and reports had been used
by the Continental Army Command's Fifth
MI Detachment in Colorado Springs. The
agents who conducted undercover operations
in the city of Colorado Springs were in-
structed to write thelr agent reports in the
third person to make it appear as if the in-
formation had come from “walk-in inform-
ants”"—people who walk into the office and
volunteer information.

How much sanitizing went on throughout
the system, I don't know. But on at least two
different levels, one low down In the struc-
ture, and one at the highest echelon, there
was a conscious effort to conceal the fact
that Army intelligence was collecting infor-
mation on the politics of civilians by covert
means,

The third chart describes the storage sys-
tem used within the Intelligence Command
and the Continental Army Command to store
this great mass of information. At the lowest
level Army intelligence units kept paper files
of all kinds. These included dossiers, card
files, photographs, and clippings on individ-
uals, and organizations.

I have a card file from the 113th Military
Intelligence Group located in Minneapolis
which covers just a couple of months during
the spring of 1968, It is an unclassified file
which was discarded about a year later. An
agent took it with him when he left the
service.

As I leaf through the file I find such en-
tries as:

“James Griffin. St. Paul Department of
Human Rights. 3 January '68. Teach-in draws
crowd with speeches, seminar.”

“Scott Halazon. University of Colorado
graduate student. 26 April '68. Strike orga-
nizers hope 5,000 will skip class. 24 April "68.
Faculty, students to strike Friday.”

“Jane Hanger, YMCA employee. 1 May "68.
Teach-in to examine white racism in U.8.”

“E. Johnson. (UM Student Mobilization

Committee). 8 May '68. Speaker SMC meet-
ing."”
And the file goes on. It contains cards on
several professors and a number of students.
There is even an entry for the National Asso-
clation for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple. It reads: “18 April 1968. Davis: Univer-
sity needs NAACP organ. 1 May '68. Teach-in
to examine white racism in US.”

From the same former agent I also received
a stack of photographs which his unit had
discarded around June 1969. The reason
these photographs were discarded, he sald,
was that the Inspector General was expected
to inspect the unit and his superlors were
afraid that he might question thelr expendi-
ture of $80.00 to put these pictures in these
folders. Also, because many were taken at
long-range, only a few persons can be identi-
fied.

But among the eight-by-ten inch glossy
photographs is & smaller blow-up. It shows
the face of an unshaven man wearing a
beret. On the back of the print are the
words: “Request identification. This is an-
other pleture of the bereted individual in
another blow-up. #3." It is signed “Der-
mody.”

Speclalist 6 Dermody was a coordinator
who worked in the CONUS intelligence sec-
tion at the headquarters of the 113th MI
Group at Fort Sheridan, Illinois. Evidently
this pleture had been forwarded to Fort
Sheridan, had been seen by Specialist Der-
mody, and had been sent back to Min-
neapolis for identification of the person
wearing the beret.

Other plctures in the collection were given
to agents of the 113th MI Group by fhe
campus police at the University of Min-
nesota. A couple are stamped on the back:
“University of Minnesota Department of
Police. Negative number, Complaint number,
date, time . . ,” and so forth. On the back
of this picture—one of the faces is marked
out with a square—are the names of three
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persons who were at the meeting. Also in-
cluded in the picture are two persons who
appear to be members of the university ad-
ministration or faculty. Somebody told me
that the occasion was the Inauguration of
President Moos, but I am not sure of that.

I believe that the scope of the CONUS
intelligence program is now fairly well
known, There are undoubtedly some activi-
ties we should know about, but basically, I
think we know enough to define the nature
and scope of the program.

However, one of the biggest problems we
have had this year has been to determine
the extent to which the Army has succeeded
in cutting back the activity.

Army Intelligence is a big bureaucracy.
Like any bureaucracy, it is often reluctant
to obey orders to end programs in which it
has invested a great deal of time and en-
ergy.

Mr. Richard Halloran of The New York
Times expressed the problem well in a recent
article. Bureaucracies, he sald, “seem to fol-
low the laws of physics. A bureaucracy at
rest stays at rest. A bureaucracy in motion
stays in motion.” By 1870, Army Intelligence
was in high gear. Throughout 1969, accord-
ing to the Army's own estimates, the CONUS
intelligence teletype was transmitting about
1200 incident reports a month. This activity
did not decrease at the time of the mora-
torlums in the fall of 1969. It expanded.
Despite the efforts of Mr. McGiffert and Mr.
Jordan to cut the program back, it con-
tinued at full speed until January 1970.

So the problem during the past year has
been to find some way to document either
the cutback or the fallure to cut back. Al-
though my information is limited, I am con-
fident that since February 1870 there has
been a substantial effort to cut this program
back., The effort has been most intense dur-
ing the last three months following disclo-
sures that the Army was watching elected
officials. The Army General Counsel, the As-
sistant Chief of Staff for Intelligence and
thelr staffs have worked especially hard. But
desplite their efforts—despite the inspections
they have made in the field—they have not
been successful in some locations,

For example, during the summer of 1970
a lieutenant at Region V of the 113th Mili-
tary Intelligence Group in Minneapolls re-
celved a large number of files from field
offices and residence offices on personalities
and organizations. These files were supposed
to be destroyed, but he believed in the pro-
gram and decided to conceal many of the
personality reports. So he hid them in the
bottom of a security container.

The NBC-TV broadcast on December 1,
1970, made mention of the activities of Army
intelligence in Minneapolis. It was followed
on December 15 by John O'Brien’s disclo-
sures of the survelllance of elected officials
in Chicago. On December 18, 1970, the lieu-
tenant in Minneapolis decided that the time
had come to destroy all of these files, So he
got an assistant to help him and together
the two men carried about 50 pounds of files
to an incinerator and burned them. So far
as I know, Region V in the 113th no longer
has any improper flles. But it took this offi-
cer over Bix months to realize that the record
keeping had to stop.

The same lieutenant, during November
1970, also went to two residence offices with-
in his region and instructed the residence
office commanders that personality files
could be hidden inside of organization files.
Personalities on whom they were not per-
mitted to keep records, he said, might be
described as members of organizations on
which they could keep records.

Also, within Region V of the 113th there
were some people, including an agent as-
signed to the residence office in Madison,
Wisconsin, who didn't believe that the
CONUS intelligence program had been shut
down, even though the letter Issued by

CXVII—936—Part 11

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Colonel Lynch on June 9, 1970, clearly stated
that this collection activity was not to occur
except by llaison and pursuant to orders
from the Pentagon.

I have here a handbill which dates from
November, 1970. It reads, “We stand between
Angela Davls' execution and freedom. Help
plan offensive around Angela Davis case and
local repression. Meeting, Thursday, 7:30,
5206 Soclal Science Bullding, WSA Commit-
tee to Free Angela Davis.”

Attached to the handbill is a memo, DD
Form 95, which says, “To: Current Intelll-
gence. Remarks: Picked up on the UW
(University of Wisconsin) campus. From:
‘Mike’ "—the last name 1s obliterated. “Flace:
Madison RO (Residence Office)."”

In addition, about this time, a telephone
call was recelved by the Region V office in
Minneapolis from the same residence office
in Madison. I have here a memorandum of
that call made at the Region V headquarters.
It states: “Angela Davis’s sister is going to
speak at Madison on Wednesday, 2 December.
This is the same day as the trial for Mat
Knopf, editor of The Underground. There will
be a march from the University to the Capi-
tol around noon. Primary speaker will be
Davis's sister.”

I have been able to ascertain that neither
the telephone message nor the handbill were
passed beyond the Region level. So apparent-
ly by November, 1970, personnel at the Re-
gion V office of the 113th had been educated
to the point where they were not passing this
information along. Unfortunately, the mes-
sage had not gone out to the residence of-
fice. From what I have been able to learn, the
inspection teams from the Pentagon had not
explored that far down in the hierarchy.

I would be very much interested to know
the results of these investigations, because
the Military Intelligence agents I have talked
to do not believe that the Army actually will
end this program. They just can't belleve it—
not one of them! They all believe there will
be an extensive effort to hide the material
or to conduct the survelllance under some
other rubric.

I think this is an important point to
bring out. Army Intelligence has been in-
volved in the surveillance of civilians since
its inception in 1917. Concern about pos-
sible threats against the Army, subversion,
espionage, civil disorders, labor strife, or
ghetto rioting, has been advanced from time
to time to justify the surveillance of civil-
ians. During World War I and until about
1924, Army Intelligence maintained a do-
mestic intelligence system within the Unit-
ed States which was at least as large as the
one we are concerned about today. During
and after the Second World War, Colonel
Ralph Van Dieman, the man who founded
Army Intelligence in 1917, kept extensive
files on civilians he considered to be sub-
versive. He maintained these files even after
he left military service. I am told he stored
them in a National Guard armory in Cali-
fornia since the 1950s. Upon his death Van
Dieman's files were shipped to the Investi-
gative Records Repository in Fort Holabird.

I don't know if those records are still there.
I don't know what has happened to them.
But I have never seen a statement by the
Defense Department acknowledging their
existence or their disposal. I think that it
would be very interesting for this Subcom-
mittee to find out what has happened to
Colonel Van Dieman’'s files, For all I know,
they may have been integrated with the very
large search file on organizations that the
Intelligence Command maintains at its
headquarters at Fort Holabird as part of
the Army’s personnel security program. This
search file Is used to check out organiza-
tions people say they are members of when
they apply for security clearances,

The Army Intelligence Command also had
recelved a large number of reports on indi-
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viduals and organizations from the FBI and
other agencles. In 1969, especially, the Intel-
ligence Command seemed to have been a
dumping ground for FBI reports. The 113th
MI Group, in a report to higher offices after
the Lynch letter of June 9, 1870, claimed that
it was recelving about 300 FBI reports a
month. I would like to know what FBI re-
ports, if any, are still turned over to the
Intelligence Command, because there is an
addendum to the December 15, 1970, Wick-
ham letter that seems to exempt FBI re-
ports from the destruction ordered by that
letter.

I would also like to know to what extent
Army Intelligence files on civillans have been
turned over to State agencies and local
agencies. There was testimony in Chicago
that instead of forwarding files on SDS to
the Department of the Army or to the Jus-
tice Department, the 113th turned them over
to the Chicago police intelligence unit. This
appears to me to have been a direct viola-
tion of the June 9, 1970 Lynch letter.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

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

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the guorum call be rescinded.

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

APPOINTMENT OF SENATE PAGES
AND CERTAIN OTHER EMPLOY-
EES WITHOUT DISCRIMINATION
ON ACCOUNT OF SEX

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar Order No. 102, Senate Resolu-
tion 112,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will state the resolution
by title.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion by title, as follows:

A resolution (S. Res. 112) to permit the
appointment of Senate pages without dis-
crimination on account of sex.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution,
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration
with amendments on page 1, line 2, fol-
lowing the words “ment as a” strike out
the words “page of the Senate” and in-
sert “Senate page, elevator operator, or
post office employee, or as a Capitol
policeman whose compensation is dis-
bursed by the Secretary of the Senate,
“: on line 5, following the words “on the
basis of sex.” insert the following:

In the case of Senate pages, however, un=-
til such time as the fireproof bullding con-
talning dormitory and classroom facilities, as
authorized by section 492 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1970, is constructed
and the pages are living under appropriate
supervision in such bullding, the Sergeant
at Arms of the Senate shall promulgate and
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have in effect regulations for the appoint-
ment of pages of the Senate requiring that
no female page shall be appointed by a Sen-
ator until the Senator files with the Sergeant
at Arms a written statement accompanying
such appointment that the Senator—

(1) will be responsible for the safe trans-
portation of the female page he appoints be-
tween the Senate and the page’s place of
local abode and return; and

(2) will assume full responsibility for the
safety, well-being, and strict supervision of
such female page while such page is in her
place of local abode,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and a large number of cospon-
sors, but particularly with the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcY) and the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma (Mr. Harris), I sub-
mitted this resolution on May 3, 1971.
The introduction of the resolution fol-
lowed a hearing before the Committee
on Rules and Administration and a very
considerable discussion of this matter,
and was intended to bring the matter to
a head by having the Senate act on it, as
we were confident it was the only way
the matter could be settled.

The Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration was thereupon requested by
the Senate to report it by May 11, which
it did.

Our resolution would simply have per-
mitted females to be pages. The Rules
Committee added to that a provision say-
ing that if a female page were appointed
by a Senator, a Senator had to file with
the Sergeant at Arms a written state-
ment to accompany the appointment,
that the Senator—

(1) will be responsible for the safe trans-
portation of the female page he appoints

between the Senate and the pages place of
local abode and return; and

(2) will assume full responsibiity for the
safety, well-belng, and strict supervision of
such female page while such page is in her
place of local abode.”

This particular commitment is to be
undertaken until the dormitory and
classroom facilities, which have already
been authorized, are actually con-
structed.

Mr. President, Senator PErcy, Sena-
tor Harris, and I have all appointed
girl pages. These appointments have
been hung up for months—mine since
December, Senator PErcY’s since Decem-
ber, and Senator HarrIs’ about the same
length of time.

The question we have to decide is
whether to accept what is really a dis-
criminatory provision, or to seek to have
the Senate simply strike the word “fe-
male,” so that this commitment would
apply to any page. We certainly saw no
difference between a young man who
might be a page, as our pages are in the
Senate now on both sides, and a young
woman.

When we introduced such an amend-
ment, which I did on behalf of all of
us, it appeared that the matter would
be hotly contested and long protracted,
and we had to decide whether or not it
was desirable to earry on this simple
housekeeping matter as some great mat-
ter which could take considerable time
and impede the basic reform, which is
that girl pages would be admitted, as
they should be if we are going to prac-
tice what we preach in the Senate of
the United States.
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We finally came to the conclusion that,
unhappy as we were with the distinetion
made in the resolution as to the female
pages, we should, because it was an in-
terim thing, accept it, for two reasons,
and I am very grateful to the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. JorpAN) and
the Senator from Vermont (Mr. PRoUTY),
respectively the chairman and the rank-
ing Republican member, for being pres-
ent, because of the statement I am about
to make.

Senator Joroan was very kind to dis-
cuss the matter with me. It was clear
that this was really an interim arrange-
ment, for two reasons: First, because
there was progress being made in build-
ing the dormitory and classroom facili-
ties, which was the express condition of
the resolution as reported out by the
Rules Committee; and second, because
the Senate, and the House of Representa-
tives as well, were seriously considering
a reorganization of the whole page sys-
tem, and that that might very well be
incorporated in one of the reorganiza-
tion bills with respect to Congress which
was before us and probably had a pretty
good chance of passage this year.

So for both reasons we decided that
the public interest was on the side of go-
ing ahead and swearing in the girl pages,
and letting other Senators appoint them
if they wished, getting accustomed to the
idea, and making whatever rules as to
dress, et cetera, needed to be made,
rather than protract the matter and
cause it to be hung up as an issue instead
of a fact.

We think that having young ladies in
the Chamber functioning—and we are
sure their service will be absolutely un-
noticeable and indistinguishable from
the excellent attention and service we re-
ceive from the young men—afier getting
accustomed to the idea will, for all prac-
tical purposes, make the barrier or dis-
tinction question one of purely academic
interest.

In addition, the interim character of
this arrangement, as I have described it,
enables us, Senator PErcy, Senator Har-
ris, and myself, in good conscience to let
the resolution go through.

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

Mr. JAVITS. If the Senator from
Oklahoma will forgive me, I have made
certain statements concerning the in-
formation conveyed to me by the chair-
man of the committee, and I would
greatly appreciate it if he would be kind
enough to confirm those statements.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, I thank the Senator from New
York very much. Everything he has
stated about the interim changes is in
accordance with my understanding, and
I think it will come into being.

There is in the works at this time an
intent to build a page dormitory and
school, to be named after Hon. John
McCormack. I think the Senator’s as-
sumption is correct and wise, and I as-
sure him that that was the intent of
the resolution.

Mr. JAVITS. Also, Mr., President, the
committee is considering the whole page
question, as to whether we will actually
have a permanent page system.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That
is in the plan of reorganization being
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considered at the present time, and will
come up at some future date, I am sure.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator verv
much. I yield now to the Senator from
Oklahoma.

Mr. HARRIS, Mr, President, I am glad
to have had the privilege of joining with
the Senator from New York, the Senator
from Illinois, and others in a resolution
to permit the Senate fo allow American
girls to serve as pages in the U.S. Senate.
I commend the Rules Committee for re-
porting out Senate Resolution 112 to
make this important change, one which
I think it is most important that we
make.

I join with the distinguished Senator
from New York both in his statement as
to objectionable features of this resoclu-
tion as they relate only to girl pages and
not to boy pages, and also in regard to
{gis statement concerning the practicali-

ies.

I think it is important that we proceed
with this matter now. The young lady I
have appointed, Miss Julie Price, the
daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Harold Price
of Bartlesville, Okla., is a truly outstand-
ing American girl who will be of great
credit to the Senate. She has been wait-
ing impatiently to perform her duties
here. So I hope the resolution will pass
at once, so that she, with the two others.
can become the first girl pages in our
history; and I believe, as the Senator
from New York has stated, that other
girls who serve as pages in the future
will acquit themselves well, and make the
Rules Committee and all of us who have
had a hand in this innovation proud of
our effort.

Mr. JAVITS, I thank the Senator very
muech.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, if the Senator will yield for
just another moment, I call to the at-
tention of the Senate that the resolution
also authorizes employment of female
policemen, elevator operators, and ladies
to work in the Post Office. That is in ad-
dition to what was stated in the original
resolution. We thought that was a wise
thing o add, because recent events have
indicated very clearly the probable need
for women policemen around the Capitol
building, and so forth, and there is no
reason why women cannot be elevator
operators. They are in the House of Rep-
resentatives now, and we see no reason
why they should not be here. And cer-
tainly they can work in the Post Office
and places like that. So we added that
to the resolution, feeling that it would
be the desire of the Senate to pass on
that at the same time.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
the floor.

Mr. PASTORE. May I ask the Senator
from New York a question?

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. First, I would just
like to point out that we had the feel-
ing that, while perhaps the traditions
and the problems which were raised in
practice required special consideration,
I wish to make it clear that we never
thought there was any jurisdictional
problem at all, though, for practical
purposes, as the Senator from Okla-
homa has stated, it is just as well to get
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the matter settled; and I do think the
Rules Committee proceeded with the
greatest propriety, at least in view of
its care to accommodate these other
positions.

I yield to the Senator from Rhode
Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, there
are times when the pressures of the
business of the Senate become such that
we stay here until very late in the eve-
ning, and sometimes around the clock.

In that instance, does the Sergeant at
Arms have the authority to send these
girls home at a reasonable hour?

Mr. JAVITS. I think the management
always does. But, Mr. President, may I
point out to Senator PasTore that we who
are appointing the young women are
assuming a very great responsibility in
that regard. I am sure that, having as-
sumed the responsibility, many of us feel
that a situation is being created which
concerns us, and that those who direct
the affairs of the Senate will very speed-
ily accommodate us.

I should like to point out to Senator
Pastore that the resolution requires each
of us to assume a personal commitment
for the security and safety of the girls.
In my case, if it will interest the Senator,
I will say that the family of the young
woman lives here. I have received a let-
ter from the parents of Paulette Deselle,
whom I have appointed, in which they
assume that very solemn responsibility,
and I ask unanimous consent to have
the letter printed in the REcorb.

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

ArEXANDRIA, VA., MAY 13, 1971.
Hon. Jacos K. JAVITS,
Old Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SenaTOR JaviTs: To enable you fto
file with the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate
the preper assurances as proscribed by Sen-
ate Resolution 112, we wish to restate in
writing the agreements made with you re-
garding Paulette’s transportation, housing,
and supervision during her tenure as a
Senate Page.

Mrs. Desell and I will be responsible for
the safe transportation of our daughter,
Paulette Marie Desell, between the Senate
and our home in Fairfax County, and re-
turn. In addition, we assume full responsi-
bility for Paulette's safety, well-being and
strict supervision while she is at home.

The Senate and Paulette can look to us to
be fully responsible for those matters for
which the appointing Senator, Senator Jav-
its, is required to assume responsibility pur-
suant to Senate Resolution 112.

In closing, I wish to express our personal
thanks and appreciation to you for your faith
and efforts in according such a great honor to
cur Paulette.

Respectfully yours,
PavL L. DESELL.

Mr. JAVITS. I am assuming the re-
sponsibility by a letter, and I ask unani-
mous consent to have my letter printed
in the RECORD.

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

May 13, 1971.
Mr. RoeerT DUNPHY,
Sergeant at Arms,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. DunpHY: Pursuant to S. Res. 112

in connection with my appointment of Paul-
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ette Desell to be a page of the Senate, and
having received the enclosed letter signed
jointly by Paulette’s parents, who reside In
the Washington metropolitan area, you have
my written assurance while Paulette remains
a Senate page, that (1) I will be responsible
for the safe transportation of Paulette be-
tween the Senate and her local abode and
return; and (2) I will assume full responsi-
bility for the safety, well-being and strict
supervision of Paulette in her local place of
abode.
With best wishes,
Sincerely,
JacoB K. JAVITS.

Mr. JAVITS. I think the scheme of
operation—which should be applied to
every page, by the way, male or female—
is very airtight in that regard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the transaction of routine morning
business has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business be extended until such
time as action on the pending matter is
completed or the close of the morning
hour, whichever is the earlier.

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

Mr. PASTORE. I can understand the
reason for not making a distinction be-
tween the sexes. I am a little disturbed
about the matter pending before the
Senate because I realize some of the
things that have happened in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I realize that the Sen-
ators are being asked to become fully
responsible. I do not see how a Senator
is going to walk the girl home, unless
he goes out and makes sure she gets in
a cab, and tken he does not know who
the cab driver is—unless the Senator is
going to call up the parent and tell him
to take his daughter home at 11 o’clock
in the evening,

We are talking about girls between the
ages of 14 and 17. We do not even have
a dormitory. We do not have a chaperone.
We do not have a dormitory mother.

I realize that this is something that is
going to happen. As I entered the Cham-
ber, I heard the encomiums about the
wonderful job that has been done. I am
not objecting to girls being pages, but
I do think we ought to follow some kind
of rule, that when it gets to be 6 o’clock
in the evening, these girls ought to be
sent home.

Personally, I would not recommend to
a friend of mine that he send his daugh-
ter, between 14 and 17, to Washington to
become a page; nor, as the father of two
girls, would I recommend that my daugh-
ters assume this responsibility. I realize
that a certain amount of prestige and
honor is involved in the job; but, after
all, the working hours here run pretty
late at night.

I am not opposing this resolution. As
a matter of fact, it is something that is
going to happen. But I hope we begin to
look at these things as fathers and moth-
ers should. A girl between 14 and 17 years
of age cannot be allowed on the streets
of Washington alone when it is dark.

Mr. JAVITS. May I say to the Senator
from Rhode Island that the responsi-
kility which individual Senators assume
is very serious. I understand that per-
fectly. He says this is bound to happen.
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We just have to handle it with intelli-
gence.

Mr. PASTORE. I hope so.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. In
response to the Senator, the Rules Com-
mittee is also starting some movement to
have the minimum age of pages in the
Senate raised from 14 to 16. In the House,
the minimum age is now 16. We lowered
it to 14. We think that is entirely too
young, for a boy or a girl. We have be-
gun work on a measure to bring the age
up to 16, instead of 14.

Mr. PROUTY. I should like to point
out to the distinguished Senator from
Rhode Island that I share his concern
and did so when the resolution was be-
fore the Rules Committee. It is my
amendment which reguires that the ap-
pointing Senator be fully responsible for
the safe transportation of the female
page he appoints, between the Senate
and the page's place of local abode and
return: and, second, that he will assume
full responsibility for the safety, well-
being, and striet supervision of such fe-
male page while such page is in her place
of local abode.

It seems to me that that is very im-
portant. It is my understanding that at
present when the Senate is not in ses-
sion, when the pages are not attending
school, these young people are pr_ettsr
much on their own, unless they are given
some supervision. It is our feeling that,
particularly in the case of the young l'a-
dies who will be involved, rather strict
supervision should be provided while
they are in their boardinghouses or
wherever they happen to live in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. I think that might
well be extended to the boy pages, also.

Hopefully, the dormitory which is now
authorized under the Reorganization Act
will be built, and then both the boys and
the girls will be under strict and con-
stant supervision, and that will allay
much of the difficulties with which we
have been confronted in the past.

