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SENATE—Tuesday, May 9, 1972

The Senate met at 12 noon and was
called to order by Hon. LawToN CHILES,
a Senator from the State of Florida.

PRAYER

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

Almighty God, Ruler of men and na-
tions, amid the confusion, contention,
and uncertainty of our times—O Thou
who changest not, abide with us. Keep
our purposes certain, our directions
clear, and our minds stayed on Thee.

We beseech Thee, O Lord, to strength-
en and guide the President, our leaders,

. and the people, especially those in the
Armed Forces and all those in the pur-
suit of peace. Have compassion upon all
who suffer in body and spirit. Overrule
our finite and human limitations by Thy
infinite grace and love, until the shad-
ows flee away and the brighter day
dawns when all men live in the light of
Thy kingdom.

In the name of the Prince of Peace, we
pray. 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 assistant legislative clerk read

the following letter.
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., May 9, 1972.
To the Senate:

Being temporarily absent from the Senate
an official duties, I appoint Hon. LAWTON
CHILES, a Senator from the State of Florida,
to perform the dutles of the Chair during my
absence.

ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
President pro tempore.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE RE-
CEIVED DURING ADJOURNMENT—
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESO-
LUTION SIGNED

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of May 8, 1972, the Secretary of
the Senate, on May 8, 1972, received the
following message from the House of
Representatives:

That the Speaker had affixed his sig-
nature to the following enrolled bill and
joint resolution:

H.R. 13501. An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act to designate the National
Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic Diseases
as the National Institute of Arthritis, Metab-
ollsm, and Digestive Diseases, and for other
purposes; and

H.J. Res. 1174. Joint resolution making an
appropriation for special payments to inter-
national financial institutions for the fiscal
year 1972, and for other purposes.
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 9769) concerning
medical records, information, and data
to promote and facilitate medical studies,
research, education, and the performance
of the obligations of medical utilization
committees in the District of Columbia,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 9769) concerning med-
ical records, information, and data to
promote and facilitate medical studies,
research, education, and the perform-
mance of the obligations of medical uti-
lization committees in the District of
Columbia, was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, May 8, 1972, be dispensed with.

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
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

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

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT ON
NATIONAL RADIO AND TELEVI-
SION LAST EVENING

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the
Recorp the speech made by the Presi-
dent of the United States on national
radio and television at 9 p.m. last night.

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

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT ON NATIONAL

Rapio AND TELEVISION

Good evening. Five weeks ago, on Easter
weekend, the Communist armies of North
Vietnam launched a massive invasion of
SBouth Vietnam, an invasion that was made
possible by tanks, artillery, and other ad-
vanced offensive weapons supplied to Hanoi
by the Soviet Union and other Communist
nations.

The South Vietnamese have fought bravely
to repel this brutal assault. Casualties on
both sides have been very high. Most tragi-
cally, there have been over 20,000 civilian cas-
ualties, including women and children, in the
cities which the North Vietnamese have
shelled in wanton disregard of human life.

As I announced in my report to the Nation
12 days ago, the role of the United States

in resisting this invasion has been limited to
air and naval strikes on military targets in
North and South Vietnam. As I also pointed
out in that report, we have responded to
North Vietnam's massive military offensive
by undertaking wide-ranging new peace ef-
forts aimed at ending the war through nego-
tiation.

On April 20th, I sent Dr. Kissinger to Mos-
cow for four days of meetings with General
Secretary Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders.
I instructed him to emphasize our desire for
a rapid solution to the war and our willing-
ness to look at all possible approaches. At
that time, the Soviet leaders showed an in-
terest in bringing the war to an end on a
basis just to both sides. They urged resump-
tion of negotiations in Paris, and they indi-
cated they would use their constructive in-
fluence.

I authorized Dr. Kissinger to meet privately
with the top North Vietnamese negotiator,
Le Duc Tho, on Tuesday, May 2d, in Paris.
Ambassador Porter, as you know, resumed
the public peace negotiations in Paris on
April 27th and agaln on May 4th. At those
meetings, both public and private, all we
heard from the enemy was bombastic rhetoric
and a replaying of their demand for surren-
der. For example, at the May 2nd secret meet-
ing, I authorized Dr. Kissinger to talk about
every concelvable avenue toward peace. The
North Vietnamese flatly refused to consider
any of these approaches. They refused to of-
fer any new approach of their own. Instead,
they simply read verbatim their previous
public demands.

Here is what over three years of public
and private negotiations with Hanoi has
come down to: The United States, with the
full concurrence of our South Vietnamese
allies, has offered the maximum of what any
President of the United States could offer.

We have offered a de-escalation of the
fighting. We have offered a cease-fire with
the deadline for withdrawal of all American
forces. We have offered new elections which
would be internationally supervised with
the communists participating both in the
supervisory body and in the elections them-
selves.

President Thieu has offered to resign one
month before the elections. We have offered
an exchange of prisoners of war in a ratio
of 10 North Vietnamese prisoners for every
one American prisoner that they release.
And Vietnam has met each of these offers
with insolence and insult. They have flatly
and arrogantly refused to negotiate an end
to the war and bring peace. Their answer
to every peace offer we have made has been
to escalate the war.