I am concerned, as the Senator from
Rhode Island is concerned, about a young
girl being alone around Washington, par-
ticularly in this area of the capital, after
dark. I am certain that the resolution
reported by the committee will, to a
very large degree, minimize the possi-
bility of danger in this respect. I think
the committee has acted wisely.

Mr. President, the amendment to
Senate Resolution 112, which was
adopted by the Committee on Rules and
Administration, still permits the ap-
pointment of Senate pages without dis-
crimination on account of sex. The
language of the amendment is not dis-
criminatory. It merely bestows on any
female page hereafter appointed a slight
degree of personal safety and protection
that are not otherwise provided for.
Moreover, this amendment will only
cover the period of time when pages are
without benefit of a supervised, regu-
lated, and adequately protected dorm-
itory facility.

I believe most of my colleagues are
familiar with the fact that the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1970 author-
izes the construction of a fireproof build-
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ing containing dormitory and classroom
facilities for pages, and that once con-
structed all pages shall be required to
live therein, Such a building adequately
supervised and protected will go a long
way toward according a proper degree
of safety for our pages.

When our subcommittee held a hear-
ing on this subject, witnesses presented
evidence with respect to the high inci-
dence of crime in the Capital and par-
ticularly in the area of the District of
Columbia, where most of the pages re-
side. As a matter of fact, the Capitol
Police presented evidence of recenf
crimes of violence involving four Capi-
tol pages.

Mr. John C. Hoffman is the principal
of the Capitol Page School. He was pres-
ent and testified at our hearing. During
the course of that hearing we had the
following colloquy:

Senator ProuTy. If I understand rightly, if
you lived on the west coast or somewhere far
from Washington and were the parent of a
paga—whether itis a boy or girl is perhaps
immaterial—based on your knowledge and
experience, you would have some concern?

Mr. HoFFuan. Absolutely.

Senator ProuTY. The Reorganization Act, I
belleve, provides for the construction of a
dormitory. In your judgment would that be
a good thing?

Mr. HoFPFMAN, Absolutely, sir.

Additionally, James M. Powell, Chief
of the Capitol Police, testified. I had the
following colloguy with Chief Powell:

Senator ProvuTy,. If a boy goes to his room,
where he may live, is he under any super-
vision there, when he is not in school, when
he is not in the Senate, and the Senate is
not in session, is there anyone that exercises
direct supervision over him?

Chief PoweLn, Not to my knowlege. I can
only say that he is certainly not under mine.
And, I am sure there are varying degrees
of this. But I doubt if I am qualified to
answer that question.

Senator ProuTyY. Do you know, Mr. Dunphy,
or Mr. Hoffman?

Mr. HorrFMAN. Actually, Senator, to my
knowledge it would be, in the main, inci-
dental. If he happened to be at a boarding
home where people really cared—and most
have, from my experiences—but I would
say, no, no one is specifically responsible for
their welfare,

There is nothing contained in the
Standing Orders of the Senate or the
Rules and Regulations of the Senate or
in the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970 which precludes the appointment
and employment of female pages. That
is as it should be. However, I submit that
the Senate must take affirmative action
for the safety and welfare of female
pages who are to be employed. My
amendment merely provides some ad-
ditional degree of safety for these young
people.

Our committee may very well have
some additional work remaining to ade-
quately consider the tenure, age, pay,
dress, housing, education, duties, et
cetera of our pages. If the Senate acts
now without including the amendment
added by the committee, then we will
have failed to provide the slightest de-
gree of safety or security for our youthful
charges.

Mr. President, I am most doubtful that
the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion, or the U.S. Senate, can successfully
transfer responsibility for the welfare of
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our employees to anyone else, particu-
larly individuals outside the Senate’s
jurisdiction.

However, I am positive that we must
make every effort to see that appropriate
care is taken to assure the safety of our
pages. Quite apart from the equality of
the sexes—whatever that means—teen-
age girl pages must be accorded special
care and protection when they are living
on Capitol Hill and working the very
early and very late hours which pages
are required to work.

When we passed the recent Legislative
Reorganization Act, we provided for the
construction of a page dormitory. That
structure has yet to be built. When it is,
we will have provided the means by
which all pages—particularly the girls—
can have the protection and supervision
which young people should have, and
which their parents, and indeed Sena-
tors, have a right to expect.

Our present facilities are inadequate
and fail to provide any protection or
supervision for pages. Since we cannot
furnish adequate quarters or supervision,
I would oppose any attempts to alter the
committee amendment.

The amendment merely seeks to make
a few reasonable provisions for the safety
of whomever may be appointed as a page
in the Senate.

The amendment extends responsibility
for the well-being of these teenage girls
to the Senator who is their sponsor here
at the Capitol.

The regulations which the Sergeant at
Arms is bound to promulgate require that
female pages shall be appointed only
after the appointing Senator files with
the Sergeant at Arms a written state-
ment, That statement requires that the
appointing Senator shall first, assume
responsibility for transportation of the
female page whom he appoints between
the Senate and that page’s loeal place
of residence, and second, assume full
responsibility for the personal safety and
supervision of the conduct of whatever
female page he appoints.

Mr. President, I agree completely with
the original sponsors of this resolution
that we have no intention of discrimi-
nating against young ladies who might
desire to be appointed as Senate pages.
We must be realistic, however, in admit-
ting that we have for too long ignored the
personal safety and supervision of per-
sons who are so young, but who have been
permitted by their parents to come and
serve Senators.

The conditions in this resolution as
amended by the committee, are it seems
to me, absolutely essential until we build
the facilities which we so badly need.

Mr. President, in order to be com-
pletely fair to all the young ladies who
wish to be considered for patronage posi-
tions throughout the Senate, the com-
mittee has made one other amendment
to the pending resolution,

That amendment expands the original
intent of the resolution by guaranteeing
that females will not be discriminated
against in any of the traditionally pa-
tronage positions. That is, young ladies
will not be diseriminated against in being
considered for jobs as Capitol policemen,
elevator operators, or postal clerks.

It seems to me that all of those of us
who agree that diserimination on aceount
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of sex cannot any longer be a factor in
Senate patronage, agree also that it must
be true in the appointment of all posi-
tions in the patronage system.

I hope the resolution will be agreed to
as reported.

4 Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield the
oor.

Mr. COOPER obtained the floor.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I wish to make a brief
statement on the pending matter.

Mr. COOPER. 1 yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I must
leave the Chamber shortly, and I want
to express this sentiment.

As I see if, in behalf of the young ladies
themselves, I hope this does not become
the law. I want to be recorded as op-
posed to the resolution. I am thinking
solely of their welfare; my consideration
is for them. I am not thinking of the
environment on the Senate floor; but it
is the coming and going and all the things
that go with it. That does not conform
to my idea of a safe, constructive en-
vironment for young ladies at that
tender age.

I thank the Senator from EKentucky
for yielding to me.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I wish
to say a few words about the resolution
because I voted against it in the commit-
tee and voted against its being reported
favorably to the Senate. I wish to give my
reasons,

Senator Javits, as always, has stated
the case accurately, as he sees it, and,
as always, responsibly. He has said that
he would follow the injunction of the
committee.

I did not consider this a question of dis-
crimination against these young ladies
because of sex, I voted against it for what
I consider practical reasons.

The office of page is an honorable one.
The hearing record contains a very in-
teresting account, prepared by the Legis-
lative Reference Section of the Library
of Congress, of the history of the office of
page. Many distinguished citizens of our
country, in both public and private life,
have held the office of page. Some of
them are distinguished officials of the
Senate today.

I voted against the resolution because I
think the physical stamina required for
this position is very difficult indeed. The
law provides that they shall not be
younger than 14 nor older than 16, unless
at the time they become 17 they are in
the service. The pages today are young
men, 14, 15, and 16 years of age. Of
course, the age will be the same for the
young ladies. Pages are on duty not only
while we are in session but they are on
duty on days when we are not in session.
They are on duty not only in the Cham-
ber but they run errands from the Cham-
ber, all over the Capitol, anc to and from
the Senate Office Buildings. Wherever we
may be, we call for their services to pick
up books, packages, suitcases. They have
to find us wherever we are—in the wash-
rooms—any other place. Thus, it seems
to me, as a practical matter, that a young
lady would be at some disadvantage.

The resolution spells out some admit-
ted problems. For example, it tries to
balance the employment of young ladies
as pages, by providing women can serve
on the Capitol Police Force. In my judg-
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ment, that just says, in another way, that
it is impractical to hire young ladies as
pages.

The resolution also raises the question
of security. The resolution, as reported
by the committee, requires Members of
the Senate who appoint girl pages must
be responsible for their transportation to
and from their places of abode to the
Senate and back. It refers only to the
travel from their places of abode to the
Senate and return. I think that is im-
portant. The testimony—and I think it is
also important to read the hearings on
this matter and the maps provided by Mr.
Dunphy and the Capitol Police—indi-
cates that the area in which the young
ladies would live is subject to a heavy in-
cidence of crime of all kinds. In 1970,
the record shows that in this area well
over 100 crimes were committed—closer
to 200, actually—a great many of them
directed only at women. In addition to
sex crimes, there have been purse snatch-
ings and crimes of force and assault in
this area. The committee itself recog-
nized this problem. It will, of course, be
the decision of their families, on these
matters, |

For these reasons, Mr. President, 1
voted against the resolution in commit-
tee. I rose to give the reasons why I
voted against the resolution and desire
to be recorded against it.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am in
favor of employing girls as pages. I re-
gard our pages as young people who have
a great opportunity to learn and, as a re-
sult of their service here, to go on to
higher places in government and else-
where. That is my compelling reason for
extending this opportunity to serve to
young ladies. :

At this time, however, I want to raise
another point; namely, that I am very
much opposed to the erection of a dormi-
tory for pages.

I do not believe that any page should
be appointed, girl or boy, who is unable to
stay with his parents, or with those
standing in loco parentis. 1

Mr. President, we live in difficult times.
Mention has been made of the crime
rate around here. I believe that this op-
portunity for employment should be
confined to those young men and women
who are so situated that they can stay
with their parents or someone who as-
sumes all the responsibilities of parents.

1 recall, several years ago, when it was
unheard of for pages to be staying at
home. Most of them came from some dis-
tance. At that time, there were many
rooming houses around Capifol Hill in
which the pages were housed, and where
it was quite safe, but times have changed
and housing pages in this area now could
not be tolerated.

I submit that a dormitory would not be
much better. Furthermore, I just do not
believe that the Senate should go into
the business of running a dormitory and
trying to police it. It would be very ex-
pensive. It would certainly not be a sub-
stitute for homelife. I believe that we
should not let the employment of pages
destroy homelife for any page, whether
he be a young man or a young woman.

I realize that what I say works to the
disadvantage of some young people whose
parents do not live in or near Washing-
ton, or they do not have someone who
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can assume that responsibility here; but,
at least, for the present, I believe that
is the right course. We will hope that the
time will come when the situation will
change, when certainly to put these pages
in a dormitory and submit them to an in-
stitutional way of life, away from home,
is neither desirable nor practical.

I want it fully understood that my
support of the idea of employing girl
pages does not carry with it any indica-
tion that I favor a dormitory. I think that
would be most unwise and I hope it is
never done.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in con-
cluding my part of this debate, which
we all promised the majority leader
would be brief, I should like to say that
it just so happens the page I am appoint-
ing—Paulette Marie Desell—does live
with her family. I think the Senator from
Oklahoma (Mr. Hagrris) and the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErRcY) are cognizant
of their responsibility concerning the
arrangements they are making,

As to the problem of crime in this area,
I appreciate everything that has been
said. Pages who may come from New
York, Oklahoma, or Chicago are just as
much exposed to the exigencies and the
hazards of present-day life as those who
live in this area.

All precautions are being taken here
to protect them, especially by the terms
of the resolution, which all can under-
stand is an historic breakthrough for
women in this country. They are making
history in the United States today, and
the Senate is also making history today.
We simply have to strike the shackles
from the wrists of the women of this
country—one-half the population.

It comes hard and brings many diffi-
culties. Why? Because we have lived that
way for centuries and centuries. We can-
not continue to live that way. Today’s
breakthroughs are evidence of the fact
that we are emerging, slowly and pain-
fully, into the modern world. To my
mingd, it will be a better world.

One last point, Mr. President. Thes
nicest and the most revealing thing that
has happened is that the young men who
serve as pages seem to be the most in-
terested, the most encouraging, and the
most enthusiastic about being joined by
young women. I think that is the new
world and I hope we legislate it here
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
BenTseNn). The clerk will state the first
committee amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 1, line 2, after the words “ment
as a" strike the words “page of the Senate”
and insert “Senate page, elevator operator, or
post office employee, or as a Capitol police-
man whose compensation is disbursed by the
Secretary of the Senate,”;

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On line 5, after the words “on the basis of
sex.” insert the following:

“In the case of Senate pages, however,
until such time as the fireproof building
containing dormitory and classroom faeili-
ties, as authorized by section 492 of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1970, is con-
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structed and the pages are living under ap-
propriate supervision in such bullding, the
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate shall pro-
mulgate and have in effect regulations for
the appointment of pages of the Senate re-
quiring that no female page shall be ap-
pointed by a Senator until the Senator files
with the Sergeant at Arms a written state-
ment accompanying such appointment that
the Senator—

(1) will be responsible for the safe trans-
portation of the female page he appoints be-
tween the Senate and the page’s place of local
abode and return; and

(2) will assume full responsibility for the
safety, well-belng, and strict supervision of
such female page while such page is in her
place of local abode.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution
as amended.

The resolution (S. Res. 112), as amend-
ed, was agreed to, as follows:

8. Res, 112

Resolved, That no Individual shall be de-
nied appointment as a Senate page, elevator
operator, or post office employee, or as a
Capitol policeman whose compensation is
disbursed by the Secretary of the Senate,
solely on the basis of sex. In the case of Sen-
ate pages, however, until such time as the
fireproof bullding containing dormitory and
classroom facilities, as authorized by section
492 of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970, is constructed and the pages are living
under appropriate supervision in such build-
ing, the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate shall
promulgate and have in effect regulations
for the appolntment of pages of the Senate
requiring that no female page shall be ap-
pointed by a Senator until the Senator files
with the Sergeant at Arms a written state-
ment accompanying such appointment that
the Senator—

(1) will be responsible for the safe trans-
portation of the female page he appoints
between the Senate and the page's place of
local abode and return; and

(2) will assume full responsibility for the
safety, well-being, and strict supervision of
such Temale page while such page is in her
place of local abode.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Resolution to permit the appointment
for the Senate of pages, elevator opera-
tors, post office employees, or Capitol
policemen without discrimination on ac-
count of sex.”

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I should
like to have the Recorp indicate that I
voted in the affirmative.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the resolu-
ton was agreed to.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to lay that motion on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one
of his secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presid-
ing Officer (Mr. BenNTsoN) laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the Pres-
ident of the United States submitting
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sundry nominations which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today ap-
pear at the end of the Senate proceed-
ings.)

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
period for the transaction of routine
morning business be extended for an
additional 12 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be resecinded.

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

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE SERVICE
ACT—CLARIFICATION OF UNANI-
MOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT EN-
TERED INTO YESTERDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to make a correction in the
Recorp with respect to the calling up of
amendments on to H.R. 6531. Yesterday
I stated, as reported on page 14745 of
the RECORD:

Mr. B¥rp of West Virginia, Mr. President,
as I understand the unanimous-consent
agreement, no Senators are precluded from
offering amendments between now and next
Wednesday. The unanimous-consent agree-
ment deals only with the Mansfield amend-

ment, amendments thereto, et cetera, and _

the Schweiker amendment. Other Senators
may wish to offer other amendments in the
meantime, am I correct, and tabling motions
could be made at any time and votes thereon
would be had?

Mr. MaNsrFIELD. The Senator is correct. All
I can say is that I do not know at the mo-
ment of any amendments which might be of-
fered.

Mr. GriFFIn. Is It not a fact, however, that
the Mathias amendment is the pending busi-
ness when this bill is before the Senate, and
it would have to be displaced by unanimous
consent before another amendment could
be taken up?

Mr, MansFIeLD. That is right.

Mr. Byrp of West Virginia, The Senator
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
wishes to state that the period for the
transaction of routine morning business
has expired.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the period be extended an additional 3
minutes.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, later in the day when I re-
capitulated the program, I stated as
follows:

‘personal
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Of course, unanimous consent would have
to be obtained in order to lay aside the
pending amendment. But that is not beyond
the realm of possibility. I hope that other
amendments might be offered and votes had
thereon, in the interim hetween now and
Wednesday next, at which time the consent
agreement entered this afternoon will become
effective.

So, I trust that Senators would not inter-
pret the unanimous-consent agreement for
next Wednesday as precluding rollcall votes
in the meantime. I think it would be a dis-
couraging matter if the Senate were to delay
making progress and doing business for a
full week on such an important bill as the
one pending before the Senate. But unless
we can lay aside the pending amendment to
take up other amendments, or lay aside the
pending business to take up other business,
that is just what it would amount to.

Mr. President, I wish the REecorp to
show that I was in error.

Mr., MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I am glad
to yield to the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I wish the Recorp to
show that in response to questions raised
by the distinguished deputy majority
leader I, too, gave wrong answers.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I thank the distinguished majority
leader. I also have been in error in my
conversations with certain
Senators whom I have informed that
they could bring their amendments to
the floor and hopefully we could set aside
by unanimous consent the pending
amendment. I am in error and I do not
place the blame on anyone except myself.

I want to clarify the matter so that
Senators will be on notice that, at the
present moment at least, it is not antic-
ipated that the pending amendment will
be set aside for other amendments to be
acted upon.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I yield the
floor.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I can
shed this additional light upon the re-
marks and the subject matter the Sena-
tor has just referred to.

In the first place, I did not hear the
Senator from West Virginia make his re-
marks about voting on other amend-
ments between now and next Wednes-
day. There are always Senators rightful-
ly wanting to see the leader, the assist-
ant floor leader, and the floor manager of
the bill. Interruptions come about in that
way. I have been interrupted once in that
manner since the Senator from West
Virginia started his remarks.

But tne whole tone and approach of
the Senator from Mississippi with respect
to these agreements about voting, the
whole tone snd the spi.it of the Senator
from Mississippi approaching these
agreements about vot:ng, was that these
votes agreed on would be the first votes
taken on the bill. There was quite a bit of
conversaticn back and forth. I think we
were in there about 2 hours and nat-
urally a great deal is said among Sena-
tors. But that was the entire basis of
the approach of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi to the entire matter.

I talked with the Senator from Mon-
tana. I was asking for more time to get
ready for the Mansfield amendment, be-
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ing totally unprepared for a serious mat-
ter like that. I, at one time, proposed
that maybe he could withdraw his
amendment and let us go on with the bill
presented by the committee. He could not
agree with that, which is quite all right.
So then we had the talk about the agree-
ment to vote on the Mansfield amend-
ment Wednesday, which I understood
was to be the first vote, and then the
pending amendment thereafter would be
the Schweiker matter, and that would be
the second vote.

So that was the basis upon which we
got together, Even though it was not
stated here that there would be no other
votes, it was so clear in my mind that
that was it, that it carried out my under-
standing of the whole situation. Unfor-
tunately, I did not hear the Senator from
West Virginia when he made those re-
marks.

I do not think we have lost a bit of
time. I think, when all the facts are in
and when all the arguments are made,
it will be evident that it took time to get
into this important subject. This is a
subject matter of worldwide significance,
and to me, and I think to other Senators,
the time is being utilized very profitably.
I find many Senators concerned about
how they are going to vote. I believe with
these two questions out of the way, things
will happen faster and we will get along.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I was not privy to the understand-
ings I had prior to entering into the
agreement yesterday. I am sorry I misin-
terpreted the agreement. I do want to say
at this point I recognize the tremendous
burden that is carried by the manager of
the bill (Mr. Stexnis). I know he has put
in a lot of time on this bill. I try to ap-
preciate and understand the problems
which confront him as he attempts to
guide the bill through the Senate. So
there is no feeling on my part. I just
want the Recorp to show that I was in
error in my interpretation of the situa-
tion as I stated it yesterday, and that
unanimous consent will not be granted to
lay aside the pending amendment so as
to permit voting on other amendments
to H.R. 6531 prior to Wednesday next.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE
SERVICE ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair lays before
the Senate the unfinished business, which
will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
the Ekill (H.R. 6531) by title, as follows:

A bill to amend the Military Selective
Service Act of 1967; to increase military pay;
to authorize military active duty strengths
fcr fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
ill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend-
ing question is on amendment No. 87.

The Chair recognizes the Senator from
California (Mr. CRANSTON).
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Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
Senate must face the question it has
avoided for many years: How many
American troops should be stationed in
Europe?

At this moment when we are consider-
ing whether to abolish or extend the
draft, it is appropriate that we deal with
the whole troop level issue. Both the draft
and the stationing of American troops in
Europe are legacies of the Second World
War. Both are surrounded by myths
which distort the real issues which they
raise. Both ecry out for searching re-
evaluation so that we can determine
whether their continuation is truly in
the national interest.

In almost no other area of American
foreign policy has this Nation held so
tenaciously to an outmoded view of in-
ternational reality as in the case of level
of the American troops that should re-
main in Europe.

There was a genuine need for Amer-
ican military support for our war-devas-
tated allies at the end of World War II.
Europe was in ruins. Western European
will and ability to resist the potential
threat of the Red Army in the East was
at low ebb.

Marshall Plan economic aid was not
only vital to European survival, but it had
to be supplemented with military assist-
ance.

This legitimate need for American
military support grew as the Soviet Union
probed constantly for Allied weakness, in
Berlin, in Greece, in Korea.

But in 1971 over 300,000 American men
are still in Europe, still trying to meet
threats which were present in 1948, and
still trying to aid allies grown wealthy by
our dollars and secure in their reliance on
our defense for their defense.

For 26 years the United States stead-
fastly held the defense of Europe to be a
primary obligation of American foreign
policy.

I know of no one in the Senate today
who questions the necessity of this obliga-
tion. What is being questioned is not our
commitment but the best way to fulfill it.
I reject the contention that American
commitments can only be measured in
terms of Army divisions stationed outside
of the continental United States. It is
a sad commentary on European faith in
the alliance that after more than a quar-
ter of a century of aid and the assurances
of five Presidents, they feel they must
continue to hold 300,000 American troops
hostage as assurance that we will live up
to our word.

Europeans can rely on their American
allies. The price they ask—billions a year
to support an American force of 300,000
men is uncalled for and unnecessary. This
force is a financial liability on the Amer-
ican taxpayer. It is also a roadblock to
reduction in East-West tensions, and it
is a guestionable strategic effectiveness.

Senator MANSFIELD'S amendment to re-
duce American troop strength in Europe
by 150,000 men is not the first step in a
scheme of American abandonment of
Europe. It is rather the first step in hav-
ing Europeans realize that they can no
longer expect us to assume a burden in
which they have the ability to share to a
much greater extent than in the past.

We are presently maintaining a large
conventional forece in Europe at a time

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

when the threat of a Soviet invasion of
Western Europe by the Warsaw bloc
countries is diminishing. American nu-
clear capability—whether in Europe or
in the United States—would be unaf-
fected by a troop reduction. The Soviet
leaders know that any overt military
aggression in Berlin, in West Germany
or anywhere else in non-Communist
Europe would be met by American resist-
ance. The Soviets know that they could
not gain from an invasion of NATO
countries which could lead to a nuclear
response. It is ironic that at the same
moment when many European countries
are individually making significant
strides to end cold war hostilities with the
Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern
Europe that they collectively perceive a
need for a large American land force
within the alliance framework. We have
too long been the captive of this irony—
it is costing us billions; and in the long
run threatens the willingness of the
American people to sustain this impor-
tant commitment.

The diminished need for American
conventional forces in Europe over the
last decade has been accompanied by
American involvement in a multi-billion-
dollar Asian war, rising American infla-
tion, a business recession, and an unac-
ceptable level of unemployment in this
country.

It is clear that neither our interna-
tional commitments nor domestic eco-
nomic problems warrant the continued
maintenance of so large a force in
Europe. We can no longer afford the lux-
ury of maintaining not only these forces
in Europe but also forces in the United
States to meet a European conventional
emergency at a total cost of $14 billion
a year.

Maintaining these inflated force lev-
els abroad merely as psychological un-
derpinnings of an alliance already sup-
plied with 7,000 U.S. nuclear warheads is
doing severe damage to our economy. It
adversely affects the lives of millions of
Americans. The Germans have no un-
employment problem. On the contrary,
they must import scores of thousands of
industrial workers from the poorer na-
tions of the NATO alliance to meet the
manpower needs of their industrial
plants.

There are no signs that the American
level of unemployment at 6.1 percent will
soon diminish. And the United States is
being asked to incur a European balance-
of-payments deficit in fiscal 1970 of
nearly $1 billion because of our military
expenditures there.

The financial burden of these expen-
sive strategic forces far outweighs their
strategic benefit.

America’s economic resources are not
limitless. The nations we are helping to
defend are no longer poor. Yet we are
asked to bear the major share of their
defense. Many of these countries are so
prosperous that they are actively—and
all too successful—competing economi-
cally with us.

The independent Institute for Strate-
gic Studies in London in its “1870-T1
Military Balance” revealed that the
in NATO. They report that in 1969 we
tionate share of the defense burden with-
United States is assuming a dispropor-
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spent 8.6 percent of our GNP on military
expenditures, whereas West Germany,
the country which feels in most danger of
attack from the East, spent only 3.5 per-
cent of its GNP on defense. Britain spent
5.1 percent of its GNP for defense, as did
Greece, but Italy devoted only 2.9 per-
cent and Belgium 3 percent. Few leaders
in the alliance could argue that the eco-
nomic well-being of the United States is
not just as important to the well-being of
North Atlantic security as our defense
contributions. An economically weak
United States will not make a very
strong ally.

Despite the goals of the Nixon doc-
trine, the President has chosen not to en-
gage in any unilateral reduction of
American forces in Europe. He said, while
in Europe in 1970:

Any reduction in NATO forces, if it oc-
curs, will only take place on & multilateral
basis and on the basis of what those who are
lined up against NATO forces—what they
might do.

The Mansfield amendment calls for a
unilateral reduction. Such actions in no
way indicates that we are losing strength
in Europe or jeopardizing the NATO al-
liance. We all know that there would be
no chance of troop reductions if the
United States were to demand a quid pro
gquo from the Soviets. The political
reality in Eastern Europe is not being
taken into account by the President’s in-
sistence on multilateral reduction as the
only way to reduce American force levels.
There simply cannot be, now, a multi-
lateral reduction. The Mansfield amend-
ment would do much to further the
growing atmosphere of détente in Eu-
rope.

I also believe an American-Soviet rap-
prochement in the strategic field at the
SALT talks in Vienna would become
more likely by a unilateral reduction of
American conventional forces. President
Nixon’s “full generation of peace” in
which he so strongly believes and which
all Americans so badly want, will remain
only a rhetorical dream as long as the
administration refuses to begin to reduce
American troops and recognize that the
cold war has ended in Europe. A polit-
ical solution to reduce tension in Europe
can only be obtained through political
negotiation in an atmosphere of trust.
The Mansfield amendment will be re-
garded as a step toward peace and reduc-
tion of tension—not a sign of weakness.

A 150,000-man troop reduction will not
endanger the nations of Western Europe.
As T said earlier, American strategic and
tactical nuclear capability will in no way
change if the Mansfield amendment is
adopted. Nor will it change our position
insofar as stability in the Middle East
is concerned.

Even when American forces in Europe
numbered 400,000 in 1966, NATO’s con-
ventional capability was far less than
that of the Warsaw Pact. A further
reduction in U.S. troop levels will not
significantly lower the threshold at
which nuclear weapons might be deemed
necessary to stop a Soviet conventional
advance. Estimates of Soviet strength in
Eastern Europe are placed at over 500,-
000 men. Senator MANSFIELD recently
cited a memo prepared by an expert mili-
tary planner which estimated that the
Warsaw Pact could mobilize more than
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175 divisions. Considering this prepon-
derance of might, our nuclear umbrella
remains the most credible deterrent to
a Soviet attack. It would be unwise polit-
ically, financially, and militarily to at-
tempt to match Warsaw Pact conven-
tional force levels. We must rely on our
nuclear strength and the modernization
of U.S. tactical nuclear capability as the
main deterrent in Europe.

Mr. President, those who advocate a
reduction in American forces in Europe
are continually told that “now is not the
time.”

I believe that the American people are
no longer willing to be held hostage to
a cold war paranoia which seems to
sweep this country and Europe every
time the troop-reduction question is con-
sidered. The Europeans are now reaping
the economic and political fruits of
détente with the East while we assume
the great costs of taking the hard line.
I want to see such American policies
come to an end before our commitments
to NATO are seriously endangered by a
feeling of bitterness that we have been
taken advantage of by our friends.

Our European allies demand equality
and partnership. We must provide them
with it in both the military and economic
spheres. If they refuse to share the bur-
den and responsibilities of this long-
wanted partnership, they must be ready
to accept a reduced American troop-
strength commitment to their defense
based on unfavorable political reaction
in the United States to an alliance which
could become an economic and political
liability.

Senator MansrFieELD's amendment is a
cornerstone on which we can begin to
end outmoded policies. If we in the Sen-
ate regard it as a sign of weakness, we
are letting the cold war again deny the
American people the peace and prosper-
ity they want and desire.

I do not believe the pending Mathias
substitute is the way to inaugurate an
era of change in America’s relationship
with her NATO allies. Congress has the
constitutional authority to establish mil-
itary manpower levels. President Nixon
has indicated his unwillingness to act on
this matter. The Mansfield amendment
is a viable alternative to more than a
decade of indecision.

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

Mr. CRANSTON. I am delighted to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. GRAVEL. I compliment my col-
league on what I think is a very fine
statement. I think it shows not only a
grasp of the subject, but, more impor-
tant, a great sense of judgment about
what is going on in the world today.

It is really sad to realize that a nation
as great as ours, as powerful and mighty
as ours in the world, could get locked
in on a figure which is very arbitrary
and capricious figure, while the proper
arm of government, in this country the
Senate, hears no debate or dialog as to
the efficacy of our actual need for such
numbers.

What little debate we have heard thus
far has been a good deal of rhetoric on
one side and, on the other side, some
very strong political arguments with re-
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spect to a policy that goes to numbers.
I heard one of my colleagues yesterday
state that these are matters that should
be handled by the military. These are
personnel problems of the military.

It is unbelievable that we would lock
ourselves in on what it is costing us—
$14 billion a year—on a program of
yesteryear, because that is really the ap-
proach we have used.

I want to note that Canada and Great
Britain have different approaches to this.

I have heard the word “linchpin” used
with respect to our involvement in NATO.
We are not the linchpin. Obviously, the
countries in NATO itself, the countries
there, are the linchpin; and one of those
key countries, France, just walked away
from NATO. I recall at the time the
headlines and the gnashing of teeth and
the consternation that took place in the
world—that this was the end of NATO.
Nothing happened to NATO, other than
the fact that it became more of an eco-
nomic instrument than a military instru-
ment,

I think the Senator from California
has stated the situation very well. To
suppose that the force we have there is
sufficiently viable to withstand the on-
slaught of a Soviet juggernaut with the
Warsaw Pact nations is a euphemism, in
my opinion,

I should like to ask the Senator
whether he can construe anything in his
imagination that would take place in
Western Europe, with respect to an in-
vasion, that would not compel this coun-
try to use its atomic forces or that would
compel the French to use their force de
frappé. Can the Senator conceive of any
possible war in Europe that would not
bring about a nuclear confrontation?

Mr, CRANSTON, Actually, I can.I am
not totally convinced that we would go
over that brink, knowing that it could
lead to utter devastation of our Nation
and other nations if full-scale atomic
war was launched. That, basically, is the
reason why two Presidents—first, a Dem-
ocrat, Lyndon Johnson, and then a Re-
publican, Richard Nixon—have decided
that we cannot win an old-fashioned
military victory in the Vietnam war.

There is no question about our ability
to utterly destroy North Vietnam, a small
nation of only 15 million people, com-
pared to our massive strength, power,
and numbers in terms of persons. The
reason why we do not seek military vic-
tory in the old-fashioned sense against
North Vietnam is that we know that we
are not really just facing North Vietnam.
We are facing North Vietnam backed
up by China and by Russia; and if we
escalate, they have the capacity to esca-
late, and there we face the great danger
of landing in total nuclear war.

But because we have exercised this re-
straint—although we have had ground
troops involved in Indochina—it seems to
me conceivable that we and the other
side would exercise the same restraint,
even though we became involved in
ground combat in Europe, shrinking back
there from total nuclear war. However,
we well know that we have the capacity,
if we must, to move manpower very rap-
idly from the United States to Europe.
‘We have done it twice before in the lives
of many now in this Chamber. It could
be done once again.
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So, yes, I can envision a war in Europe
in which we could be involved that would
not go the nuclear route. But I cannot
envision—I think this is the key point—
and I know the distinguished Senator
from Alaska likewise cannot envision,
that we would not resist in whatever way
it would be appropriate to resist an overt
military aggression by the Soviet Union
into Western Europe.

(At this point Mr. CHILES assumed the
chair.)

Mr. GRAVEL, I think the Senator has
made the point very well. So the issue
now is this: If we cannot resist it with
the troops we have there, all we really
have to maintain in Europe is a garrison,
in the sense of showing the flag, showing
a commitment to Western Europe; and
that garrison could be at any figure—
100,000, 200,000, 300,000.

Mr. CRANSTON. Or less.

Mr. GRAVEL. Or less.

This is probably where I differ slightly.
I think the Senator stated that the eco-
nomic strength is just as important as
the other. Might not, in this sense, our
economic resiliency, our economic viabil-
ity be the most important ingredient,
since this will give us our capacity to
defend ourselves not only today but in
the future as well? And if our economy
goes askew because we have not been
prudent in handling our defense expend-
itures for the long haul—not for the
immediate panic but for the long term—
it would seem that we are making a
colossal error in expending our resources
in Europe at a faster rate than we need
to expend them, and what we should
concern ourselves about is guaranteeing
that our economic capability will sustain
itself for many, many years, and I would
hope hundreds and hundreds of years.

I am reminded of the parallel of the
Civil War. When the Civil War started,
everyone assumed that since the South
had inherited able and trained leader-
ship, there would be a quick victory, that
they had all the expertise on their side.
History is very clear about the difficulties
President Lincoln had in securing ade-
quate leadership in his military forces.
But what really brought about the result
that occurred in the Civil War was not
the military leadership but the economic
and long-term productive ability of the
North.

This, I think, is what is in jeopardy in
this case, and I note that the Senator
from California emphasized that point.
I would only add that I think it is the
most important point—that is, that our
strength is in our economy; and if we
ruin our economy with excessive expendi-
tures, with the purchases we have been
making in other parts of the world, I
think it comes into very serious jeopardy.

I ask the Senator whether he would
have a different comment concerning
NATO and Czechoslovakia, because I
understand that at a point in his-
tory there were great deliberations by
committees of the Senate just prior to
Czechoslovakia. Of course, Czechoslo-
vakia stopped any effort or views that
were developing to cut down NATO at
that time. Did NATO do anything at
the time of Czechoslovakia to help the
Czechoslovakians?

Mr. CRANSTON. NATO did nothing.
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The U.S. troop strength in Europe did
nothing,. It did not serve as a deterrent in
a passive sense just by its presence there.
It did not serve as a deterrent in terms
of acting in any way when the Soviet
move occurred in Czechoslovakia.

I do want to say that I agree com-
pletely with the Senator from Alaska in
regard to his position on the importance
of the economic strength of the United
States. It is the key to our importance
as an ally to the nations that are our
friends.

Mr. GRAVEL. I should like to add an-
other point to expand upon what the
Senator from California said with ref-
erence to multilateral negotiations.

Unfortunately, the problem with mul-
tilateral negotiations is that if your ene-
my locks himself in on a trajectory of
error and if you adopt the theory that
he has something which you think is
viable, you can go along and commit
the same error. That is the tragedy of
it all. So that if in truth we hold our-
selves to be more intelligent than, let
us say, our Soviet adversaries in this
case, they really are calling the troop
levels and not we. So if they are in er-
ror, we blindly follow, like sheep, in
making the same error.

That is exactly the argument that is
put forth in these multilateral negotia-
tions—that is, that somebody picks out
a figure and sees 200,000 people over
there. Well, we have to have 200,000 peo-
ple. And if even the people we ally our-
selves with, such as the Canadians and
the French, hold a different view, we be-
come so enamored of these numbers that
we do it unilaterally. This, in my mind,
is the epitome—and I say this most
respectfully of our adventures or our ac-
tivities—of stupidity. One should never
let the enemy dictate the course we think
we should take for our own defense. In
this particular case, since we have a free
society and are subjected to the economic
vicissitudes of other nations and we do
not have the force to hold our economic
system in check and bring about priva-
tion, it has created unusual hardship.
I wonder whether my colleague would
care to comment on my logic with respect
to multilateral commitments.

Mr. CRANSTON. I also agree with the
Senator’s thinking on this matter. There
are two essential points: one, the United
States cannot and should not seek to be
the policeman—and I emphasize “the”—
in every troubled corner of the world.
This is a responsibility that must be
shared with others to keep order in this
lawless world. Second, I totally agree that
we should not surrender the decision-
making to others. We should decide we
will do what we feel is neecssary for us
to do, in order to contribute to peace on
earth.

Before yielding the floor, Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to express my deep
thanks to the distinguished Senator from
Alaska for the remarkably effective lead-
ership he is providing to the Senate and,
through the Senate, to the entire coun-
try, in the matter now before the Sen-
ate, the whole matter of what strength
we need to meet our commitments and
remain secure; the whole gquestion of
whether we will not be more secure if
we use our manpower more wisely and,
fundamentally, the question as to wheth-
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er any longer we need compulsion, in
our free society, to meet our manpower
needs; and there we are in total agree-
ment, that we do not need compulsion
and we do not need the draft.

Once more I thank the Senator from
Alaska for what he is doing to see to
it that the draft ends.

Mr. GRAVEL. I should like to thank
my colleague from California for his
complimentary remarks.

Let me say that I do not look upon
it as a point of leadership but as a part-
nership with the Senator from Califor-
nia because, obviously, this kind of task
cannot be done alone. It is physically
impossible. Were it not for his resolve
and his commitment, I would not be able
to continue. I know that that resolve and
commitment will stand together to the
very end of the goals we seek.

Let me add one other point relative
to his recitation, which, I think, is very
important, and that is with respect to
the Warsaw Pact and the number of
troops that they have. The Czechoslo-
vakian incident certainly brought to
mind one important weakness of the
Warsaw Pact; namely, in the crunch,
the Soviets had to depend upon their own
troops and not on the Warsaw Pact
troops in order to effect their will, I
think that this should be a matter of
consideration in determining troop levels
because I am sure, in their determina-
tions, they try to ascertain the reliability
of their allies in the crunch, and that
reliability is suspect.

For that reason, we should similarly
conclude that a man-on-man require-
ment with the Warsaw Pact is not neces-
sary and is really a waste of our resources.

I will hope to develop, in the debate
between now and the time the vote is
taken on next Wednesday with respect
to our commitments in Europe, a thesis
that I have not heard enunciated or
have not read and, therefore, I do not
know that its originality is other than
my own. It is a concept that came upon
me as I attended a conference in West
Berlin last year, listening to the Mayor
of West Berlin. All of a sudden it dawned
on me what was the key problem in all
of Western Europe, and a problem which
I think Willy Brandt is trying to adjust
himself to in the Ostpolitik; namely,
to bring about a detente, a rapproche-
ment.

If I were to define what the kernel of
the problem is, it is the very simple one
of recognition; the recognition of East
Germany—the recognition of West Ger-
many and East Germany—reconciling
ourselves and having the German people
reconcile themselves to the fact that the
division of Germany is there and will
exist for many years, if not hundreds of
years, and that that is the price that was
paid for what took place during the years
1933 to 1945.

The effort to avoid recognition, cer-
tainly as part of our policy and part of
others in Europe, in my mind, exacer-
bates and polarizes the existing feeling
in both Eastern and Western Europe.

If we were to effect, as part of our
policy, a policy of recognition, I think it
would flourish into a total detente where
the troop level we maintain today would
appear totally ridiculous.

Mr. President, I, too, want to compli-
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ment the Senator from Montana for
what I think is a very courageous under-
taking and a very patriotic undertaking,
because I think he, like many of us, is
concerned that our country be truly able
to defend itself. If our country loses that
ability—and it may well lose that ability
if we do not maintain our economiec
ability—we would, in truth, jeopardize
ourselves.

Let me make a parallel. If I were to
try to devise a way to do great harm to
this Nation, I would try to find a way to
siphon off its economic strength in a
peripheral area of the world, a not too
important area of the world where this
country would have to take a major por-
tion of its resources and gain very little
return. That, unfortunately, has been the
case in Southeast Asia which has drained
our resources with no great improvement
in our security. In fact, quite the con-
trary.

I attended a briefing—and this is not
classified information—where an admiral
with the highest office in the Navy, told
me and other Senators assembled, that
we had cannibalized the capital im-
provements to our Navy in order to wage
the war in South Vietnam, thereby im-
pairing our world posture with respect to
the equipment we need to maintain the
Navy.

What could be a more colossal, tactical
error than doing just that?

That, of course, is what we did ex-
actly.

Mr. President, I note that I am the only
Senator on the floor and this is a very
weighty subject—I mean, the only Sen-
ator on the floor other than my distin-
guished colleague from West Virginia—
[laughterl—who is always on the floor—
and that is why I was led to make this
oversight. In the past 3 or 4 days, I have
developed a taste as to the effort it takes
to stay on the floor. Mr. President, I want
to note now that my colleague, the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) has
returned to the floor. I assure my friend,
the Senator from West Virginia—and I
am sure my friend, the Senator from
Michigan also has a taste of the effort it
takes to stay on the floor—that every day
this effort goes on my admiration for
the Senator from West Virginia rises.
It rises from the experience I have gath-
ered from this experience of being on
the floor from time to time.

I want to note for the Recorp that
there are not many Senators at this
time with whom to engage in active de-
bate and deliberation on this momentous
and gargantuan, important subject about
our troop levels around the world.

I would hope that in the latter part
of next month things would be more
active and participatory on the part of
other Senators engaging in these delib-
erations.

Time is going on.

Time is going on and, of course, I will
be accused of wasting the Senate’s time
and holding up the activities of the Na-
tion. These accusations will come from
all sides and from the highest quarters
of the Government. However, I want to
say that these accusations will be without
foundation, because now is when the
work should be done. I have been here
every morning. I have been here every
night when we close the business of the
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Senate. I intend to be here as long as
this issue is before the Senc.te.

I would hope that we could continue
our deliberations. I am prepared to be
educated. I am prepared to listen to the
discussion and debate of other Senators.
I think I have a lot to learn on this
subject. I think the American people
have a lot to learn on this subject.

I think a very fundamental question
can be asked, as I asked the Senator
from Ohio. Why do we have 1,700 troops
in Ethiopia? Why do we have 320,000
troops in Europe? Why can we not have
150,000? Why can we not have 200,000?

These questions must be asked and
the answers must be given. They obvious-
1y cannot be answered if the proponents
do not come forward and lay out their
logic and their views.

Mr. President, I want to underscore
this because I am sure that in the future
I will be receiving charges of committing
peccadillos, charges of holding up the
government.

I want to say now that these charges
will be without foundation as they are
obviously, by the lack of attendance to-
day, without foundation.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. GRAVEL. I yield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, the Senator is speaking within his
rights under the rules of the Senate.
Every Senator has a right under the rules
of the Senate to stand on the floor as
long as he can physically stand and speak
as long as he wishes and as long as he
can in the interests of his State and in
the interest of the Nation with respect to
any issue concerning which he is con-
scious bound to speak at length on.

I congratulate the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GraveL) . He has put the Senate on
notice that it was his intention to speak
at length. He put the Senate on notice
well in advance that this was his plan.
He has been constantly on the Senate
floor in accordance with his announced
plan. He has been diligent in fulfilling
his promise to the Senate.

I have seen some so-called extended
debates in which the proponents or op-
ponents delayed the Senate, not by vir-
tue of their being on the floor to speak,
but by virtue of the courtesies for which
this body is well known.

Senators who would be out somewhere
in the country were able to depend upon
the assurances of their colleagues that
such and such an issue would not be
moved forward until they returned.

That cannot be said about the Senator
from Alaska. He is here on the floor. And
I admire him for it. I do not think he will
be charged with holding up the opera-
tion of the Senate at all. He is acting in
accordance with his own conscience, and
I salute the Senator from Alaska. I may
not agree with him. He does not expect
me to agree with him. However, I cer-
tainly admire him for his tenacity, his
resourcefulness, his determination, and
his diligence.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I thank
my friend, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, very deeply.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum,

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ident, will the Senator withhold that re-
quest?

Mr. GRAVEL., Mr. President, I with-
hold my request.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR ALL COM-
MITTEES TO SUBMIT REPORTS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that all
committees have until midnight tonight
to submit reports.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate completes its business today,
it stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

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

(Later in the day this order was modi-
fied to provide for the Senate to ad-
journ until 10 a.m. tomorrow.)

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR GRAVEL AND PERIOD FOR
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, fol-
lowing the remarks of the distinguished
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), on to-
morrow, the able and equally dis-
tinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL) , be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes, following which there be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business of not to exceed 30
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes, at the conclusion of which
the unfinished business, HR. 6531, be
laid before the Senate.

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

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the guorum call be rescinded.

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

RECESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I see no Senator who wishes to
speak at this time.

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate stand in recess, subject to the call of
the Chair, with the understanding that
the recess will not extend beyond 2:30
p.m. today.

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

Thereupon, at 1:24 p.m. the Senate
took a recess, subject to the call of the
Chair.
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At 1:45 p.m., the Senate reassembled,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. CHILES).

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia, Mr, Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE
SERVICE ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 6531) to
amend the Military Selective Service
Act of 1967; to increase military pay,;
to authorize military active duty
strengths for fiscal year 1972; and for
other purposes.

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, at an
earlier stage in this debate on the pend-
ing business, the so-called Mathias sub-
stitute for the Mansfield amendment, the
distinguished Senator from Alaska asked
the question as to why we should main-
tain troop levels in Europe.

I have some thoughts of my own on
that subject, but first I should like to
quote for him and for the Senate at large
the answer that was given in a thought-
ful editorial, entitled “First Things
First,” published today in the Christian
Science Monitor.

That answer, I think, is so significant
that we should take full account of it,
because as the Christian Science Monitor
says:

Let everyone concerned be terribly careful
about the priorities, The first priority, above
all else, is the integrity of the American re-
lationship with Western Europe. Protect that,
and nothing disastrous will happen. Lose
sight of that—and everything accomplished
since the big armies settled down in 1945
would have to be done all over again—or
worse. To cut U.S.Europe-based troops by
half now would be far too dangerous to
justify the dollars saved.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial—be printed in the
REecorp in its entirety at the conclusion
of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the an-
swers that have to be given to the ques-
tion raised by the Senator from Alaska
and the question raised by the Mansfield
amendment itself are most important.
They need to be discussed. They need to
be carefully considered. I think the Sen-
ate has been wise in giving itself time
until next Wednesday morning to con-
sider all that is involved, and, as the au-
thor of the substitute amendment, I am
grateful that the Senate has accorded
me the privilege of reworking the exact
language of the substitute. That is what
I am doing, and as soon as we have more
nearly perfected that language, I shall
offer it. But in the meantime, I think we
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ought to highlight the points that are so
important, one of which is stability in
Europe.

I have been in Europe several times in
the last several years. I have talked with
Helmut Schmidt, the German Defense
Minister. I have talked with members
of the British Government, the French
Government, the Dutch Government,
and the Belgium Government. I have
talked with Manlio Brosio, Secretary
General of NATO. I think I have some
idea of what this move by the Senate
would mean in Europe; and I would say
that stability in Europe is going to be
very severely shaken by what the U.S.
Senate does. I would go so far as to say
it will be shaken whether or not the
Mansfield resolution becomes law, be-
cause what we are doing here is pro-
viding an index to the American commit-
ment.

Like prophets in biblical times, perhaps
we have more honor in countries other
than our own. But the Senate is viewed
with great respect in Europe. The Sen-
ate’s judgment in this matter is going
to be taken very seriously.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MATHIAS. I have agreed to limit
my remarks. I am going to speak again.
I hope to speak several times before
Wednesday. I should just like to pro-
vide some listing of the points that I
think should be involved in our debate.

Why will stability in Europe be shaken?
Because American forces in Europe, in
effect, underwrite our nuclear guarantee.
This, in the final analysis, is what has
kept the peace for more than 20 years.
They provide the very foundation for
confidence on the part of European gov-
ernments that there is going to be At-
lantic cooperation. I would say that any
major withdrawals on our part and, with-
out question, any withdrawals which are
decided as a result of our unilateral ac-
tion, any withdrawals accomplished by
our unilateral action, without prelimi-
nary consultation with the other NATO
nations, -vill raise very serious doubts
both about our intentions and about our
reliability. I think that the ripple effect,
political and economic, could be very
profoundly unsettling to the system of
security that we have developed.

Second, I should like to point out that
unilateral troop withdrawals by the
United States could very gravely affect
East-West negotiations—those which are
now in progress and those which may be
undertaken by various nations. The
SALT talks certainly are a part of this,
as are negotiations concerning Berlin,
mutual and balanced force reductions
with Warsaw Pact nations, the Ostpolitik
which Chancellor Brandt has courage-
ously set out upon and which we have
at least tacitly encouraged up to this
point.

Although we are largely an industrial
nation today and many of us represent
urban industrial States, I think there
still are enough horse traders left in the
Senate to understand that negotiations
involve concessions, mutual concessions.
That is the nature of horse trading.

Certainly, if we are cutting our com-
mitment in Europe in half, unilaterally
and precipitately, those with whom we
negotiate are not going to be inclined to

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

negotiate very seriously. I think that if
I were in their shoes, I would forget about
negotiating and would attempt to expand
my own influence and the scope of my
own activities, in the light of a step such
as that contemplated by the Mansfield
amendment.

Third, let me suggest that no problem
in recent months has been more vexing,
more troubling, and more concerning to
the American people than the problem in
the Middle East. The Senate should be
under no illusion that the cut contem-
plated by the Mansfield amendment
would not have a direct and consequen-
tial effect on the situation in the Middle
East. I hope to develop this point in the
next few days, but there it is. I think that
reductions in American troop strength in
Europe would raise very serious doubts
in Israel and in Egypt, as well as with
our NATO allies, about our future pur-
poses and our future policies.

Fourth, I raise the question as to
whether U. S. withdrawals could be com-
pensated by additional European troops.
The fact is that three-guarters, 75 per-
cent, of present NATO forces are pro-
vided by the European NATO partners.
Last year, after tedious and at times
painful discussions, the European na-
tions agreed to increase their contribu-
tion to NATO defense expenses by a
billion dollars during the next 5 years.
There is a very real concern as to
whether the military muscle could imme-
diately be replaced. But even conceding
that argument, even conceding that mili-
tary muscle could be replaced, I would
suggest that even an equivalent recruit-
ment of European forees would in no way
substitute for the political significance
of U.S. troop presence in Europe as a
witness of the continuing U.S. interest
in the security of Europe and our own
security.

Fifth, I think we should consider that
the economies that will be involved here
may be very much less than have been
supposed. We have two kinds of costs
that have to be considered. One is the
budget expense and the other is the for-
eign exchange drain. Budgetary costs of
maintaining these troops are no higher in
Europe than they are in the United
States. The only way to cut the budgetary
costs is to demobilize the troops, not
merely to bring them back to this coun-
try. The Mansfield amendment does not
accomplicsh that purpose. Even if the
Mansfield amendment did accomplish
that purpose, even if it did not say that
150,900 men should ke brought home
from Europe, but that 150,000 men should
be discharged, we would still have the
question of what the wise policy is for the
United States in the garrisoning of those
troops; and I would think that a very
significant number of them still ought to
be kept in Europe although our base was
smaller.

Keeping troops in Europe, of course,
does create an outflow of dollars, and I
will return to that point in a moment.
But I would point out that there have
been offset arrangements; there have
been attempts to mitigate this problem. I
think there will be further attempts to
mitigate the problem. But the most im-
portant attempt here is the agreement
of the German government to neutralize

14891

the outflow damage by keeping the dol-
iars in their reserves and not exchanging
them for our gold reserves.

On the question of economics, if we
have to decide where our priorities are,
the priorities, in my judgment, are so
overwhelmingly in favor of the integrity
and security of the Atlantic community
that I believe we have to place our em-
phasis on the NATO forces and cannot
afford to undercut them by the method
provided in the Mansfield amendment.

I want briefly to return to the dollar-
cutflow question.

I am sorry that the distinguished ma-
jority leader is not in the Chamber be-
cause I think this is a point that has not
been touched on in any argument so far,
in support of the Mansfield amendment.

That is the question of, What are we
going to do to the econcmy of the west-
ern world if we, in effect, release the
German government from its commit-
ment to neuiralize the dollars now
abroad?

We have about $10 billion in gold.
There is outstanding in the world some
$60 billion in gold obligations. It does
not take any gnome in Zurich to under-
stand the implications of those statisties.

One of the major reasons there has not
been a run on the dollar, an overwhelm-
ing demand for us to give up our gold
reserves, is the commitment of the Ger-
man Government to neutralize the dol-
lars it holds within Germany. That is not
a NATO policy. That is German policy.
Other NATO countries are, in fact, cash-
ing in on their dollars—The Nether-
lands, Belgium, and others. But the Ger-
mans, who have an overwhelming number
of dollars, have not done that.

If we should act in a manner they
feel is irresponsible with respect to
troops, they may feel less responsible
with respect to protecting the dollar.
Therefore, I believe that this question
of German cooperation, and the neu-
tralizing effect of our dollars abroad,
must be considered in the stark reality
in which it exists.

When we talk about economies that
can be effective by bringing back 150,-
000 troops, and we think about the fact
of what it costs to keep them here, or
to keep them there, and what we think
about the result of wrecking the eco-
nomic stability of the United States, I
think the cost of the Mansfield amend-
menf could be very high indeed—far
greater than the cost in budgetary or
dollar exchange terms under existing
conditions.

Mr, President, I am continuing to work
on the language of the substitute and
shall bring it to the attention of the
Senate as soon as I think we have the
most comprehensive form in which it
can be cast.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Christian Science Monitor,
May 13, 1971]
FimrsT THINGS FIRST

We have, of course, the greatest sympathy
with the declared purposes of Senator Mike
Mansfield's proposal to cut down by half the
number of American troops stationed in
Europe. But this is no time to do it.

True, the dollar is under pressure. Any-
thing which relieves that pressure is a good
thing to do, other things being equal.

And we have no doubt that by and large,
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in many parts of the world, the American
military establishment could be cut back,
and in some cases eliminated entirely, with-
out reducing at all the overall security of the
United States, of its friends and of its allies—
provided always that the cutting is done pru=-
dently and wisely.

But this is a good moment to notice that
in spite of one war in Vietnam and the grave
danger of another breaking out at any time
in the Middle East this is still a remarkably
stable world.

To get these times in perspective one
should remark not on the fact of one war
and the danger of another, but rather on the
fact that in the whole of the world there is
only one war going on right now and only
one serious danger of another.

There are plenty of strains, and tensions
and rivalries in the rest of the world. But all
of them are under control. There is a general
stability which touches most nations and the
vast majority of all people living on this
earth today.

This is a system. It was put together by
the statesmen who have managed the re-
organization of the world after World War
II. And it is not a bad system at all. There
have been many worse ones in history.

At the very heart of this system 1s the
present relationship between the United
States and Western Europe. Anything that
touches that relationship affects the whole
system. To touch that relationship carelessly
could be disastrous. The whole fabric could
be destroyed overnight by damage to that

relationship.

If every American soldier stationed in
Eurcpe today could be brought home with-
out damaging the essentlal relationship,
then bring them home. But if doubling the
number would help that relationship—the
deed would be cheap at ten times the price.

But let everyone concerned be terribly
careful about the priorities. The first pri-
ority, above all else, is the integrity of the
American relationship with Western Europe.
Protect that, and nothing disastrous will
happen. Lose sight of that—and everything
accomplished since the big armies settled
down in 1945 would have to be done all over
agaln—or worse. To cut U.S. Europe-based
troops by half now would be far too danger-
ous to justify the dollars saved.

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. President, if the
distinguished Senator from Maryland
has completed his argument, will he yield
to me? !

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I want to thank the
Senator for the very fine interest he has
shown in this subject. It abruptly came
upon us. He has been very diligent in his
application to it and very constructive.
I thank him as well as commend him for
it.

I certainly do agree with the Senator
from Maryland, in his remarks at the
very beginning, regarding the editorial
raising the point of the integrity of this
country, as to what we would do in a
disruptive way, or in a rather impulsive
way and depart from our allies in the
NATO Pact without even consultation
with them.

I think the Senator is correct when
he calls them allies. They are allies, and
partners, too. Especially the way they
look at it, they are entitled to a confer-
ence and to negotiations. It is all right
to make demands on them. They also
have the right to make demands on us
with reference to various points. But cer-
tainly the Senator from Maryland makes
a very fine point when he says we should
not abruptly decide what we are going
to do.
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We have benefited from the NATO
Pact, too. We have contributed greatly
to it but we have benefited immeasurably
over the years.

Mr. MATHIAS. Does not the distin-
guished chairman agree with me that,
had we borne the total cost of the At-
lantic defense in our own selfish inter-
est, it would have been far greater than
the cost we have borne as a result of
our participation in NATO?

Mr. STENNIS. I heartily agree. We
have borne more than our share, that is
true.

Mr. MATHIAS. We should reverse it
if we can.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. And we are going
to do so, so far as I am concerned, when
we can, and in an appropriate way.

Mr, President, I came to the Senate
soon after World War II, so that I was
here when the matter of the NATO pact
first arose. I was here when we passed
the first major appropriation for the
rehabilitation of Europe and I think it
was the finest investment we ever made
in international affairs, The NATO pact
is part of that.

But time has rocked on, and they have
gotten to their feet and they have made
their contribution. As the Senator says,
there is the question of integrity involved
here as to how we are going to arrive
at the new quotas.

Mr. MATHIAS. The one irrefutable
argument is that it has worked. It has
succeeded.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. MATHIAS. I would suggest, Mr.
President, that the situation we face, now
brings to mind a myth of ancient Greece,
Cadmus, and a Cadmean victory. He was
the fellow who slew the dragon and when
he sowed the dragon’s teeth in the
ground, warriors sprang up. No one can
say what the results of this act will be.
One result could be the militarization of
Europe again, as American forces left,
and the governments of Europe would be
under great domestic pressure to increase
their armaments,

Mr. STENNIS. I have no doubt of that.

Mr. MATHIAS. They would have to do
that for their own selfish reasons, not for
purposes of a defensive alliance, but in
their own national interest,

On the other hand, they may simply
begin to look East, in a different way
than contemplated by the Ostpolitik.
All sorts of genies could get out of the
bottle. I do not believe that we should
pull the stopper without very great
thought.

Mr. STENNIS. It is the method in the
Mansfield amendment that comes into
question. Take the little country of
Greece, which is small in area and whose
economy is not strong. Abruptly to make
such a drastic reduction as this would
leave those people where they would not
know what to do, frankly. As the Sena-
tor has said, they have an alternative
that might require them to look East.
They have done more than their share in
manpower, readiness, and in other ef-
forts.

Turkey, too, in the same way has done
her share. It would be a terrific job to
make the adjustments necessary, should
there be a disruption of their ability to
conduct their affairs as a result of a re-
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duction of NATO forces. It might make
a tremendous difference to them in their
internal politics.

All those things have to be measured
by someone. We cannot do that here on
the floor of the Senate.

I thank the Senator once more for a
very fine speech.

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his generous re-
marks.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maryland yield briefly for
an observation?

Mr. MATHIAS, I just yielded the floor.
If I still have the floor, I am happy to do
80.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I want to compliment
and, indeed, commend the senior Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr. MaTH1as) for his
brilliant articulation of the reasoning be-
hind the stationing of American troops
in Europe.

I know that the Senator from Mary-
land, who has attended the NATO Par-
liamentarians’ Conferences over the
yvears, has followed closely the problems
which we face in the NATO community.

I must say that the Senator from
Maryland has, in my judgment, rendered
a great service to the country and to the
common allies in the way in which he
has explained the reasons and, indeed,
the great importance of this grand alli-
ance that has worked so successfully. I
want to add my voice in commending him
for the contribution he has thus made to
the country.

Mr. MATHIAS. I am grateful to the
Senator from Washington.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I yield briefly to the
Senator from Alaska.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I want to
take up briefly one point made by the
Senator from Maryland. That point con-
cerned the power of the German Govern-
ment if it chose to cash in its dollars for
our gold. Obviously that would precipitate
a worldwide depression. I am reluctant
to praise this. I think it places an un-
believable amount of power in the hands
of the West German nation.

I would like to say that there are
weaknesses in the wall that are not
apparent to my friend.

I read from an article published in
the Washington Post of Wednesday,
May 12, 1971. The title of the article is
“Washington'’s Influence in Europe
Shrinking Like the Dollar.” The article
was written by Anatole Shaub.

One paragraph is interesting. It says:

Indeed, even before the current crisis, the
late Earl Blessing, former head of the Ger-
man Central Bank, publicly expressed regret.
that he had ever let John J. McCloy, former
U.8. High Commissioner in Germany, per-
suade him to promise never to try to cash
dollars into gold.

I thing that shows that there is a
galvanization of the differences of opin-
ions in Germany. And if all we have
staving off a world depressicn and throw-
ing this country into total chaos is the
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unwritten agreement that this person
has already taken to the grave and that
others will be taking to the grave, I
submit that we are on light and awfully
shoddy footing in Germany, economically
speaking.

Mr. JACKSON, Mr. President, the At-
lantic Alliance has never been an end
in itself. But it has unfinished business
as an agency of the common defense, a
foundation for a genuine European set-
tlement, and as a source of stability in
Europe as a pillar of a peaceful inferna-
tional society.

The need for the forces and firmness
of the Alliance is as compelling as ever.
Today’s political leaders—executive and
legislative—have solemn duties. A prin-
cipal task is to maintain those forces and
to enhance the will to collaborate in the
unfinished work of the Alliance.

This is no time to disintegrate the
NATO shield and to demoralize the
Western will.

Therefore, Mr. President, I oppose the
amendment proposed by the Senator
from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD) requir-
ing that we cut in half the number of
American troops stationed in Europe.

I understand and share the feeling of
many Americans that, overall, Western
Europe is still not making a reasonably
proportionate contribution to the com-
mon defense effort. I have spoken frank-
ly and bluntly to our allies on this point.
Last November I told the North Atlantic
Assembly in The Hague that more con-
crete and substantial progress in burden
sharing is essential.

There has recently been some move-
ment in Europe toward sharing more of
the burden—no great advance, but prog-
ress in the right direction. We should
press in particular for greater European
offsetting payments on military account.
Some NATO countries can clearly in-
crease their force contributions to NATO
and further improve the quality of pres-
ent forces. But, above all, this is a time
for steadiness on the part of the United
States, not for demoralizing our friends
and allies.

These wide-ranging issues require
patient, thorough consideration. They
cannot be settled in haste here on the
Senate floor and still be settled wisely—
without even an opportunity for hear-
ings.

If changes in NATO force posture and
burden sharing are to be made, they
should flow from give and take discus-
sions and decisions by the North Atlantic
Council and should be executed with a
view to minimizing the danger that their
significance will be misinterpreted by
the Soviet Union—or by allied govern-
ments and publics. This obviously applies
with special emphasis to any cutbacks in
American combat forces on the Con-
tinent.

Since 1966 resolutions have been in-
troduced which in effect call for a sub-
stantial reduction of U.S. forces stationed
in Europe. Some proponents talked con-
fidently of Senate passage of such a res-
olution in 1968—at the very moment
when Soviet forces invaded Czechoslo-
vakia. There was some sudden back-ped-
dling, and a change in tune, and talk that
“the time is obviously not propitious for
a substantial reduction of U.S. forces in

Europe.”
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The time is no more propitious today.

The United States is deeply engaged
in crucial East-West negotiations on
arms control at SALT. The situation in
the Middle East is highly explosive, as
the Soviets exploit the tragic conflict be-
tween Arabs and Jews in pursuit of their
priority interest—to multiply their in-
fluence in the Mediterranean-African
area on the southern flank of NATO.

To those who say we must take risks
for peace by smashing up the Western
deterrent, I say: “¥You are not propos-
ing risks for peace, you are proposing a
policy that would heighten the risk of
confrontation or war. You are risking
loss of security or freedom for Americans
and our friends throughout the world.”

I for one do not want any part in this
precipitate and irresponsible move and
I shall vote against this amendment.

Mr. President, the American military
presence in Europe is the hard nub of the
Western deterrent.

The chief purpose of the American
troop commitment is political: to leave
no doubt in the Kremlin that the United
States would be involved, deeply in-
volved, from the outset of a Soviet-in-
spired crisis or a Soviet move against the
NATO area. It needs to be perfectly clear
to the Russians that their forces would
meet enough American forces to make
the crisis a Soviet-American crisis, not
just a European one. This means that a
token American force is not adequate. It
should be an effective American combat
force, not just something to be tripped
over, but a force capable of putting up a
serious fight.

The primary function of NATO's con-
ventional forces, with their vital Ameri-
can component, is to meet an emergency
as effectively as they can, posing the con-
tinual threat that if the emergency con-
tinues and enlarges, the risks of escala-
tion continue and enlarge with it. To per-
form this function NATO forces capable
of containing a sizable, though limited,
attack are required. Anything less would
be a standing temptation to Soviet probes
of allied mettle, and such probes would
force the allies to retreat or to engage
in brinkmanship, with all the risks either
course would involve.

The mishandling by the West of a sin-
gle emergency could profoundly alter the
prospects for stability in Europe. And in
an emergency we must be able, without
any delay, to put military forces into
small confrontations to hold ground, not
give it, and thus to improve our diplo-
matic position. The need is for forces
on the ready which can act without un-
necessarily difficult political prepara-
tions. The ability of NATO to move con-
ventional forces, with a strong American
component, in several crises in Berlin
was of critical importance in the man-
agement of those crises.

Indeed, NATO's conventional power is
needed not only to respond to emergen-
cies that Moscow would deliberately con-
trive, but also to deal with the unfore-
seeable contingencies that history some-
times contrives—border incidents, up-
heavals in satellite nations that splash
over the line, and so forth.

The sizable cutback of American
troops proposed in this amendment
would imply a greater reliance on nu-

clear weapons and their incorporation in
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military operations at a very early phase
of hostilities. Is this what sponsors of the
amendment really want? Are they in
favor of a one option policy of massive
retaliation? Would this serve the best
interests of the United States and its
allies? Hardly. We must not leave the
American President with only the nu-
clear button in his hand in the event of
crises.

The drastic cutback of American
troops proposed in this amendment
would also lead to a preponderantly large
German army on the central European
front. Is this what sponsors of the
amendment really want? I would have
thought they understood that a dispro-
portionately large West German con-
tribution can revive old fears and ani-
mosities among smaller West European
countries. It can help the Russians to
nourish East European fears of Ger-
many, prejudice West Germany’s chances
of improving its relations with Eastern
Europe, and thus delay the working out
of a genuine settlement in Europe which
advances the legitimate security in-
terests of all nations concerned.

NATO force requirements are designed,
of course, not only to contribute to deter-
rence and defense but also to fortify the
diplomatic bargaining position of the
West vis-a-vis the East.

A major and as yet unachieved pur-
pose of the Atlantic Alliance is to reach
a genuine, stable European settlement
with the Soviet Union. Among other
things, such a settlement will involve the
return of Soviet forces to the Soviet
Union. How can the Soviet Government
be encouraged to move in this direction?
Certainly not by following the line of this
amendment and demolishing unilaterally
the bargaining position we have worked
so long and hard to construct. Clearly,
we should sustain our bargaining posi-
tion and actively pursue acceptance of
gradual and balanced reductions in
forces on both sides of the Iron Curtain.

Mr. President, I will have more to say
on this critical matter over the next few
days.

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

Mr, JACEKSON. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, first I
commend the Senator for his very timely
remarks. No Member of this body is more
qualified, and not many are as well quali-
fied to discuss with intelligence, depth,
and clarity this subject, than the Sen-
ator from Washington, and that is ex-
actly what he has done. I was very glad
to hear that he will have even more to
say in the course of this debate. I think
this debate will grow in interest and con-
cern to the Members and to the people
of the Nation.

I wish to ask the Senator this question.
I do not know how absolute his answer
will be, but as a person who has served
in the House and in the Senate, and who
had followed this matter all through the
years, does the Senator consider the
NATO Alliance we have had as success-
ful from our point of view as well as the
point of view of Western Europe, and
just how successful does the Senator con-
sider it?

Mr. JACKSON. I think history will
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record that it has been, indeed, the most
successful alliance that has ever been
put together involving, as it dees, a great
part of the Western World. The fact that
it is successful certainly must be recog-
nized, in that there has been no war in
Europe. This fact, in itself, has justified
the investment we have made over the
years. This alliance has worked. We have
avoided war in the Atlantic area, and we
all know that at the end of World War
II the great hope, the great dream, was
to find a way somehow to end the on-
going wars in Europe.

The area of the alliance has been held
intact, and surely thoughtful eitizens of
our country must recognize by now that
we are involved in a protracted conflict
with the Soviet Union. We must realize
it is a protracted and long drawn out
series of events, involving both confron-
tation and negotiation. It would be
tragic, when we have succeeded so long
and so well to now pull the plug right
in the middle of what has been the most
successful of all alliances.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Other Senators wish to question the Sen-
ator and I shall not take much time, but
I do wish to ask one further question.

Even if we should need to withdraw
some of these troops, and even if we
have done more than what we consider
our share, what is the Senator’s estimate
of the way it is proposed to be done,
with regard to the amount of the reduc-
tion of 50 percent, and the abruptness
of it within 6 months, without further
negotiation, but just to pass a mandate,
which we have to assume will become
law?

Mr. JACKSON. As the Senator knows,
there have been no thorough hearings
on a drastic amendment of this kind
since the last testimony taken in early
1968. I want the record to speak for it-
self.

The Senate should not be asked to
act on a matter of this importance with-
out the most careful examination of its
implications by the appropriate substan-
tive committees.

I think it would be most unwise to take
this kind of precipitate action, which
should also involve consultation with our
allies,

And, of course, hopefully we would an-
ticipate that at some time in the future
the withdrawal of forces on both sides
of the Iron Curtain would come as a re-
sult of mutual agreement with the So-
viet Union. But if this far-reaching
amendment should become law, we
would simply do away with any interest
on the part of the Russians to ever talk
about or negotiate a mutual reduction in
forces. We would be throwing away any
opportunity for mutual and balanced
force reductions on both sides of the Iron
Curtain.

I believe that the acceptance of this
amendment by the Senate would tran-
scend just the reduction of American
forces. Psychologically our allies would
begin to despair of us, and the Soviet Un-
ion would be taking a new measure of us.
I believe they might well come to the
conclusion that the United States has
had a “tummy full” and that we are
ready to pull back on many different
fronts, and that if the Soviet Union is
patient, they can just wait, and we will
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unilaterally disarm, to their advantage,
to the distress of our allies, and to the
peril of this country and the future of in-
dividual liberty.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. I commend him again for his
speech and for the answers he has given
to my questions.

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

Mr. JACKSON. I am pleased to yield
to my very able friend, the Senator from
Virginia (Mr. SponG), who has taken a
keen interest in the problems involved
here.

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I have lis-
tened with interest to the able Senator
from Washington. If I understand his
statement, the Senator from Washington
is saying if the Mansfield amendment is
adopted and becomes law, it will destroy
the credibility of the policy of flexible re-
sponse that is presently our policy in
Europe.

Mr. JACKSON. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct, because the ability to deal
with special situations and small con-
frontations would be limited indeed. The
President, in dealing with a crisis less
than nuclear, shall we say, could be
forced into the most dangerous of all sit-
uations—the possible use of nuclear
weapons, This amendment would dras-
tically reduce the options, or alternate
courses that a President could follow.
I think this would be tragic.

The events of the last many rears have
demonstrated the wisdom of having the
capability for a flexible response to deal
with the range of situations where the
appropriate response is less than a full
scale conflict.

Mr. SPONG. Then, the Senator is say-
ing that, in his opinion, half of our pres-
ent troop strength would not be suffi-
cient, along with those of our allies, to
give the President any time to take ad-
vantage of the alternate courses of ac-
tion he has described.

Mr. JACKSON. I believe that the pre-
cipitate withdrawal called for in this
amendment—which, as I understand,
would involve the movement of half of
our forces out of Europe by the end of
this year, December 31—in itself would
be a cause of grave concern, transcend-
ing the NATO area. It would leave the
world with the impression that we are
really “pulling out” in connection with
our responsibilities as a great world
power, It would have the most serious
repercussions on the situation in West-
ern Europe and beyond that situation,
in other areas of the world.

Mr. SPONG. The Senator from Wash-
ington has referred to the address he
made at The Hague, which I heard, call-
ing upon the NATO allies for a greater
contribution financially than they have
made in the past.

In his remarks this afternoon, he ac-
knowledges that some progress in that
direction has been made. It is the opin-
ion of the Senator from Virginia that
not enough progress has been made. I
assume, as a result of the introduction
of and the debate on the Mansfield
amendment and the Mathias substitute,
some expression from this body will be
forthcoming as part of this legislation.

I note that in the Mathias substitute
there is no mention of increased finan-
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cial participation by the NATO allies.
I would like to ask the Senator from
Washington if he is inclined to agree
with me that any expression from this
body, since we are debating it in full,
should call for greater financial partic-
ipation by our NATO allies?

Mr. JACKSON. 1 believe that we
should, in the strongest way appropriate,
express our concern over adequate fi-
naneial contributions on the part of our
allies in the work that this country is
doing in maintaining a strong force in
Western Europe.

What I am concerned about, and what
is so difficult to get over to the people of
this country, is the urgent need for a
strong American presence on the conti-
nent of Europe. I believe that is at the
heart of the problem.

There can be some cuts in American
personnel in Europe. I do not want to
leave the impression that I am opposed
to any cuts. I am opposed to substantial
cuts. There can be some selective cuts in
the American presence in Europe.

I believe the crucial part of the West's
deterrent capability in Europe relates to
the American presence.

If we pull a large part of the Amer-
ican force out of Europe, what then
results is a situation that is going to
compound the problem. We are, in effect,
furthering the preponderance of the
German presence in Europe. As I em-
phasized in my main remarks, is this
what our people want? Is this what
Europe wants? I think that would be
unfair to the West Germans, and I think
it would hurt the unity of the alliance.

If we can work out the right kind of
financial arrangements, it is more eco-
nomical to have a strong force of ground
troops based in Europe than to have a
dual basing concept.

Under the dual basing concept we
would withdraw a large part of our
forces from Europe and have them sta-
tioned in the United States. But the
investment in bases and equipment on
that basis would be substantial.

If we can lick the problem of the fi-
nancial cost of having a strong Amer-
ican force in Europe. and take care of
the balance-of-payments problem—in-
cidentally, out of the $14 billion total
cost of U.S. general purpose forces ori-
ented toward Europe. only something
like $1 billion constitutes a balance-of-
payments problem—that would be better
than having those forces in the zone of
the interior in the United States—unless
it is believed that we should no longer
support the alliance. For if we support
the alliance, then we have to have the
capability of returning those forces to
Europe in time of crisis.

I feel very firmly about the impor-
tance of the American presence in Eu-
rope, which in itself is the very heart of
an effective deterrent, so that, if the
Russians contemplate moving or do
move, it becomes not a Russian-Euro-
pean crisis but a Russian-American
crisis. That is what makes the deterrent
work.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the Senator from
Washington. The Senator from Virginia
believes that the cut proposed is too
great to be done in such a short time.
I believe some reductions may be in
order. I foresee a decade of conventional
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confrontation with the Russians in Eu-
rope and in the Middle East.

I agree with the Senator from Wash-
ington that there must be some Ameri-
can presence to deter Russia—they will
have no hesitancy in pushing wherever
they believe it will work to their ad-
vantage.

Mr. JACKSON. It would be the
“salami’ theory—take one slice at a time,
with no one slice serious enough to in-
volve nuclear war. This is why there must
be the capability for a flexible response,
to deter and deal with those slices that
they would like to cut off from Western
Europe.

Mr. SPONG. I also believe, after at-
tending three or four NATO conferences,
where often it has sounded like a record
being played over and over insofar as
expressing the need for further financial
participation by our NATO allies is con-
cerned, that there should be an expres-
sion from this body that we expect in-
creasing financial participation on the
part of our NATO allies to help with the
troop commitment we have.

Mr, JACKSON. I think a resounding
vote in the Senate on the point the Sena-
tor from Virginia has raised, which is
the key point, would be most helpful in
the long run, in strengthening the al-
liance, by providing the kind of signal to
our friends that this they must do in
order to maintain an adequate Ameri-
can presence.

Mr. SPONG. I thank the able Senator
for the benefit of his views, based upon
years of experience with NATO.

Mr. JACKSON. I thank the Senator
from Virginia for his great contributions,
over the years, to strengthening NATO,
and his active participation in the work
of the North Atlantic Assembly and in
the deliberations of that body.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MaTHIAs) . The clerk will ecall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the guorum call be rescinded.

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

ORDER FOR WAIVER OF GER-
MANENESS RULE TODAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, under the circumstances which
govern today with respect to the unfin-
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ished business before the Senate, I ask
unanimous consent that the operation of
the Pastore germaneness rule be waived
for the remainder of today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

THE DOLLAR CRISIS

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
the Senate Finance Committee met to-
day in private session with Secretary of
the Treasury John Connally, in connec-
tion with the dollar crisis.

I was impressed with the frankness
of Mr. Connally.

While the session was an off-the-rec-
ord one, I feel that I can say that the
Senator from Virginia and the Secretary
of the Treasury are in agreement on the
basies involved.

One does not need to be an expert on
high finance to know that the dollar is
becoming less valuable throughout the
world. Every housewife knows that it is
taking more and more dollars to supply
the family.

In my judgment, the continued deficit
spending by the Federal Government has
cheapened the dollar and made it a less
desirable currency.

I see very little likelihood of a dollar
panic or formal devaluation of the dol-
lar by the U.S. Government.

But the dollar has devaluated itself
and will continue to decline in value un-
til the Government puts its financial
house in order.

The dollar decline, I feel, is the direct
result of Government policy.

The facts show that, during the 1-year
period from May 1970 to May 1971, the
national debt increased by $25 billion—
and will increase another $25 billion by
this time next year.

The facts show too, which facts I
placed in the record of the committee
hearing this moruing, that, during the
last 3 years of President Johnson's ad-
ministration, the accumulated Federal
funds deficit was $4% billion; and for
the first 3 years of Presiden® Nixon’'s
administration, the accumulated deficit
will be $62 billion.

During those 6 years alone, the ac-
cumulated deficit will be $111 billion.

Such huge deficit spending means that
Americans are headed for more and more
inflation, which means that it will take
more and more dollars for the individual
family to meet the necessities of life.

In the United States we have $1 trillion

FEDERAL TAXES AND SPENDING
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worth of life insurance owned by the
citizens of our Nation. We have retire-
ment plans and pension benefits. As the
dollar reduces itself in value, all of these
will be vitally affected—and adversely
affected.

As the dollar loses its purchasing
power, the average citizen, the housewife,
the wage earner, and the social security
recipient—all are the losers.

The dollar is weakening and, I feel,
will continue a gradual decline until the
Government embarks upon a sound fiscal
program.

Now, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorD a
table from the Office of Management and
Budget entitled “Deficits in Federal
Funds and Interest on the National Debt,
1961-1972.”

There being no objection, the table was
ordered tc be printed in the REcorbp, as
follows:

DEFICITS IN FEDERAL FUNDS AND INTEREST ON THE
NATIONAL DEBT, 1961-72

[In billions of dollars]
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Receipts Interest
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12-year total__. 1,323.8 1,469.6

i Estimated figures.
Source: Office of Management and Budget.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
this table shows that while receipts more
than doubled from fiscal year 18961 as
compared with fiscal year 1972, the out-
lays more than doubled during that pe-
riod of time. The accumulated deficits
totaled $145,900,000,000, and the accumu-~
lated interest charges during that period
of time, 1961-72, totaled $168 billion.

Mr. President, I also asked unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp a
table from the Office of Management and
Budget entitled “Federal Taxes and
Spending—(All Years Are Fiscal Years,
July 1-June 30).” The figures are for
fiscal years July 1, 1968, through 1972.

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

Fiscal year

1971
1970 (estimate)

72 |

19
(estimate) Fiscal year

1971 1972

1970  (estimate) (w:mate)

Federal fund receipts (in billions):
Individual income taxes.._......_...
Corporate income taxes_ ____.______.

$90 §88
33 30

Federal fund expenditures (in billions):

Total outlays__

Subtotal (income taxes).
Excise taxes (excluding hlghwa D
Estate and gift_______
Customs_______
Miscellaneous.

123 118

11 11
4 4

2
3 4

Total net surplus or deficit (—

143 139

Federal fund deficits (—): Total deficits_ -
Trust lund receipts (in billions): Total

$156 $164
-13 —25

51 55 64
40 48 53

5176
—23

2 Trusl fund surpluses: Total surpluses . 11 7 11
Unified budget surpluses or de :|ls( )
; et -

-2 —18 -12

Note: Trust fund totals consist mainly of social security contributions and payments.

Source: Office of Management and Budget.
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QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MatH1As) . The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

(Mr,

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO
10 AM.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that,
when the Senate completes its business
today, it stand in adjournment until 10
a.m, tomorrow.

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

THE MILITARY SELECTIVE
SERVICE ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 6531) to
amend the Military Selective Service Act
of 1967; to increase military pay; to au-
thorize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, it is not
often that I differ with the distinguished
majority leader, Senator MANSFIELD, On
questions concerning foreign policy. He
is universally respected for his integrity
and judgment. But on this issue—the
reduction of U.S. forces in the NATO
alliance without any corresponding re-
duction of Soviet forces—I must differ
with the majority leader and oppose his
amendment.

Senator MANsSFIELD's amendment to
reduce U.S. forces committed to NATO
has raised a fundamental question. It is
a fundamental question that affects the
basic security of this country. The
amendment to cut U.S. forces by 150,000
troops poses a serious challenge to the
strength and indeed the future existence
of the NATO alliance and to the secu-
rity of the United States.

What is at issue is whether continued
U.8. military support of the NATO al-
liance is in the U.S. interest. What is also
at issue is whether the policy of deter-
rence—to prevent war with the Soviet
Union, to prevent a nuclear war—that
has evolved since the end of World War
II will remain in force.

Senator MansrFIELD has raised valid
questions about the cost of U.S. par-
ticipation in NATO. Also, it is a wvalid
question whether the actual contribu-
tion to NATO made by our European
allies is a true reflection of their eco-
nomic capabilities and their security
concerns.

We cannot minimize the cost the
United States has paid and continues to
pay to keep the NATO alliance strong.
Over 3 years ago, in preparing a report
for the Military Committee of the At-
lantic Assembly, I obtained an estimate
of the cost of NATO to the United States
from an analysis made for me by the
Department of Defense. For the first
time, it was revealed publicly that the
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manpower—ground, air, naval—ma-
teriel and all attendant costs of the
NATO mission in Europe, in the United
States and on the sea, is about $14 bil-
lion a year—3$3 billion of this $14 bil-
lion is for direct support of the approxi-
mately 250,000 military personnel we
now have in Western Europe. If the cost
of the 6th Fleet is included, the actual
operating costs for our forces and de-
pendents in Europe is about $1 to $8
billion. The remainder is for forces sta-
tioned in the United States, for ships
and airpower positioned in the United
States and in the Atlantic and else-
where, which, in the event of a war in
Europe would be sent to reinforce NATO
forces.

Mr. President, this figure of $14 billion
has been referred to loosely. I must
emphasize that the cost includes not only
those ground forces in Europe but also
the fleet, and all land, naval, and air
forces in Europe, in the United States,
and on the high seas which are given a
NATO mission.

But, as others have pointed out in this
debate, and this must be emphasized—
the forces cost to the United States would
be reduced little, if at all, by the with-
drawal of the forces proposed by the
amendment before us, unless they were
discharged from service.

If we consider the NATO military
alliance as necessary for deterrence, as
a means of assisting in the prevention of
war and a nuclear war and thus neces-
sary for the security of the United
States—and I do not believe this concept
can be successfully challenged—then we
must consider our cost in relation to that
of our allies. The U.S. contribution of $14
billion to the NATO mission is more than
matched by the amounts spent by our
NATO partners which is over $22 billion
annually.

As for manpower, our allies supply by
far the largest share, 20 divisions while
the United States provides 4 and one-
third divisions. The combined gross na-
tional product of Western Europe is
somewhat smaller than that of the
United States. Its total population is
about one-third larger than the United
States. In almost every respect I do not
think that it can be argued that the
Europeans have not made a substantial
contribution to the NATO alliance. And
now, since, and largely because of, the
announcement of President Nixon of his
desire o maintain U.S. strength in Eu-
rope and because of his determined
efforts and that of Secretary Rogers in
the NATO Council and of Secretary
Laird, our NATO partners are strength-
ening their military capabilities and con-
tributing larger sums to the alliance.

The Mansfield “sense of the Senate”
resolutions of past years, even though
not acted upon by the Senate or the
House, have had good effect in urging
upon our NATO allies in Europe the nec-
essity of taking the action of improving
qualitatively their active forces and
reserves, of making contributions to in-
frastructure solely as English and Eu-
ropean undertakings, Our allies are tak-
ing these steps today. I believe the pas-
sage of this resolution would only serve
to undercut the common action of the
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United States and our allies in strength-
ening the NATO position and an im-
mensely important objective I now want
to discuss.

The joint effort of the United States
and our NATO allies now positively un-
derway is to provide greater assurance
that conventional war and above all, a
nuclear war, will continue to be deterred.

Prior to the present program of
strengthening qualitatively NATO forces
and improving defense facilities and in-
frastructure, NATO recognized its in-
ability to stand for any length of time
against well armed Soviet and Warsaw
Pact forces possessing a capability of
speedy mobilization and reinforcement.
NATO relied upon the so-called trip wire
strategy—+that is the strategy of meeting
a Warsaw Pact attack by the use of tac-
tical nuclear weapons, a situation which
all agree would rapidly escalate info all
out nuclear war.

Four years ago NATO adopted the
strategy of flexible response which had
as its purpose a lessening of the likeli-
hood of any kind of war, conventional,
tactical, or strategic. It was determined
that NATO conventional forces should
be strengthened to resist any probable
attack. Over the past 3 years, and
particularly in the last year, significant
qualitative improvements have been
made. Deficiencies remain, but NATO’s
deterrent role has been considerably
strengthened.

If the forces proposed in the amend-
ment before us should be removed, to-
gether with their equipment, the result
would be a thin “trip line” across Europe
and even an increase in our allies’ forces
could not fill the gap left by U.S. de-
parture. There is no question that a
reversion to the “irip wire"” strategy
which would inevitably follow might cost
the United States less in dollars than we
spend today, but it would increase the
danger of a nuclear war.

I am concerned about the nuclear arms
race and all its wasteful costs. All of us
are concerned that it will result in an
instability that will weaken the present
nuclear deterrent and will make nuclear
war more likely.

In a very important way, the SALT
talks will tell us the direction of our fu-
ture security. The SALT talks are an at-
tempt by the two great superpowers to
institutionalize a new concept of secu-
rity. That new concept is parity, or as
President Nixon has defined it, suffici-
ency. It is based on the belief that
neither superpower can achieve a sig-
nifiecant superiority in destructive power
over the other. It is a belief that any new
developments in fechnology can be
matched, and that neither side can pro-
duce enough weapons, no matter how
powerful, to overcome the other. The
SALT talks are unique in the history of
the world because if they are successful
neither side will gain any strategic ad-
vantage, and both sides will greatly
benefit. If the talks are successful, the
great stockpiles of weapons whose de-
structive force is equivalent to that of 15
tons of TNT for every person on earth
can be reduced, equally on both sides, to
considerably less than each side now
possesses.

I want to make an analogy with our
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situation in NATO. In Europe the NATO
and Warsaw Pact forces are now at par-
ity. There is a balance in manpower and
weaponry. Neither side has enough su-
perior strength in any category—men or
material—which cannot be matched by
the other side.

I realize, of course, that the Warsaw
Pact countries, because of their central
position and because the Soviet Union,
whose territory is immediately adjacent,
can more readily reinforce their present
forces than could the United States.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the ReEcorp as an
appendix to this statement the compara-
tive forces of the NATO and Warsaw
Pact. I think these tables will show that
it is unlikely that either side would
launch an attack. It is unlikely because
the military facts are such that the re-
sult would be, at best, stalemate, and at
worst, complete annihilation on both
sides, or indeed the entire world. <

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of Virginia). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, the
United States relies upon the NATO alli-
ance because we do not have the strength
to remain secure by ourselves. There is
no alternative, except to join with the
Western European countries in a com-
mon effort to deter war. With our allies,
the combination of our joint wealth,
manpower, and military forces, provides
for the United States and Western Eu-
rope a balance which more than matches
the power and the economic resources of
the Soviet Union and its allies. Given the
existing military strength and economic
resources of the Soviet Union and its
allies, it is in our interest to have a strong
NATO.

TABLE 1,—WORLDWIDE NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT, MID 1970
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By this, I do not mean reductions can-
not be made. But, if NATO reduces its
forces, it must do so under two condi-
tions—conditions that seem to me rea-
sonable. If we are at parity now with the
Warsaw Pact, reductions that are made
in NATO should be made mutually by
both superpowers. Comparable reduc-
tions would have to be made by the War-
saw Pact forces.

There is much talk about the possibil-
ity of a mutual reduction of forces in
Europe. If the United States withdraws
its forces unilaterally and effects a uni-
lateral disarmament of NATO, I see very
little possibility that the Soviet Union
would consider a reduction of its own
forces.

And, second, it only makes sense to
make no unilateral reductions unless
they are a result of a joint decision of
all the NATO allies.

I do not know, and none of us knows
Soviet intentions. It seems unlikely that
a sensible government would take mili-
tary action that could lead to war and
nuclear war, But we do remember Czech-
oslovakia, we see the growing strength
of Soviet conventional and strategic
forces, and Soviet movement into the
Midwest and Mediterranean, We know
that NATO must have had effect in de-
terring action in Europe.

We should recall that in 24 hours the
Soviet Union moved 24 divisions into
Czechoslovakia including an airborne di-
vision. It did this overnight and snuffed
out a hope—I hope it is not the last hope
of freedom and independence in that
country. At the same time the Soviet Un-
ion proclaimed a new doctrine in inter-
national history and law, that it had
authority to intervene in any of the so-
called socialistic countries. How that doc-
trine might be extended, we have no way
of knowing.

EXHIBIT 1

APPENDIX 1

NATO
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I am hopeful at this time when the
Soviet Union and the United States are
encouraged in negotiations to halt the
strategic nuclear arms race; at a time
when intiatives are being taken toward a
settlement of issues which have caused
tension and threatened the peace in Eu-
rope, as evidence by West German efforts
toward a treaty with the Soviet Union
and Poland and bettering relations with
East Germany; and at a time when the
four powers are attempting to settle the
difficult questions concerning Berlin; at
a time when the countries of Europe are
moving toward greater unity we will
not take this step toward disunity, to-
ward a “trip wire” nuclear strategy, to-
ward a lessening of our security.

For these reasons, I cannot support
Senator MansrIeLD’'s amendment, and I
would urge the Senate to continue its
support of the NATO alliance at its pres-
ent levels, until such time as mutual
reductions of forces by the two opposing
pacts can be made. I think greater efforts
should be directed toward this end, but,
in the meantime, I believe the present
course to be the correct one.

In my view, NATO is vital to American
security. In the present day in Vietnam,
we are engaged in a war and in an area
which I do not believe is vital to our se-
curity. The Congress and the country
desire to get out of the entanglement of
Vietnam, with its cost in lives and treas-
ure. We are extricating ourselves from
that tragic involvement, but we should
not unwisely withdraw from an alliance
which has brought us security in the past
and which continues to have meaning
now.

I consider the maintenance of our
present position in NATO under all these
conditions an instrument of peace.

TABLE 2—WORLDWIDE NATOZAND WARSAW PACT FORCES, OCTOBER 1968
[Excluding United States increases for Vietnam]

Warsaw pact

Manpower:
Army.__
ﬂavg._.
Air Forc

3, 360, 500
1, 029, 500
1, 340, 250

NATO Warsaw Pact

B0 m
, anpower
574, 000 e

Total men

5,730,250

avy.
3,925, 500

Combat aircraft
Nominal combat aircraft value

12, 535

10,074 :
00, 000, 000

nrmyIMﬁrlnes,“.___.___A_“
AirForce. ool

1y B e o e P e s

70,

$30, 600, 000, 000 $19, 200, 000, -
Total Defense budget $75,526,000,000 347, 158,000,000 Tactical aircraft:

Total inventory_... - o e $27.000

Nominal inventory value. ... ..._......-
Total Defense budget_______ ... .....coc..... ¥375,000,000,000

000
000
00
70, 000
500
000

1 Excludes U.S. manpower, combat aircraft, and portion of Defense budget dedicated to Vietnam,
Includes France,

1 At U.S. prices, That is, the United States could *'buy* the Warsaw Fact Forces—pay the men
per year,

1 This total includes the forces of France.

2 Approximate.

3 Does not include United States costs for Vietnam.

4 At U.S. prices. That is, the United States could “*buy" the Warsaw Pacl Forces—pay the men
at our pay scales and build the equipment in our own factories—for about $50,000,000,000 per
year.

TABLE 3.—THE MILITARY BALANCE BETWEEN NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT, 1970

at our pay scales and build the equipment in our own factories—for about $47,200,000,

Southern Europe

Warsaw  (Of which
Pact US.S.R)

Southern Europe Northern and Central Europe

Northern and Central Europe

Warsaw (Of which
Pact U.5.5.R.)

Warsaw (Of which

Warsaw (Of which
Pact U.S.S.R)

Ground formations Pact U.S5.5.R) NATO Ground formations NATO NATO

CATEGORY

Ground forces availab e to
commanders in peacetime
(in division equivalents):

Armoret. ... ccoaenun-
Infantry, mechanized
and airborne._._..__. 16

Manpower (in thousands):
Combat and direct sup-
port troops available.. ...

Tanks: Medium/heavy tanks
available to commanders
in peacetime

Air forces; Tactical aircratt
in operational service:

Light bombers._ . ___.....
Fighter/ground attack ...
Interceptors
Reconnaissance

14, 000

240
1,300
2,000

400

580
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TABLE 4, —THE MILITARY BALANCE BETWEEN NATO AND THE WARSAW PACT, 1969

Northern and Central Europe Southern Europe | Northern and Central Europe Southern Europe

. Warsaw (Of which arsaw (wahlc | . Warsaw (Of which Warsaw  (Of which
Ground formations NATO Pact L.S5.5.R.) NATO Pac ) | Ground formations NATO Pact U.S.S.R.) NATO Pact U.S.S.R)

CATEGORY Tanks: Medium /heavy tanks
Ground forces available to available to commanders:
In peacetime. 5,250

commanders in peacetime
(in division equwalents)' Air forces: Tactical aircraft
Armored. - ... ... B 11 3 in 0Deranonal service:
Infantry, mechanized Light bombers_____ 50
and airborne__....... 27 23 4 Fighter/ground attack. .. 1,150
Manpower (in thousands): Air forces: Tactical aircraft
Combat and direct sup- in operational service:
port troops available. . 525 375 100 Interceptors. . 450
| Reconnaissance 400

APPROXIMATE STRENGTHS OF MILITARY FORMATIONS

Squadron (in aircraft)

Division (in men) Infantry Bomber/
brigade fighter-
Infantry Armor Airborne (in men) bomber Fighter Transport

Country

United States_. .. .. - - 16, 000 15, 500 13, 500 16
Soviet Union. = 10, 000 8,250 7,000 8-10
i 12, 000-14, 000 10, 000 6, 000 8-10
12,000-15,000  12,000-15,000 - Seh 8-12

14, 000 16, 000

v ! 16
15, 500 14, 500 12-18

Sources: Department of Def , Office of Sy lysis; The Military Balance, 1970-71, Institute of Strategic Studies, London.
APPENDIX 11
TABLE |, —NATO AND WARSAW PACT FORCES (CENTER REGION) MID-1970

Warsaw
Pact

Land forces—M-Day: Tactical air forces:
ivisi 2 45 Combat aircraft
Manpower in divisions_. ... 1 384, 000 Percentage of force by mission deployed in Europe..
Manpower in divisions forces 000 591, 000 Percentage of force by mission capability (Center Region):
Riflemen (NATO as percent of Pact) e e Primarily Inborcaplors. ... ... v s ceen=
Eqmgrnerlt (NATO as pelcl!nl uf Pacl) zﬁuilrpulrpo?ts ﬁEhter.fa!iack.
anks..... L3 o iEpemetogo rimarily attack..._.._....

Antitank weapons._ 3a < Reconna{ssanca =

Armored personnel carriers. . = = s SoE Low performance

Artillery and mortars (number of tubes} 2 ki a

Divisional logistic lift___..._____. Total (percent).

Total vehicles
Engineers (percent)...

1 Includes 5 French divisions. Note: Effectiveness—NATO has some superiority in sophistication of ip , (e, parlnad

® 22 of which are Soviet, and 23 of which are East European, m:ludmlg 8 Czech. loiter capability) the capability of its aircrews, which have in 1 higher

3 NATO tanks are Esnerally more modern, The 'relative weakness'” in tanks reflects NATO's  and fly more hours, and the versatility of its aircraft. The NATO countries also havu world wide in-
essentially defensive role. ventory of aircraft far greater than that of the Warsaw Pact and in a situation where total reinforce-

¢ NATO is likely to have superior firepower because of the greater lethality of its ammunition and  ment can be taken into account would have the greater capabiiity.
the logistic capability to sustain higher rates of fire.

TABLE II;—CENTER REGION NATO AND WARSAW PACT FORCES, MID-1968 DATA 1t

NATO 2 Warsaw Pact ¥ NATO2? Warsaw Pact?

Land forces—M-Day Tactical air forces: e
ST S

Number of deployed aircarft____________
Manpower in divisions. Percentage of force by mission deployed in Eumpe
Manpower in divisions forces._ _ Percentage of force by mission capability (Center Regmn)

Riflemen (NATO as percent of Pact) 100 Bkl Primarily interceptors
Eqm;;ment (NATO as percent of Pact): Multipurpose fighter/attack .
I S e e e 60 1o Primarily attack
Antitank wespons Reconnaissance. __
Armored personnel carriers Low performance.
Artillery and mortars (numher of tubes). = Total (percent
Divisional logistic lift.. R 5 Effectiveness indlcatars( ATO as percent of pact):
Total vehicles Payload

Engineers (percent).. .- ......_--.---iooiiiaonn gg\iﬁlr;mﬁrg“m

Divisions. .. ..........

1 These data relate to the situation ?nur to the Czechoslovakian crisis, Revised figures have not 2 Includes 5 French divisions.
yet been established bul they are unlikely to make a significant difference in the rough balance 322 of which are Soviet, and 24 of whnch{ars East European, including 8 Czech,

Purlrayed in this table, Center region includes West Germany, Belgium, Netherlands, and France ¢ Range d is on tactical missi profile
NATO; East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia for the Pact.
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TABLE 111-A.—MEDIUM-HEAVY TANKS AVAILABLE TO COMMANDERS, MID-1970 TABLE |11-B.—MEDIUM-HEAVY TANKS AVAILABLE TO COMMANDERS! 1368-69

(Ot which Warsaw (Of which
NATO Warsaw Pact U.S.5.R) NATO pact US.S.R)

Northern and Central Europe: In peacetime___.__ 11, 000 14, 000 8,000 Northern and Central Europe:
Southern Europe: In peacetime. . ... . ........ 2,100 5, 000 E D e o o malt e 4,800 11,500
After mobilization of Ist-line reserves 6, 100 14, 600
Total Europe: In peacetime. ... ......... 13, 100 19, 000 Southern Europe:
In peacetime 1,600 4,300
After mobilization of 1st-line reserves....... 1,800 5, 500

Total Europe:
Inpeacetime. .. .. oo o .o 6,400 15, 800
After mobilization of 1st-line reserves_ 7,900 20, 100

I NATO is estimated to have on average some 50 percent more antitank weapons.

Sources: Department of Defense, Office of Systems Analysis. The Military Balance, 1970-71
Institute of Strategic Studies, London.

AppEnDIX IIT --- 366,000

U.S. military personnel in EUCOM— 196T --- === 837,000

1950-70—As of Dec. 31 1968
1969

1970 (June)

Sources.—Department of Defense, Office
of Systems Analysis; The Military Balance,
1970-71, Institute of Strategic Studies, Lon=-
don.

L—ESTIMATES OF COMPARATIVE STRATEGIC STRENGTHS UNITED STATES AND SOVIET UNION
(A) NUCLEAR STRIKE FORCES

United States Soviet Union United States Soviet Union

Num- ‘
Category Type Type ber | Category Type

: Aircraft:
LGM-25C Titan 2 Long-range = Mya-4 Bison
LGM-30B Minuteman 1 > bombers. Tu-20 Bear
LGM-30F Minuteman 2_______ I 5 Medium-range e Tu-16 Badger
LGM-30G Minuteman 3_.__.. o | R = bombers. p
S5-13 Savage_ > Strike aircraft Tu-22 Blinder..... ..
Soes SSS.S:E; gke;nl._ h i (land-based). -4 _.. (1, 200) ‘SfakiZFE_tliirawer..
andal. . = y e e u-7 Fitter
MGM-31A Pershing....__._. (250) SS-1b-d Scud A-C. ) 7 e e i Mig-23 Foxbat =
g
: g MGM-29A Sergeant._........  (500) SS-12 Scaleboard_ . _§ Strike aircraft (car-
Cruise missiles_ ... _________.._____.____ 8SC-1Shaddock. ... rier-based).
Sea-based missiles:
SLBM (nuclear UGM-27B Polaris A2._______.
subs). UGM-27C Polaris A3___ 3
SLBM (diesel subs)

Cruise missiles
(subs).

Cruise missiles
(surface vessels).

2. MAJOR NUCLEAR DELIVERY VEHICLES 1370
(2) MISSILES (UNITED STATES OF AMERICA)

Maximum Maximum
Pro- range ¢ Estimated Pro- range ¢ Estimated
pel- (statute warhead I- (statute warhead
Category = and type lant & miles) yield ¢ i Category = and type ant b miles) yield 4

CBM: i SRBM:
LGM-25C Titan 2 5-10MT. ... MGM-31A Pershing 460 KT range_....
LGM-30B Minuteman 1_.. 1MT.__. MGM-29A Sergeant 85 KT range
LGM-30F Minuteman 2. . 1-2MT___._. SLBM:
LGM-30G Minutenman 3. ____ ... ... 3X200 KT. .. UGM-278 Polaris A2 1,750 800 KT_......

UGM-27C Polaris A3_ - -—<oeeeeeeeee S 2,880 {33000 X711 -

(b) MISSILES (UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS)

Maximum Maximum
Pro- range = Estimated Pro- range ¢« Estimated
(statute warhead In el- (statute warhead
Category = and type! ant b miles) yield 4 service Category = and type ant b miles) yield 4

ICBM: SREM:
S§5-7 Saddler 900 1961 SS-1b-d Scud A-C 50-500 KT range
SS5-8 Sasin._ .. g 900 SMT______.. 1963 L 500 MT range
500 1965 ) | 290 KT range.
50 T 1966 | SLI
$5-13 Savage. - 000 1 MT 1968
IRBME: 55-5 Skean _ = , 300 1961 Serb e
MRBM i: SS-4 Sanda L , 200 13 1959 | i o i SR

i
q
'
J
g
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(c) EUROPEAN THEATRE NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Moy 13, 1971

NATO has some 7,000 nuclear warheads, deliverable by a vanaty of vehicies, some 2,250 in all, aircraft, short-range missiles and artillery. There are also nuclear mines. Yields are in the kiloton

and subkiloton range. The ground based missile launchers and

double key. The figure for Soviet warheads is probably about 3,

of non-Soviet Warsaw Pact forces.
This ison of nucl

be based on a use of such weapons on this sort of scale. These

bers were

merit of affording a wide mn%e of choice of weapons, yield and delivery system if cuntmlled escalation has to be contemplated.

Soviet Union has the ability to

uns are organic to formations down to divisions and are operated both by American and allied troops, but in the latter case under
, delivered by roughly comparable aircraft and missile systems. Some of the delivery vehicles, but not the warheads, are in the hands

heads must not be looked at in quite the same light as ﬂil! convenlmna! comparisons preceding it, since on the NATO side the strategic doctrine is not and cannot
t an earlier, predominately nuclear, strategy and an inventory of this size now has the chief
point that does emer,
aunch a battlefield nuclear offensive on a massive scale if she should choose, or to match any NATO escalation with broadly similar options.

from the comparison however is that the

Sources: Department of Defense, Office of Systems Analysis. The Military Balance, 1970-71, Institute of Strategic Studies, London.

(d) SUMMARY OF U.5.-U.5.5.R, STRATEGIC FORCE POSTURE, OCTOBER 1970

United States

USSR} |

Approxi-
mate

yiel
Delivery vehicle Number (mega'luns) Type

Approxi-  Approxi-
mate mate
number yield

(megatons) Delivery vehicle

United States USS.R!

Approxi-  Approxi-
male mate
yield
(megatons)

Approxi-
mate
yield number
Number (megatons) Type

ICBM’ i!(ﬁ“d land based):

Mmuieinar] S e

ICBM total. .........

| SLBM's on nuclear subs
Missile total
Intercontinental bombers:
B-52, FB-111

Delivary vehicle total:

(") Bison and Bear...

102, 260 .. 101,668

! The Soviet force levels were obtained from Secl‘alar‘ﬁ Ls:;;d's ﬁstcal ydeal;llg?l def%nse pri:l%ram
ements and allowances for construe-

and budget, February 1971, updated by maore recent DO
tion in Februa

2 Ahout 40—3) more SS-9 | hers are under

ballistic re-entry ve

with 3 MRV's.

+ Soviets are presently adding about 50 S5-9 and 100 SS-11 and $5-13 launchers per year.
¥ Some Polaris SI_BM s carry 3 MRY's with a total yield somewhat less than 1 megaton. United
I Poseidon carrying 10 MIRV's on 31 subs; 8 subs now in

States is Polaris missil mlh

shlplgards and first goes to sea January 19

5.5.R. has ad

The S5-9 has been tested with 3

MRY's each with a {lald capability of 5 megaton. The 55—9 muld launch a FOBS instead of simple
icles, but the yield would be much less than 25 meg3ton,

* 50 parcent of Minutemen are heqnst.onvsrted to carry 3 MIRV's

¢ About 100 additional $5-11"s and S5-13's are under construction. The SS-11 has been tested

itional 15 subs with total 241 SLBM's under construction; and is capable of

in the United States.
! No additional bomber de|

Republic. Bot!
I:an' ufﬂd as tank?rs
s for

lemsnt oceurring; United States develop ant for

B-52, The Soviets have medium range bombers and the U.S. carrier based and tactical am:mlt

not designed ﬁnmanhr for strategic use aj
the United States and the

with SLBM’s and cruise type missiles which are not believed to be primarily for strategic targets

B-lasr

inst the United States and the United Soviet Soeialist
nited Soviet Socialist Republic have additional aircraft

not included since this varies from mission to mission, but United

Slates Flas a substanti

hamh

Republi

10,000 by the mid 1970,

continued construction of 6-8 Polaris type subs per year. The Soviets have admllnnally diesel subs

(At this point, Mr. Curtis assumed the
chair.)

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

Mr. COOPER. I am happy to yield.

Mr. STENNIS. I know how concerned
the Senator from Kentucky has been
with regard to this entire problem. I look
upon him as one of the fathers of NATO
and we owe him a debt of gratitude for
his work.

I wish to ask the Senator whether,
based on his background, everything
considered, he thinks, even though we
might have paid somewhat more than
our part, that this alliance has been
highly successful and beneficial for the
free world?

Mr. COOPER. Absolutely. We cannot
say categorically what would have hap-
pened if we did not have this alliance.
Except for the movement into Czecho-
slovakia, and it is not in the NATO area,
there has been no movement in Western
Europe. The alliance has helped in other
ways. It has helped to bring about closer
economic and political unity in Europe.

If we wanted to consider this amend-
ment purely on a monetary basis, and
if it had no bearing on our security, it
should be passed unanimously. But we
cannot separate NATO and our position
in NATO from our own security. If the
Senate will look at it in those terms and
as I have said, I do not believe the con-
cept can be challenged, this proposal
adversely affects the security of the
United States.

Others will discuss the balance of pay-
ments and monetary problems, but those
problems are not going to be solved by
this amendment. There is a very tenuous
relationship between our balance-of-
payments problem and NATO, and I can

payload capability. If included in the overall

olal
total 1I;-msatonnage the u S total wouid be equal or greater than that of the United Soviet Socialist

¥ The United States would have a total of more than 4,200 nuclear weapons (warheads and
bombs) and the United States Socialist Republic, 1,950. The United States total will rise to nearly

Source: The Department of Defense. Federation of American Scientists,

see little relationship with the recent
monetary issue.

If it is costing $14 billion a year—not
just for the troops in Europe but all our
forces in Europe, those in the 6th
Fleet, and in the United States with a
NATO mission—and if it is preventing
the likelihood of war, I think it is the
best money that can be spent.

Mr. STENNIS. I agree with the Sena-
tor. I point out that a great part of this
$14 billion goes to create and support
military forces that we can use and have
used in other parts of the world. We have
some of those forces today in Vietnam,
and we have had for some years.

I agree with the Senator in what he
said about the good effect the resolution
of the Senator from Montana has had
over the years.

Along with the Senator from EKen-
tucky, I shared membership in the dele-
gation representing the United States at
the Brussels conference in 1968 where
each of us urged our allies to carry a
greater part of the load to be carried, and
we referred to this very resolution. So
good has come from it. The Mansfield
resolution is not an evil thing.

Mr. COOPER. No.

Mr. STENNIS. Then, too, the amend-
ment is in the wrong form and the
abruptness of it and its totality will do
more harm than good.

Mr, COOPER. The Senator from Mon-
tana, the majority leader, deserves great
credit. His sense of the Senate resolu-
tions have had a good effect. The Sena-
tor from Mississippi has been to those
meetings he mentioned, and has also
talked to our NATO representatives
of Western Europe. All of us have
urged in those meetings greater effort on
the part of our European allies. Now
they are making the effort. They will be

detailed. I know larger efforts are being
made now than before, and there is bet-
ter agreement between the United States
and our allies.

It would be unfortunate if we took a
step that would halt, discourage or un-
dercut these efforts.

Mr. STENNIS. I might add that it
would take some considerable time to re-
pair the damage within our alliance as
well as to overcome the encouragement
that would be given to the Soviet Union
if this amendment should pass.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. There are many
specifics that can be stated about our
strength. Efforts are being made to
strengthen NATO by the European mem-
bers. They have taken sole leadership
with respect to infrastructure facilities.

We have to look at this matter in terms
of the security of the United States.
Others have talked about the re-
sult which I believe would occur if we
should, in effect, withdraw, because with
150,000 men out of our forces there, with
their equipment, skill, and leadership, it
would be a withdrawal in effect, and it
would have the practical consequence
which the Senator from New York (Mr.
JaviTs) spoke about yesterday.

I have been interested in this issue for
many years and for the last 4 or 5 years I
have attended the meetings of the NATO
Assembly in Europe. During our Easter
recess I went to Germany for the very
purpose of learning what progress was
being made. I talked to General Good-
paster. He gave me concrete evidence of
what is being done. I talked at length
with Genera] de Maziere, whose position
corresponds to the Chief of our Joint
Chiefs of Staff. He was clear and precise
about what is being done. I talked to
civil officials and I came back believing
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that greater progress is being made now
than has been made for years.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator has made a remarkable statement.
The Senator has been very intimately
associated with these efforts year after
year and I am encouraged to hear the
statement he has just made. I am sure
other Senators will be so also. I commend
the Senator for showing such a fine
knowledge on this subject which will be
so helpful to his colleagues. I hope that
all of our colleagues have a chance to
read his remarks.

The analysis which the Senator gave
in dollars and manpower was very good,
indeed, and the Senator’s comments
about the conventional war weapons con-
cept, if we have nothing except the nu-
clear capacity it increases the possibility
it might be used, which is almost un-
thinkable.

Mr. COOPER. Yes. Mr. President, if
the United States must rely on the use of
tactical nuclear weapons, it could es-
calate into an all-out nuclear war which
is unthinkable. I know no one in Con-
gress wants this to occur. No one in
this country wants it to occur.

Mr. STENNIS. Nor does anyone want
to take a chance on it.

Mr. COOPER. And we do not want to
take a chance. That is what we would be
doing.

Mr. STENNIS. I congratulate the

Senator.

As I understand his interpretation,
should this amendment become law, it
would be his opinion that a unilateral
withdrawal by us absolutely would pre-
clude any negotiations for reduction of

forces with the Warsaw Pact countries,
at least for the time being.

Mr. COOPER. It would in my view
preclude successful negotiations if the
United States unilaterally withdraws the
bulk of our forces and our strength there.
I do not think we would have anything
to talk about.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
again, and thank him warmly.

Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator
from Mississippi for his courtesy and for
his great contribution in this field.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President,
appoints the Senator from Vermont (Mr.
ProuTy) to attend the 24th assembly,
World Health Organization to be held at
Geneva, Switzerland, May 4-21, 1971.

The Chair, on behalf of the Vice Presi-
dent, appoints the Senator from New
York (Mr. Javits) to attend the Inter-
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national Labor Conference to be held at
Geneva, Switzerland, June 2-24, 1971,

PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow is as
follows:

The Senate will convene at 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning. Immediately follow-
ing the recognition of the two leaders
under the standing order, the distin-
guished Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss)
will be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes, and he will be followed by the
distinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr.
GRAVEL) who will be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes, upon the conclu-
sion of which there will be a period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness for not to exceed 30 minutes, with
statements therein limited to 3 minutes.

At the close of the period for the
transaction of routine morning business,
the unfinished business, H.R. 6531, will
be laid before the Senate.

Under the previous order, the rule of
germaneness, paragraph 3 of rule 8 of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, will
extend for a period of 5 hours, beginning
with the laying before the Senate of the
unfinished business.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 A.M.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, if there
be no further business to come before
the Senate, I move, in accordance with
the previous order, that the Senate stand
in adjournment until 10 o’clock tomor-
row morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3
o’clock and 40 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Friday, May
14, 1971, at 10 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 13, 1971:

U.S. Circulr COURT

William H. Timbers, of Connecticut, to be
a U.S. circuit judge, second circuit, vice
Robert P. Anderson, retired.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND
‘WELFARE

Merlin K. DuVal, Jr., of Arizona, to be
an Assistant Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers to be placed on the
retired list in the grade of lieutenant gen-
eral under the provisions of section 8962,
title 10 of the United States Code:

Lt. Gen. Richard P. Klocko, ISl R
(major general, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

Lt. Gen. Robert H. Warren||
(major general, Regular Air Force) U.S. Air
Force.

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 3066, in grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Walter Edward Lotz, Jr., U.S.
Army.

The following-named officer under the pro-
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visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of sec-
tion 3066, in grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Welborn Griffin Dolvin,
U.S. Army.

The following-named officers for temporary
appointment in the Army of the United
States to the grade indicated, under the pro-
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-
tions 3442 and 3447:

To be brigadier general

Col. Cecil Walton Hospelhorn, JIESSSHIR
U.S. Army.

Col. Alan Ross Toffler, I taredl U.S.
Army.

Col. Chester M. McKeen, Jr. [JIRrercal
U.S. Army.

Col. Charles Raymond Sniffin, [IE=Starclll.
U.S. Army.

Col. Sylvan Edwin Salter TSyl
U.S. Army.

Col. Nikitas Constantin Manitsas [Erared
U.S. Army.

Col. Joseph Edward McCarthy, e,
U.S. Army.

Col. Lawrence Edward Van Buskirk,
U.S. Army.

Col. Arthur Pancratius Hanket,
U.S. Army.

Col. George Washington Connell, Jr.,
U.S. Army.

Col. Anthony Frank Daskevich, PEErar
U.S. Army.

Col. James Arthur Herbert I Sracral.
U.S. Army.

Col. Gordon Sumner, Jr. el U.S.
Army.

Col. Richard Luther West Syl
U.S. Army.

Col. Robert Wallace Fye, Sl US.
Army.

Col. Lawrence Hall Williams, IS il
U.S. Army.

Col. Roscoe Conklin Cartwright,

Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Orville Leroy Tobiason, | erercall.
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. James Michael Templeman,
23 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Albert Redman, Jr. S cacdl, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Eugene Joseph D’Ambrosio,

Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. James Frank Hamletjer il
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Marvin Don Fuller, JERerecrall, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Jack Thomas Pink JERSrerdll, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. William John Whelan S al.
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Willard Warren Scott, Jr.,
23l Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. William Savage Hathaway, BEErerd
2 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. James Allen Johnson Jeerral
Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert Miller Montague, Jr.,
22 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert Joshua Koch|JTearril
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Rutherford McGiffert, IT,

Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).
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Col. John Love Gerrity, Il Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. John Elwood Hoover, IIEEerrlll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Philip Thomas Boerger, ISercil
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert Jacob Baer, I arardl Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Fremont Byron Hodson, Jr.,
=M Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Robin Davis Cleland, Jr.,
B2 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. William Loyd Webb, Jr., el
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Vincent dePaul Gannon, Jr.,
P== Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Dorward Weston Ogden, Jr.[acara
Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert James Proudfoot, JIEStecclll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Garland Andrews Ludy, IR acrcal
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Lucius Gordon Hill, Jr. Bl
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Norman Junior Salisbury, I Steccil
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Robert Lee Kirwan il
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Oliver Williams Dillard, [ accal
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Wilton Burton Persons, I Srarcal

Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Wayne Stanley Nichols, [IEEeccdl
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Henry William Hill, Army

of the United States (lleutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Hugh James Bartley el
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Pat William Crizer IS al
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Richard Anthony Bresnahan,
228 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Leo Dalton Turner il
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Calvin McWhorter, Jr.,
P22 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Albert Ronald Escola, ISl
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Oliver Day Street IIIIEESaccall
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Philip Robert Feir, IR ol Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Marion Collier Ross, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Leo Eugene Soucek I Ercal
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Milton Eugene Key, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Clay Thompson Buckingham, EEraren
P22 Army of the United States (lieutenant
colonel, U.S. Army).

Col. Homer Samuel Long, Jr., I eccil
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Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Carroll Nance LeTellier, JIEEIN
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Joseph Paul Kingston I reccll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Ernst Edward Roberts, IIEECarcall
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Paul Miller Timmerberg, I Savclll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Billy Mills Vaughn, Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel,
U.S. Army).

Col. Kirby Lamar, Army of
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Richard Lew Morton, IS ErrEll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Michael Daniel Healy, I taccdll
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. Davis O’Neill Morris, IS a
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo-
nel, U.S. Army).

Col. John Harry Boyes, IR0 @l Army
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S.
Army).

Col. Paul Francis Gorman ISl
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

Albert Benjamin Crawford, Junior,
XXX-XX-XXXX Army of the United States
(major, U.S. Army).

Col. William Rowland Richardson, BEacaea
Army of the United States (major,
U.S. Army).

Col. Leslie Ray Sears, Junior, IEZEtacclll
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

Col. Richard Lee Harris, IS0l Army
of the United States (major, U.S. Army).

Col. John Adams Wickham, Junior,
e Army of the United States (major,
U.S. Army).

Col. David Hardy Sudderth, Junior,
e Army of the United States (major,
U.S. Army).

Col. Richard Horner Thompson,
Army of the United States (major, U.S.
Army).

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following persons for appointment in
the Regular Air Force, in the grades indi-
cated, under the provisions of section 8284,
title 10, United States Code, with a view to
designation under the provisions of section
8067, title 10, United States Code, to perform
the duties indicated, and with dates of rank
to be determined by the Secretary of the Air
Force:

CHAPLAIN CORPS

To be major

Goetz, Charles T., [Steccd

To be captain

Arthur, Donald EM
Barr, Russell W.,

Beckstrom, Edward A., et astcs
Black, Thomas W., Jr.,Belgeesees
Dawson, Lewis E., [Prearsesed
Feely, Patrick F., [Bo0ogeecy
Gallagher, Ronald E., [Reeoeore
Geller, Selwyn G., Bligeeesad
Halstead, Philip E., R@vered
Highsmith, Darrell C., Beooooneed
Lee, William L., [Bigroesed
McCulloh, Ralph E. Berovoevees
Mosley, Larry D., BEiOroeeed
Quates, Henry E., Jr., JRigeoeees

Skipper, Bryant R. Beoroveed
Smith, Donald R., Beeoroeesd
Wagener, John M., PrrSuowesy

To be first lieutenant

Ashley, Michael D.,
Calhoun, William E.,

Harnyak, Gregory J. ISt

Hatela, Pobert S., Briaiaress
Nuxoll, James H., Beroegeset
Patrick, John H. Biooeones

Richart, Paul F.
Samf, David A.,
Sazy, Michael J.,
Shealy, Walter W.,

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS

To be major

Smith, Roy L.,

To be captain

Angle, Swanson, W.,
Call, Wendell D.,
Crawford, Russell, E., Jr., oy
Miles, James R., Bi@reeccy

Miller, Edward B., [BLeQegresd
Phillips, William R., BUi@reuss
Piper, James P.,

Raichle, Mildred L.,

Vandoren, Emerson R.,

To be first lieutenant

Alburn, Cary R., I1I, B aceccll
Allen, Shelby L., ITI, [Paracd
Amundson, Frederick J.
Arroyo, Joseph A.,

Babington, Charles M., III,
Barton, William B., Jr.,
Bauman, Marion C.,

Birkeland, John H.,

Blair, Marshall W., E el
Blust, Larry D.,

Booth, Kevin E.,

Brandt, Richard E.,

Brasfield, Jeffrey H.,

Bristol, Matt C. C., 111, Reorerees
Brock, Richard W., Bigeaesed
Cooper, Leon E., Jr., Belaoeid
Costley, John V., Jr., Regeoeesd
Debey, A. B., Beuoudree
Demarco, Anthony J.,

Dorr, Richard E.,

Douglass, Daniel D., Jr.,
Durden, Robert R.,

Egeland, Andrew M., Jr., [ acaccd
Forbes, John G., Jr., [Beraeered
Foxman, Stephan J. JRreeeesses
Frederick, Ronald A., Plegroreed
Galligan, Michael J., Btarecccd
Gargiulo, Robert G., Betevarast
Gray, Dennis M., RiQrorecs
Griffin, Gerald A., BiSegeesy
Harding, David M., Blioresed
Hart, Eugene F., Jr., Rolororos
Hay, Michael T., BliSroress
Hemann, John L., ReeovSeesy
Hoppe, Allen B., BIiSretess
Horman, Russell T., ooty
Hurd, Elisha B., Jr., [Reegvesecy
Johnson, John T, Jpreevaeecd
Kelly, Edward L., Jr., Boe@egered
Kiefer, Paul A.,[Bregverey
Kirwan, Peter M., Bororesd
Knox, Michael R., Bleieiesd
Kuhn, Fredolin W., peovoeesy
Kummer, Thomas F., Reiovoresy
Lahendro, Albert L., Booagoety
Lien, John D., Breoreeed
MacGregor, Thomas G., Bresraeesy
Maxwell, Earl L., Jr., Breasesesy
McCabe, Harry L., Bigeersed
Mclver, Claud L., III, Peeoroveed
McNeace, Lewis B., Jr., [Beegvocess
Meek, Philip A., BrEgrerers
Miller, Gordon H., Briarecses
Moye, John E., Bresraeesd
Novak, Richard A., Berececses
Padletti, Charles J. JBreacaress
Peaco, James W., Jr., [Breorseed
Phillips, Cary A., Qeereoreed
Puett, Jimmy D., Bersroree
Rippon, Harry J.,JRetoroesed
Rothenburg, Richard F. JBre@eessed
Rubinstein, Karl L. Bl reced
Schlechter, Alvin E., Beroverety
Scollan, Joseph C., BUiovorees
Shackleford, Thomas D., [ acacccll
Shaw, Walter I.,
Shine, Gerald P., Jr.,

Silliman, Scott L.,
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Simonton, Stephen L. Facaccl
Smallridge, Gary C. B ararcd.
Stevens, William G.

Stillman, Steven J. 5
Stouck, Vinson P.

Sweeney, Patrick C.
Tate, Robert W., II

Tatum, Edwin B.

Terry, Clay A.)|

Thrasher, Elwin R., Jr.

Vansant, John D. 5
Waldrop, Olan G., Jr. .
Warren, Keith A.
Watts, Michael R.%
Whitney, Richard F. .
Whitney, Williamm.
Wolfe, Norman K.
Wolfe, Richard S.

MEDICAL CORPS

To be major

Ball, Thomas P., Jr. [ ecacel
Cheng, Alfred K.| [
Erickson, Clark A.
McIntosh, Duncan A.
Schechter, Eliot e
Skinner, Odis D. el

To be captain
Armstrong, Rafael R. el

Barrocas, Albert, [FRacacrd
Bell, Owen C.,[rarard.

Biedermann, Eric m
Blattman, John E. 5
Bode, Frederick RM.
Borden, Lester L. R
Bornstein, Myer S. [P ataccd
Bristow, John W. Jprgveecad
Britt, Darryl B. Bt eresce

Buethe, Robert A., Jr. earacd:
Cabreraramirez, Lorenzo e reviedl-

Callen, Kenneth E. :
Campbell, John S. A
Carroll, Herma A., Jr.

Daniels, David H., Jr.
Dietz, James W.

Dinenberg, Stephen
Edwards, David A., Jr.

Foshee, William m
Gaines, Larry S. F

Garcia, Raymondm
Garrott, Thomas C. |
Gendel, Charles L.%
Goldhahn, Richard T., Jr. 5
Gray, Neal H.,

Harford, Francis J., Jr 5

Hawley, William M
Heffron, John P. s
Holmes, Scott L%
Howard, Cleve W 5
Johnson, Matthew T

Kaplan, Michael F.
Kaplan, Peter D.

Klein, Michael R., Jr.

Koop, Lamonte P.

Krege, John W. e carccl
Kuinick, Joel I acard

Labadiebelendez, Juan J.|
Lovelace, Raymond E.

Luetje, Charles M. m
Manning, Larry G.

Martin, Harvey C.
Martindale, Richard E., Jr. 5

May, Gerald G., [ arard
Mazzola, Robert D. .
McGee, James W. I\m
McGovern, Thomas B.
Michaelson, Edward D.
Morrellcachado, Rene.
Notske, Robert N. Jaravcd
Quinn, Robert J. IIarra
Ragsdale, Vernice D. [Jacarccll-
Ransom, Richard W.|Earard

Ray, John W. C. [ d
Reaves, Charles E. [ acatecdl

Riveracorrea, Hector P. .
Robison, Elmo J., Jr.
Signorino, Charles E.
Singal, Sheldon

Sorauf, Thomas J.

Stabler, Larry G.

Tardy, Walter J., Jr. .
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Taylor, William Mm
Thompson, Barry H.

Ulrich, Richard A.%
Wasserman, James M. 5
Wells, David M., Jarercd.
Wiesmeier, Edward, Jr. [t arececd
Wilson, James M. et cccd
Wooddell, William J. Breaesseca.

Wright, Dennis O.Bteevaccrdl-
Wunder, James F. oo cred.

To be first lieutenant

Bearden, James D., IT1 [ ocacccl.
Blumberg, Lawrence B. Jaraccdl.
Borrero, Jose L. JBeararicd.
Bradshaw, Michael T. oo corecs
Bullock, Jerry L. oo acccd-
Cadora, Donald F. e eress
Christman, James E. BP0t avrodl.
Dayvis, William M. Breasacced.
Duncan, Roy D. [Brerecccd
Fragala, Mario R. JPrrerarecdl.
Gardner, Albert E.

Griffin, John J.

Hamilton, Marshall E. k
Heimburger, Steven L. e caced
Hill, McArthur O. B acacicd.
Jackson, Bruce G. Bt aracced.
Keegan, Kirk A., Jr. B aeacecd.
Knauf, Daniel G. oo d.
Loftus, Paul M.

Lorenz, Kenneth A.

Mack, Leo W., Jr.,

Maffet, Charles K.,

McLaughlin, Gary W.

Orrison, William G.

Page, Carey P. |

Parent, Richard E.

Pfeifer, Donald M.

Pryor, Ira J.

Ruark, Glen W. "
Schwartz, Jonathan M.
Speights, James W. 3

Spigel, Stuart C. el
Tappan, James G. Jooracd.
Taylor, Richard R., Jr.

Tesoro, Leonard J.

Vicik, Gary J.)|

Wardinsky, Terrance D. ,

DENTAL CORPS
To be captain

Barrickman, William A., IIT
Cronin, Robert J.
Kaiser, David A.||

Masin, William J.

Milnarik, Ronald M. 5
Safinski, Walter T. I
Sekavec, Jay G.

To be first lieutenant

Alexander, Glen W. .
Benning, Allen N.m
Brennan, Mark E. JJiacaved.
Cohen, Robert B. st
Coleman, Steven L. [JJrracercd.
Couvillion, Charles R. e s d.
Downard, James E. JJTrarard.
Ewing, Evan Y. [Jraceced.
Eyman, Russell G. e d.
Hinson, Lanny C.Jrarard.
Killian, William F., [P e
Kuhar, James R. a8 S cdl.
Lawless, John E. e e d.
Levitt, Herbert M. B et d.
Miller, Donald L.,
Owen, James G.|
Read, Gill,
Robison, Stephen F.
NURSE CORPS
To be captain

Elliott, Michele A. [ Erarccd
Farmer, Roselma M. el
Gentile, Margaret A. JJRoaravcd
Laorange, Brenda J. B aracrd
Roxby, Meriam A. [Pl

To be first lieutenant

Allard, Sharon P.
Allsup, Thomas M. K
Anderson, Barbara K.

Anderson, Margaret G. Jrarard

Archangel, Linda M. I acaced.
Bartlett, Alayne L. oot dl.
Bischoff, Carol L., [Brear sty
Bloemer, Diana C. s
Bowman, Phyllis J. P ececccl
Broadway, Myra A., e te et
Brockett, Wynona JBleereccedl.
Brown, Claire P. JJrarorccdl.

Bruner, Marva A. Bracaccd.
Buhrmaster, Sue s cacccs
Burns, Miriam K. JPereeeceed.

Butterfield, Janice P.
Caporossi, Lucy M.,

Chura, Virginia M. [ ecacccl
Clagett, Frances N.

Clark, Patricia A.

Cogburn, Ann B.

CooK, Virginia V. ,
Cramer, Ladonn B.

Cramer, Thelma J.
Cunningham, Maridell
Degen, Everett R.

Dix, Patsy E.,| g
Donahue, Joanne T.

Dowling, Janice M.

Encke, Lynda V e d.
Fox, Jacqueline G. Pt acaced.
Fronczak, Ruth A Bt ecraeced
Garnett, Helen A. e araccedl.
Gebhart, Eileen G. e acaeccd
Gibson, Catherine A. QB eSeaeres
Glancy, Carol A., B e s
Goering, Susan E. B etesees
Goode, Gloria J. B e et s
Gorman, Judith L. araed.
Gradwohl, Mary H. Breeeecess
Gray, Pamela L. B e ettty
Green, Nancy L.,|

Greenfeldt, Elene W.

Greer, Sara E.

Griggs, Elaine C. ,
Haan, Maryanne

Hanrahan, Eileen J.

Hanson, Betty J.

Heidemann, Kathleen J.
Herrmann, Elise A. 5
Hite, Patricia O. 5
Hutcheson, Marsha B.

Ingols, Darla T. 5
Jilek, Susan J. i
Johnson, Sharon A.

Jones, Frances P.

Jordan, Marsha A. B e a ey
Kavouklis, Shirley R. B e ey
Kinser, Brenda L. i arecccll
Kleinoeder, Kay L. e ey
Kliesen, Joyce E. e racecs
Kutzner, Nancy A.

Lamonica, Joan S.

Lee, Elvira,

Littlejohn, Mary K. [FT0E0Errl.
Lovald, Jacquelyn A. e ro
Lunde, Phyllis E. JI ey
Macomber, Sharon J. B e st
Magel, Nancy J.,[JrEcarees
Marin, Beatrice M. B ar s ]
Maroon, Hana J.

McCray, Laura A.,

McDaid, Tarran K. B e ey
McGhee, Shirley R. B sy
McHale, Susan M., B e s
McIntire, Tommie L. ot aey
Mills, Thomas B. e aeeed
Minterfering, Georgann Brrararey
Moore, Judith H. Jaratrd.
Moore, Mary J., [racacecd.
Morrow, Edward J.

Nave, Jana G.M
Nelson, Christine L.

Nelson, Mary J .,M
Nenner, Victoria Anna el
Neston, Catherine E. JIRararrd.
Noble, Leslie A., sl
Peele, Agnes L., |
Philpot, Mary J. Jurececdl.
Poplin, Blanche M. Jrerarrl.
Powers, Abigail C. JFarared.
Ramirez, Silvina A [l

Reichenbach, Georgianna,
Reid. Jean M. G.)| L
Rezac, Barbara A.)

Rhone, Judith A.
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Richard, Jeanne C. I Ecacrl
Roberts, Ruby A., Bieveresd
Rogenes, Kathryn A. R cacrd
Rogers, Charlotte E. [ acacerd
Ruska, Elisabeth A, Jararecl
Sabinash, Gloria R. e d
Sampsell, Dorothy I I ecacrd
Sapp, Jane E. el
Sarracco, Elizabeth R eracd
Schroeder, Linda e d
Scott, Sharon M. [ararcl
Seaborn, Dorothy M., IR aced
Sico, Betty J., [ arared
Smith, Elizabeth J. R ad
Swallow, Linda L., e aced
Tarshis, Ellen [FEarared
Taylor, Louetta B. I acarcl
Thacker, Georgia I e crd
Toole, Susan E, [JFEErarrd
Trapp, Joanne JFerarccll
Trimmel, Rita A. el
Triplat, Penelope B. [ aracrd
Troutman, Frederick W. JFRararcl
Upchurch, Anna M. e acrd
Walstra, Judith C. IR el
Waskowsky, Cynthia R., [ arared
Weidauer, Harvey E., [ ard
Westberry, Mary E., [acacecd
Wheeler, Mary A., e d
Whitlaw, Sandra L. [JRarrd
Widmer, Karan D, [aracecd
Wilcox, Carolyn E., [ araced
Withrow, Charlene E. IS ared
Witte, Arlene L., [ararrd
Wolfard, Judith A, [PEacrl
Workman, Connie D. [REarrd
Wuchina, Mary A. [Fararcd

To be second lieutenant

Daffin, Clyde E.,
Frey, Thomas D. [ arard

VETERINARIAN CORPS
To be major
Persing, Ronald L., Jr. [Srard
To be first lieutenant

Adkins, Terry O. e aced
Bloomberg, Mark S., [FREcarecl
Booth, Dean L., [FEErarrd
Bowman, Gary L., [ Eard
Brown, Lloyd P., [Farared
Bullard, Charles G. [Farared
Cornwell, Joseph M., P arets
Eisenbrandt, David L. e d
Focke, John B, [Braraced
Goedeken, John A, JPereeced
Gunter, David F. R arrd
Kay, James E., ISl
Konitz, Jack H. [erarrd
McClymonds, William F. [ererrd
McKoy, Peter B.,
Perniciaro, Peter A., Jr. [racerrd
Pletcher, John M. el
Rawlings, Clarence A. [Fucared
Ryan, Lawrence W., [P o e cecd
Scott, Michael V., [FErarrd
Shafer, Richard L. [ aracrd
Skaer, William C., [Pl
Skalka, Dennis R, [araced
Sproul, Stephen K. e caced
Stokes, Mark H., [l
Strickler, David W., [y a
Tremaine, Leslie M., [P e e
Vandellen, Adrian F. el
Wansky, Michael A., [P d
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
To be first lieutenant
Baney, Dennis L., [ acarrd
Breault, George A, [Erarrd
Burchfield, Larry R. [P d
Champ, Raymond L. [ararrd
Cleary, John J., Jr. Jrarared
Cook, Wallace J., [l
Criner, Jimmy A. [PEad
Dorsey, Emmett E. [Paacrd
Dudenbostel, Rayburn K. el
Elder, Timothy J. el
Fischelli, James R. Iy a
Hale, John C., [FrEarrd
Hardy, William R., [y a
Hauser, Robert S. I a
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Hernandez, Ivan P
Holes, John E., [ararrd
Hughes, Frederick F. [ arared
Hunter, Harold H., Jr. e
Jiru, Michael W., IR arl
Kinder, Curtis J., Jr. I Ecarl
Kuhn, William R. A
Lee, Jerry N, [EREarcd

Lothes, John E. e acrd
Marsh, Peter H. [FEaarrd
Maxwell, William K., [Eararrd
McKown, James G., [P a
Miller, Donald G., e
Morton, Edward C., Jr., Foaracd
Newton, Duane W., [P d
Orsak, Peter M., [EEarl
Ortmann, Fred W., I11 I aravecl
Packard, John W., Jr. e avecl
Partridge, Stephen L. I ararcl
Pate, James T., Jr. [ acard
Payton, Benjamin L. R acarccl
Rep, Gerald T, [Earrd
Russell, Sydney S., II1 R ararrd
Ryan, Donald F. B earrd
Shermer, Robert T. el
Szwast, Gary W, [Racrd
Vignes, Bert L., Breovoverd
Vojtasko, Michael C., e arecd
Wiblitzhouser, Kenneth F. R aracrd

To be second lieutenant

Baker, David J., [ d
Baldwin, George A., I11, [PEaced
Best, Gordon W., el
Cochrane, John D. [ a
Daft, Rodger H. [FREarccl
DeMarco, Frank J., 111 [ Brarcl
Draper, Richard P. JRararccl
Dunkle, Jeffrey H., [ aracrd
Escueta, Franklin T. Jaraccl
Firmin, George T., Jr. [Cararcl
Hawn, William E., [ Ecarccl
Jefferson, William T. [JEararcd
Karahalis, George G., [Rarrd
Labash, John D. el
Lyons, Michael W., eatesect
Maraz, Ronald N., [ R acrl
Michie, Donald T.,[FEard
Sanders, Jimmy D., [rarared
Willauer, Glenn R. JErarrd

BIOMEDICAL SCIENCES CORPS
To be major

Bernardini, Albert T. I rerarecll
Metzger, Dorothy G., R EerE

To be first lieutenant

Anderson, Gary D.,[Praraccd
Arnold, Barbara P. [ eracd
Auchter, Saundra A, e d
Clark, Mary F., RSl
Crouse, Dan T., P acacec
Hadden, David A., [Iarared
Hagan, Jarrell R. JFErarcl
Harrop, Patricia, [l
Hinders, Douglas E., [P oveeesd
Hofler, Margaret A., [ararrd
Jenkins, James L. S rard
Jones, Charles R, [FErard
Latosi, Mary A.,
Lombard, Robert A., Jr., RS rarel
Maloney, David W., Pararrd
Mikeal, Judith M. racerrd
Moore, Jerry L., [FEararrd
Morris, Allan B., P ecared
Murray, Joseph D., [ el
Novak, John E, [PRerercd
Orrell, Doyle L.,
Peterson, William B, [P e
Schooler, Virginia K., [Prerered
Shank, Fred i [Jracerd
Shaver, Neil C., [ d

Smith, Jack R. I ereccl
Thelen, Terry J. JBloorereed

Thomson, David F.
Trimble, Ralph W._,[Brigvoresd
Varner, Harold L., [PEasrrd
Watson, Barbara A, [acerrd
Wilkerson, Lillard C.,Jaard
To be second lieutenant

Broderson, Alvin B. [FSa
Brown, Phillip G., IEEarl
Brown, Ray D., [Ererrd
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Burr, John G. [BSavd

Buth, Jonathan A I Ecacrd
Callahan, Richard A. R ad
Charpentier, Diane M. I ararel
Christensen, William D. IFararrd
Costello, Richard J . Jararrd
Craig, Gerald H.,[FRaraerd

Curry, Charles L., [ aracccl
Elliott, Robert C., el
Emery, Michial M., [FEarrd
Falkinham, Joseph O., IIIIESrar el
Gardner, Bertrand B, e a
Greene, John R., Jr. IR el
Henderson, James C. oot
Hoffnagle, Gale F., Fard
Hull, Warren R.,[Paracrd
Hundley, Kenneth E.[eraredl
Jackson, Jerry W. [0 ararcl
Krieg, Richard E., Jr. e d
Lee, Kenneth W. Y., ayd
Leone, Charles H., [IPararrd
McElwey, David W., e o
McNutt, Gary R., Farard

New, Jerry T.,

Palermo, William J., [ ararrd
Piltingsrud, Harley V. Itatarrd
Ray, William C.,
Santos, Jose, Frararrd

Schiller, Ronald L., [l
Sherman, Robert E. Jarra
Shingler, Larry H., [ arare
Simpson, Bruce G., [Pararrd
Slaughter, James R. e d
Sutay, Robert J. JIararrd
Valder, Stephen M., [ d
Vanek, Kenneth N., [ a
Weisenfels, Charles W., ITI [T ararrd
Wilkin, Elizabeth A. Brerarecd
Woessner, William M., e d
Wolcott, John H. [FEEarrd

MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS
To be first lieutenant

Crigler, Joseph C.,[Faard

Semenschin, Charles E. IS d

The following Air Force officers for ap-
pointment in the Regular Air Force, in the
grade of Second Lieutenant, under the pro-
visions of section 8284, title 10, United States
Code, with dates of rank to be determined by
the Secretary of the Air Force:

Gallagher, David J.,[FErarrd

Gillham, Robert A., Jr. [ararrd

Holt, James W., Jr., [ d

Laughlin, William T, [FEEarrd

The following cadets, United States Air
Force Academy, for appointment in the
Regular Air Force, in the grade of Second
Lieutenant, effective upon their graduation,
under the provisions of section 8284 and
9353, title 10, United States Code. Date of
rank to be determined by the Secretary of
the Air Force:

Acuff, Gregory M., [arer

Agnew, Richard H., Jr., [Erard

Alderson, William H., xxx—xx-xxxx

Alexander, Dana L ,[Erarrd

Allen, Danny R., [P Erare

Anderson, Alan J., [Farerd

Anderson, Glenn E., Jr. e d

Arnold, Anthony C., [Frerercd

Arnold, Craig E., Pracare

Autry, Larry D.,

Backlund, Donald R. Iy a

Bader, Walter L., Jr. Jararrd

Bailey, Larry A, [Parare

Baisden, Clinton E. Jaracrd

Baker, Richard M. JPrerarrd

Baker, Robert D.,[aarrd

Ballas, Richard D., [

Banks, Reginald I [Eracrd

Banks, Robert K., [Farared

Bard, Nathan R., Jr. [JRarrd

Barnett, Leslie W., Jr. Jararrd

Barngrover, Gary C., [Farard

Barrett, Henry K. I d

Barringer, John D., Jr. I ararea

Bartell, David W., e

Barton, Rick R. [ d

Bates, Rodney L., [arard

Bauman, Philip J. e d
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Baumann, David W. [ececed
Becker, Mark S.,

Bedillion, Arley R.,

Bell, David E.,[Jareced

Bendrick, Jerome G. [Jliarets

Bendure, Alva E., I11 e reosrs
Bennett, Robert B. e s esed
Berger, Stephen F. 0 vorsid
Berry, Thomas J., Jr. R e e ot s
Berube, Normand A. JBreeeesesd
Betsch, Keith A.

Bierie, John M.

Biggar, Stuart F. A
Billings, Robert Bt acacccl
Black, Robert H B oeaered
Blair, David M. Bt aesesed

Blake, Peter A.,
Blakelock, Ralph A., Jr.

Blameuser, Lawrence F., Jr. JFtaracrd

Blind, John A. Riovoveed
Blumberg, William A. B Sreccd
Blough, Robert D., Jr. B aeaiees
Boatright, Rodney L. Jreguowey
Bohlin, Daniel J.

Bolen, Michael D.,

Boren, Robert I.

Borkowski, ROW
Bost, Barry F.,

Bouchard, Daniel M
Bowen, George S.,

Boyd, George E.,

Bradford, William C.,

Bradshaw, Edward P. Bacaccl
Brand, Larry W.|

Brannan, Raymond E,, Jr.

Brasher, Charles T.
Brayton, Alan R.

Bresett, Don E., 5
Brigman, David F.

Brims, Richard C. e cecees
Bristow, Steven R. S aeced
Brock, John R., Jr. JJeerecess

Brockway, Charles L. [P oot ooty
Brodel, Robert S. R eresed
Brothers, Wayne S., B oacecy
Browder, David L., [Bireroesd
Brown, Charles R., Jr. Breeeoeses
Brown, Gerald L.

Brown, Robert C., Jr.

Brown, Walter J., Jr.

Bruns, Barry J.

Bryant, Henry A.)

Bryson, Harry A, e cacrd
Bugner, John R.
Bush, Richard H. P ereeeed
Bustell, Donald K. P aracrd.
Butler, Robert W
Butson, Gary J.

Butt, Gerald L.

Cabrera, Joseph R.

Callen, Thomas R.

Campos, Roel C.
Cann, Robert A. Peoeacess
Carlson, Paul N., !
Carriere, Lowell R.,

Carroll, Julian C., IIT,

Carson, Kent, D. B et ettty
Carter, Charles L. Jroovessed
Casada, Laurence L. JBowevers
Cassand, Ronald JBoecececs
Ceroni, Andrew J., Jr. B et ol
Chalk, Jess W. Jr. Bergreresd
Chase, Joseph D. e @ress
Childers, Clifton H. e eae s
Chirko, Charles P. B ereseed
Christensen, Thomas W. JBreorsvees
Christenson, Clifford J. Birereeres
Clay, John L. JFftsveweel

Clovis, Samuel H. Jr.

Cole, Lawrence M.,

Coleman, William T. III. R acecl
Corty, Andrew C. Jr. JJoacacrd
Cote, Richard W., I1I. JFiaracel
Coury, Thomas R.,
Cowan, Stetson, R. Rueoiguedt
Cox, Richard M., Jr. el
Craig, James A.,

Craig, Randall G.

Crandall, Marshall D.

Craycraft, Bruce E. JPararcl
Crimin, Bruce E. ool
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Cross, Francis C.)

Cross, Richard B., Jr. |
Culbertson, Robert A.
Cunningham, William D.
Curnow, Robert Lm
Curry, Thomas F.

Curtis, Jesse W., II,

Custer, John F.

Cusumano, Salvatore J. et
Cutlip, Robert G. JE XXX
Cyrus, Michael L., [Bacesecd
Daley, Daniel C.,

Davidson, Thomas E..

Davis, Charles E., Jr.,|

Dayvis, Harry F.,

Davis, Roy A.,

Davis, Walter S., III

Dawson, Derek L.,

Dedona, Daniel B.,

Dehaven, Steven J.

Demetrio, James J. B S e et es
Denaro, Robert P. ot et
Derouin, Lawrence W., B oo ety
Devine, Daniel G., [P asareed
Dewalt, William T.,[Bleesesed
Dickinson, Jack R. Jr.

Dobbs, John R.,|

Doll, John M.,

Doral, Paul R.,

Dorwart, Robert H. [P acacel
Dotur, Jefirey S.,

Dougherty, Dan H.,

Dour, Thomas L. JJEcacrd
Douville, Douglas R., Bt ttts
Downie, Michael H, [Jitarereed
Downs, James W.,

Dreger, Paul A,

Drexler, Paul H.,|

Drowley, Robert D.,[B2% XXX
Dudley, William C.,[Begeoreed
Duff, Timothy L.,

Dysart, Richard A.,|

Dziedzic, Michael J. B atettcd
Dziuban, Gregory S.,[Bltarasscs
Dziuban, Stephen T. oo
Edmondson, William E. B e
Edris, Warren P. I11 JBracecces

Ehlers, Dennis H. B S eacets
Ekeberg; John R. JBrSveredd
Evans, John T., Jr. BB ettty
Evans, William E. [ aracsed
Faraone, Michael J.

Farrar, Philip H.

Farschman, George E., Jr. [ acocl
Ferguson, Glenn L., ITI,
Fidler, Lawrence R., Jr.
Fischer, Alan M.,

Fisher, Bruce D, B ety
Fisher, Richard W. Brtgrecccs
Flanagan Michael J. B eteteed
Fleury, Robert D. B atesccd
Foerster, Schuyler Jrroresssd
Folsom, Thomas C. B e ard
Fouts, Michael F. JBeeorec
Fox, Thomas J. [ eeeacecs
Francis, Vernon E. B ece s
Fratzke, Michael A.
Freeman, Robert E. P eorecsed
Freeman, William B.

Fretzs, Robert G.

Friedrich, Richard L.
Frostman, David L.
Frye, Jeffrey R.,

Fuhs, Quentin M. o vececd
Gall, Stephen D. P e etsss
Gardner, William L. e oo ecd
Garrison, Andrew D., Betarecsss

Garvin, Honi J. el
Gausmann, Richard F. e ey
Gebhardt, Michael E.,
Getchell, Ralph W. ITI PRl

Giesecke, Gary F. e
Giles, Loren D.,

Gill, Dennis L.,

Gillman, Paul R.

Gilmore, Braxton T. [ aceccd

Gingrich, Kenneth 8., Jr.
Glasgow, David A.,

Glaze, Orville B., Jr. [l
Goodale, John W. JFececcd

Gooden, Howard P. [ acaced
Gorman, John J., Jr. [Paarra
Graber, Glenn H.,

Graham, Charles J ,

Gray, Mark B., IR0l
Gray, Richard T.,

Grayson, James H., Jr.

Green, Robert E., Jr.,
Greenleaf Garrison L.
Greenwell, Steven A.|

Grimes, Paul R.

Groman, Michael F.,
Gross, William A.,
Grueser, John H.

Gwyn, Rodney T., B oo oty
Haesecke, Mark H., B S rasced
Haggerty, Brian C., Biogrered
Hale, Ronald A., Jr. Bt e eaeces
Hall, Steven J. B aea e
Hamby, Miles M., Prroroeesd
Hamilton, Paul B ecacecs
Hamm, James S. [P osecees
Hammerud, Russell C. B ooty
Hammond, Gehl L. e eesd
Hampshire, Michael D., Broora ety
Hansen, Michael A,

Hardesty, Daniel C., Jr.
Hartnett, John J.|

Hasek, Robert,

Hatlelid, Joseph M. |

Hauck, David L.,

Hawley, Robert N.,

Heilmann, Mark S.,
Hembrough, John F. Jretecccl
Hemm, Robert V., Jr., Bree sy
Henderson, John E. et
Herre, Ronald W., [Preaearees
Herrick, David M., [P cess
Hetherington, Randy W.
Hickey, Patrick T.,

Higgins, John N. B e
Hill, Ronald C., [t eracccs
Hislip, Danny W., B oot ety
Hite, Michael D., [P arere st
Hoffman, George L., [Broa ettty
Hoffman, Joel T.,

Hofmann, Philip A., Jr.

Hogan, James P. B e ey
Holmes, Terry F., B oty
Hooper, James R.,[Brrarened
Horton, Donald J. B e e ecty
Houle, Georges N.,

Howell, Eric B.,m
Huckabay, Gary C.,

Huffer, Russell,|

Huffman, Jacob M., III

Hunt, Philip S.W
Hurley, Michael J., Bt etacccs
Icenhour, David E. e cacccdl
Irwin, Allan R. )|

Irwin, Thomas R.

Jackson, Robert C., Jr. o caety
Jacobson, David H. [BRierened
Jankowski, David A, B ecacey
Jansen, Gene D. B tecy
Jenkins, Robin B. RS ereed
Jennings, Ernest R. JPoeateone
Jensen, Chris L. St e et
Jewell, Albert T., I1I e ceced
Johnson, Herbert F., Jr. B E a s
Johnson, Thomas G. Jtereced
Jones, David L., [P Eraccce
Jones, John W., ITI e eraeecs
Jones, Rodney L., [JJaresed
Joseph, Daryl J.|

Joy, Ronald E.,|

Justin, Dennis J.

Kaeser, Richardm
Kage, Gordon D., IT,

Kalen, Gary G.,

Kane, Richard E. J2acercll
Katcherian, David A. [
Kays, James G.,[rEared
Keith, David W. m
Kekoa, Curtis, Jr.

Kelley, David L., JErercd.
Kelley, Richard H. [acacrd
Kelly, John G. |

Kelso, Russell K.,

Kennedy, William D.,
Kern, Lynn J. Jocarccl

14905
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Kieltyka, James I Srarccdl McKiernan, Thomas L., Quirk, Michael J., Jr. IERrA
King, Vernon J., Jr. el McLellan, Allen C., Rackley, Thomas G. el
King, Wayne M., McLure, David F., B Ragan, John D., Jr. IFErardl
Kirby, William C., [t Sreredl McNally, Thomas P.,[FESrarrl Rajczak, William M., [EEvewrell
Klimek, Robert D. IeEtererdl McNeilly, Richard A., SR Ranck, John S, [Ererrdl
Knott, Paul D. el McLoy, Thomas A., FEarrd Rand, Ronald T. [l
Koch, John W. el Merritt, Michael L. IR aterl Randlett, Larry A, Jarareell
Kollmar, Benny W. [l Metcalf, Robert C. el Range, David R., [P aed
Konvalinka, Michael J. ISl Metzler, James E., I e Ransbottom, Richard D., Jr. el
Kossler, Frank W., IIT, Milbourn, John M. [FEE vl Records, Louis R., Jr. I Srarrd
Kotora, James, III, Miller, Doublas W., RRerE Redden, George R. Frared
Kowitz, Waldemar BRtaraceell Miller, Jack C., II, Reese, John W, [Srarrdl
Kraay, Eugene S. B eracdl Miller, Lance J., B arared Reho, John W. IRl

Krail, Kevin W., R arrd Miller, Neil A., el Reich, Michael T. IFErd
Kramer, Allan C. el Miller, Philip W., [ orarecd Rennekamp, David E. JForecced
Kramer, John R. [ eracell Miller, Richard E., Jr. [ ararccl Rensema, Peter H. [ aarrl
Kramer, William F. JPReverdl Miller, Steven [P Sracrrl Reny, Wilfred E., FREtreed
Kreimborg, Joseph L. IRterarell Miller, Thomas G., [ ararccdl Reynolds, Richard V., Bt Srerd
Kruyer, William B. el Miller, William J. Sl Richardson, William E. IFtererell
Kubida, William J. IFteveteell Mills, Kenneth TS0 Riley, Thomas W., IEEEewrd
Lackey, Michael B, [Ftetered Mino, William L., IEEErarl Ring, Paul D. Il

Ladd, Chester R., Jr. IEErorel Mirczak, Thomas, I araeey Rippole, Joseph, TRl
Ladd, John R.[FErereell Moore, Christopher P. [Feeml Robinson, Dennis L., EZrErerel
Lake, James S. [ carcd Morgan, Charles A., IIL IRl Robinson, Gary L.,
Landry, Vincent J., Jr. IEeerrcdl Morgan, Froklin M. el Robinson Michael F. BT arrl
Lang, Russell C. [F2rerccd Moring, Gary C., A Robinson, William E. arere
Langford, Charles R. [Sreced Morris, Ivory J. [ Roard Rocco, Gregory R., JRErercd
Lauderdale, Michael D. JFRatartrll Morris, Kenneth J. Rodzianko, Michael O.,
Laughlin, Henry J. IR aorcl Mott, Stephen J. I acarrl Rogers, Robert L.,

Lauterbach, Randy B. Ittt Moyer, Robert A., Rogers, Robert P., Jr. [ERaerd
LaValley, Howard N., [FftSvawl Munson, William D., [FErarrl Rohwer, Christopher J. IFEErerrll
Leahy, Paul M. [FREtarcell Murchison, David C. ey Roman, Mark S.,Pm
Leavitt, Randal J. IFSGtereedl Nagy, David A., Rossa, Charles R.,[Eeered
LeBlanc, Ronald D. [Feeterrdl Nance, James J. [JEEl Rushenberg, Richard A, IFreerl
LeBouitz, Martin F. [Fftavaeed Nardecchia, Anthony C., Jr. A Ruth, Donald R JETA
Ledford, Joseph D. [PPErererll Nash, Richard L. FEETl Ryals, Robert E. [Ererrl
Lemke, Gerald E_ [FREvEwTg Nelson, Peter J. 2R carrcl Rye, Bryan A.,

Leroy, Lloyd F., [EReevereedl Newman, Kim L., el Sabala, John V., [FEErra
Lesher, John H., Jr. I el Newton, Michael E. e d Saffer, Edward K., [arrd
LeTourneau, Robert J. JFvarerral Niemiec, Raymond IFTErEmml Saitta, Joseph C. IFPEEPETTE
Lewonowski, Mark C. [Ffarareel Nims, Daniel F., [0 Sanchez, Felix,FErerra
Littell, William S. [ErSretedl Nipko, Paul T. [T Sands, Michael L., Sl
Livingston, Robert K. IEfStecrdl Noel, Paul A., ITT, el Sands, Stephen P FTErEerl
Logan, Russell L., regvorees Nolte, Edward W., [Pl Sandstrom, James E, R d
Long, Herbert B. EEratell Nowicki, Larry L., [Py Sartini, Richard J. JETEPE0E
Lowe, Robert A., FReeareell Nyzio, Walter R., FEavawsl Sauer, Hal E., A

Luce, Steven D., [EtSveterdl O’Connell, John JPESarrd Schaefer, Larry A [JEEd
Lucy, Charles R.,[Frered O’Day, James E., [JRarercd Scheer, Douglas B., [P
Lundquist, Jerrold T.IEft=rererdl Oehme, Jackie L. [Jarsrrd Schleser, Lawrence D. A
Lusk, Walter T. S arccll O’Hagan, Patrick JFararl Schofield, Edward G.. I
Lykken, Kenneth D. Boveries O’Leary, Michael H.,[Farerra Schramm, John H, S d
Maattala, Cyd L. [EREEtecell Oonk, Michael, A Schultz, George C. A
Maffey, Paul J., [FRSvereed O’Reilly, Larry J., [Pl Schumick, John E. JEE=rrl
Maggio, William R. [Fverered Osborne, Richard T. [P oared Schunk, Jack P. [Jrarerd
Magness, Mark C., [Fffrese O’Sullivan, Jeremiah SR E Schutt, David C., I
Maher, Robert J. JErEraceell Padfield, Ralph R. [0 a Scott, Casey J., IR0

Mahr, Thomas A. IFEerrl Paglen, Patrick G. Tl Scott, Christopher S. TSl
Maks, William J.,BeeSvoreed Paradis, Ryan D.,[FA Scott, Jim E. [T
Maldazys, John D.,[PEEt=trd Parker, Robert S., Jr. JFearrl Scrabeck, James L.
Malvik, Arvid B., [EE=eeterl Parnell, Dale P., Jr. [P carc Self, John W, [Paraced
Manning, Robert B. JFieSvereal Patton, David B. Rl Seltzer, Robert L. el
Mansfield, Lioyd W., [ffeevererg Payne, Ronald M., [0Eerrl Severski, John M., T
Markellos, David N., IFeeswaverg Payton, Gary E. IS Shafer, Reed L ool
Marley, Richard M., IFStewcl Pease, Anthony L., [FEEvawell Shamess, Robert J., Jr. TR
Marshall, David L., [P et Pellicore, Richard, [T Shannon, Lee P. [
Martenson, Richard L. JFRverll Pepe, George J., Jr. [FEarrd Shannon, Richard H. PR
Martin, Curtis J. JEeveemyl Perina, Martin L. [iosmemeg Shay, Stephen J. JFTmwmw
Martin, Stephen A. Jeeseatecdl Perrigo, John E. Erawell Shelgren, Harold R. RS
Marusiak, Ronald J. [Foararecll Perrot, Thomas A, [Facaccd Sherman, Craig O.,
Martarese, Andrew, ERErared Person, Ralph R. [Tl Shields, Dennis J. JFEEwEm
Matsunaga, Geoffrey D IFREtesrg] Peterman, Robert N. JFSereme Shiner, John W. [l
Mattern, Russell H.IFREeweg Peters, Robert L., IT, Shockey, Jerald L.,
Matthews, Fred L. [EErErarel Petersen, Alan K. [l Sievers, Mark S., [
Mafttiza, Dann D IFRETSTeg Peterson, Mark A., [PEraeny Silliman, Robert T.
May, Kerry, e Peterson, Paul T. JFEyra Simkins, Louis H. [l
McAleavy, Thomas, ESSERswmel Philippsen, Gregory IERarareell Simmons, Willis M., Jr. [FERErewl
McBriety, Jefferson D.,[FEerrl Pinney, Earl T, Jr. [PRorsrrd Simms, Arthur C. STl
McCarthy, Michael D. [Fegeared Plecha, Stanley L., Jr. JE0swerml Singleton, Darrell W.FTewl
McCarthy, Michael J. Pointer, Gary D.| T Ja!,nes T. Jr.

McClellan, John R, Polikowsky, AIIG% Slawson, Ralph A

McCloy, DlgvigdL(.J, Ponder, Norman E., III eyl Slusarz, Robert J. 0
ﬁgglulilrg{lgg i A Porter, David B. [ Smith, Clyde A., Jr., A
McDonald, Richard A3 Poulsen, Karl W., [Rararrl Smith, Danny R. el
McDougall, David D., JFwssms Poust, David B. e a Smlfh, James A. R
McFarland, Roger A., Powell, David W, [FRararred Smith, Larry A. e d
McFarland, Teddie M., Prairie, Stephen J. [ uracccll Smith, Michael L., [ Erarrcd
McFarland, Thomas P., Jr. JFararl Prewitt, Richard K. [ERrErerel Smith, Michael P. JFtSvareell
McGann, Edward J. J., Jr. JEaearrl Price, Forrest D., Jr. [Fteretecll Smith, Randy C. [Fererccll
McKay, Paul E., [ Purcell, William E. [RErarcl Smith, William A, [Eracrd
McKelvy, Dolan M., eyl Qualey, Thomas F. [Fatarel Smith, Woodrow D., Ryl
McKenzie, Mark A., S Quigley, Joseph H., [t Smitherman, Steven D. JSared
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Snider, Samuel E., III,
Solomon, Edward D. [ ecacr
Soltman, Donald J., Jr. e caetd
Spatola, Michael A. JBoeeoreey
Spiker, Phillip W. JErSuveed
Spitznagel, Frank R., ITI 00 araeeey
Sprott, Robert E. JRtarescd
Stachak, Stanley J. Jr.|

Stanley, Hal M.,

Staponski, Virgil D.

Stegman, Carl D.

Steipp, Thomas W. B et e ttcd
Stevens, Jonathan L. e oecect
Stewart, Robert L. Rt etac
Stewart, Todd A. P er sy
Stienke, Harold L., Jr. JRoeeeaeed

Stiles, Lorren Jr. RS e e e s
Stobie, James G. Brrorecsd
Stokes, George N m
Stoll, Douglas A., A
Stooke, Willard N., Jr.

Strauss, Frederick J.

Strawn, Charles D.

Stubblefield, John E. I
Sucher, Mark L.,%
Sullivan, Richard L.,

Summers, Victor J. e eets
Suttler, George L. JRrrewaree
Sveum, Edward A., B arareed
Swanson, John W. Jireroeredl
Swecker, Gregory A. Preereces
Sweeder, James, [P erererdl
Sweesy, Thomas L., Brrerecses
Sylling, Charles D. JBrreretccdl
Teelin, Harold W. Bt eraesed
Tehee, Duane O., Proaroecsd
Temple, Lafayette P., III, e ety
Thode, Henry P., III, Peteceed

Thomas, Raymond L., Jr.
Thompson, John D., Jr.m
Tibbetts, Gary L.
Tiemann, Terry J. oS ratcedl
Tieszen, Dennis D. JPacarccd
Tietz, Dale E. Jrcarcl

Tiller, Stephen R. [P araccl

Timmer, John B.Facerrd
Todd, Sammy S. el

Torblaa, Jon N.m
Tracey, Robert J.

Trotter, David m
Tully, Peter D.

Turk, Reavis W, s ceceed
Turner, Lonnie D, e e ey
Tyree, Kirk J., PG resesd

Uecker, Michael E. [Brerecess
Vandenberg, Roland J. JBrore ey
Vangoethem, Anthony J. oS rereed
Vanpelt, Jay W.

Vansaun, Richard

Vantwout, William A.

Venemon, William R.

Vickroy, Ronald,%
Vranish, Thomas F.

Wacker, Daniel J.|

Wagner, Norbert C., Jr.
Wahlquist, John A. JFacarccl
Waiss, Steven F. |

Waller, Forrest E., Jr.
Walsh, Samuel L.,

Warburton, Jeﬂreym
Ward, Frank S., Jr.

Watkins, John W.

Watson, James G.

Watson, Orrin S.

Webster, Harry T.

Weilert, Ronald L.

Weimer, Theron E.

Weisel, Stephen E., 5ol

Wellington, Michael F.

West, Lawrence A.,

Whaley, Harold E.,

White, Leon G.,

White, Warren T., IIT A
Whitmore, Robert M. [JRoararccdl.
Wildermuth, Roger L. BB oottty
Wilhelm, Lewis E., 11, B e cace s
Willadsen, Lynn J., o et
Willett, Richard M.,
Williams, Larry J. Jaraced

Wilson, Gary S., el
Wilson, Samuel H. [l

Wimberley, Amos D., [t
Wimberley, Bruce P. [ararccl
Wingad, David G.,[FSrered
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Wirth, Richard C. B e aeccs
Witman, Mark C. JBreoroeeed
Witt, John J.

Wittenborn, John L.

Witter, Gerald L.
Wolf, John D.,

Wolfe, Lawrence D.,
Wood, Rodney J.,
Woodard, Earl W.,

Woods, Terry L.,

Wright, Frederick W.
Wroblewski, Jon E.,|
Wuerslin, Thomas H.

Yanni, Kenneth J. B aeaesy
Young, Joseph D.,Rguoris
Zablotny, Mark A, e oroeecs
Zavada, Francis J., Jreaaee
Zedaker, William D., [ acacl
Zeimet, Richard H.|

Zeller, Dale L..

Zwanziger, Jon H.

The following cadets, United States Mili-
tary Academy, for appointment in the Regu-
lar Air Force, in the grade of Second Lieu-
tenant, effective upon their graduation, un-
der the provisions of section 541 and 8284,
title 10, United States Code. Date of rank to
be determined by the Secretary of the Air
Force:

Amos, David E., [[EEd
Buckowsky, John P. JPrarerccl
Cron, Patrick M. [Jreacarccl

Deparle, David V.,

Drake, Paul,w
Goodwin, Richard C., et
Gordon, Kennen = RN
Hoelscher, William B., e carecs
Karhuse, Kenneth B., Joterered
Kelly, Logan R., [fEarerrd
Leclaire, Richard L. [ Erarccl
Litchfield, Robert L., Jr. el
Neyland, Michael A, [REarrl
Smoak, Andrew W.,[FRaraced
Spivey, Hugh M. [Fererccl

Watts, Weyland M., ITL R arecrd
Worthington, Robert G.,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday, May 13, 1971

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

I beseech you to endeavor to keep the
unity of the spirit in the bond of peace.—
Ephesian 4: 3.

Eternal Father, we pray Thee that
on this Hill and in this Chamber we
may be united in purpose as we seek the
well-being of our country. May mutual
regard and mutual respect be the spirit
of our relationship and as a result let
each one of us contribute our best in
thought and action for the welfare of our
people. Grant, we pray Thee, that the
strength which comes from unity may be
ours and may be used for the good of all.

Bless us with cool heads and warm
hearts, with an enthusiasm for justice
and peace, and with an assurance of Thy
presence wherever we are and wherever
we go this day and forevermore. Amen.,

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

THE POOR PAY MORE

(Mr. ROSENTHAL asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, a re-
cent study by Washington Post reporter
Ronald Kessler once again points up a
fact we know only too well—the poor
pay more.

Mr. Kessler compared the prices of 40
popular items at a pair of F. W. Wool-
worth Co. stores—one in the affluent
white Georgetown section of Washing-
ton, and the other in one of the city’s
most depressed black areas.

His survey revealed that prices are
“consistently higher” in the ghetto
neighborhood store.

Woolworth officials offered only weak,
lame excuses for the differences. One
contended items not included in the
study were priced identically at both
stores, and he gave specific examples. A
subsequent check revealed that he was
incorrect.

Articles such as Mr. Kessler’s provide
a valuable service to the public, and he
should be commended. He has presented
the case fairly and completely. The facts
are undeniable—the poor pay more.

One reason for this is that the more

affluent the consumer the better able he
is to shop around for the better buy—
he is more likely to have a car, thus giv-
ing him mobility, and there are more
stores and better selections in the more
afiluent neighborhoods.

At this point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to insert in the REcorp Mr. Kessler’s
report; it speaks for itself:

[From the Washington Post, May 9, 1971]

GHETTO PRICES HIGHER—SURVEY SHOWS DIF-
FERENCES IN Two CITY STORES

(By Ronald Kessler)

The F. W. Woolworth Co. store in George-
town serves one of the city’s most afiuent
white sections. The Woolworth store on
1l4th Street at Park Road NW serves one
of the city’s most depressed black areas that
was heavily damaged by the 1968 riots. And
if the stores’ clientele is different so are
the prices they charge.

A Washington Post survey indicates prices
in the 14th Street store are consistently
higher than in the Georgetown store 214
miles away.

While not disputing the price comparisons,
Woolworth officials contend many of them
are special cases, pricing errors or efforts to
meet local competition. They say no par-
tiality to one group of customers or another
is intended.

Of 40 items compared, 13 were found to
be priced higher at the 14th Street store.
Only one item, a medium size tube of Crest
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