In the two weeks alone since I offered to
resume negotiations Hanol has launched
three new military offensives in South Viet-
nam. In those two weeks the risk that a
communist government may be Imposed on
the 17 million people of South Vietnam has
increased and the communist offensive has
now reached the point that it gravely
threatens the lives of 60,000 American troops
who are still in Vietnam.

There are only two issues left for us in
this war. First, in the face of a massive in-
vasion do we stand by, jeopardize the lives
of 60,000 Americans, and leave the South
Vietnamese to a long night of terror? This
will not happen. We shall do whatever is
required to safeguard American lives and
American honor.

Second, in the face of complete intransi-
gence at the conference table do we join
with our enemy to install a communist gov-
ernment in South Vietnam? This, too, will
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not happen, We will not cross the line from
generosity to treachery.

We now have a clear, hard choice among
three courses of action: Immediate with-
drawal of all American forces, continued at-
tempts at negotiation, or decisive military
action to end the war,

I know that many Americans favor the
first course of action, immediate withdrawal.
They believe that the way to end the war is
for the United States to get out and to re-
move the threat to our remaining forces by
simply withdrawing them.

From a political standpoint, this would be
a very easy choice for me to accept. After all,
I did not send over one-half a million Amer-
icans to Vietnam. I have brought 500,000
men home from Vietnam since I took office.
But, abandoning our commitment in Viet-
nam here and now would mean turning 17
million South Vietnamese over to commu-
nist tyranny and terror. It would mean leav-
ing hundreds of American prisoners in com-
munist hands with no bargalning leverage
to get them released.

An American defeat in Vietnam would en-
courage this kind of aggression all over the
world, aggression in which smaller nations
armed by their major allies, could be
tempted to attack neighboring nations at
will in the Mid-East, in Europe, and other
areas. World peace would be in grave
jeopardy.

The second course of action is to keep
on trying to negotiate a settlement. Now
this is the course we have preferred from
the beginning and we shall continue to pur-
sue it. We want to negotiate, but we have
made every reasonable offer and tried every
possible path for ending this war at the
conference table.

The problem is, as you all know, it takes
two to negotiate and now, as throughout
the past four years, the North Vietnamese
arrogantly refuse to negotiate anything but
an Imposition, and ultimately that the
United States impose a Communist regime
on 17 million people in South Vietnam who
do not want a Communist Government.

It is plain then that what appears to be
a choice among three courses of action for
the United States is really no cholce at all.
The killing in this tragic war must stop.
By simply getting out, we would only
worsen the bloodshed. By relyilng solely on
negotiations, we would give an intransigent
enemy the time he needs to press his ag-
gression on the battlefield,

There is only one way to stop the killing.
That is to keep the weapons of war out of
the hands of the international outlaws of
North Vietnam.

Throughout the war in Vietnam, the
United States has exercised a degree of re-
straint unprecedented in the annals of war.
That was our responsibility as a great na-
tion, a natlon which is interested—and we
can be proud of this as Americans—as
America has always been, in peace not con-
quest.

However, when the enemy abandons all
restraint, throws its whole army into battle
in the territory of its neighbor, refuses to
negotiate, we simply face a new sltuation.

In these circumstances, with 60,000 Amer-
fcans threatened, any Presldent who failed
to act decisively would have betrayed the
trust of his country and betrayed the cause
of world peace.

I therefore concluded Hanol must be de-
nied the weapons and supplies it needs to
continue the aggression. In full coordina-
tion with the Republic of Vietnam I have
ordered the following measures which are
being implemented as I am speaking to
you.

All entrances to North Vietnamese ports
will be mined to prevent access to these
ports and North Vietnamese naval opera-
tions from these ports. United States forces
have been directed to take appropriate
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measures within the internal and claimed
territorial waters of North Vietnam to in-
terdict the delivery of any supplies. Rail
and all other communications will be cut
off to the maximum extent possible. Afir
and naval strikes against military targets
in North Vietnam will continue.

These actions are not directed against any
other nation. Countries with ships presently
in North Vietnamese ports have already been
notified that their ships will have three day-
light periods to leave in safety. After that
time, the mines will become active and any
ships attempting to leave or enter these ports
will do so at their own risk.

These actions I have ordered will cease
when the following conditlons are met: First,
all American prisoners or war must be re-
turned.

Second, there must be an Internationally
supervised cease-fire throughout Indochina.

Once prisoners of war are released, once
the internationally supervised cease-fire has
begun, we will stop all acts of force through-
out Indochina, and at that time we will pro-
ceed with a complete withdrawal of all Amer-
ican forces from Vietnam within four
months,

Now, these terms are generous terms. They
are terms which would not require surrender
and humiliation on the part of anybody.
They would permit the United States to
withdraw with honor. They would end the
killing. They would bring our POWs home.
They would allow negotiations on a political
settlement between the Vietnamese them-
selves. They would permit all the nations
which have suffered in this long war—Cam-
bodia, Laos, North Vietnam, South Viet-
nam—=to turn at last to the urgent works of
healing and of peace. They deserve imme-
diate acceptance by North Vietnam.

It is appropriate to conclude my remarks
tonight with some comments directed indi-
vidually to each of the major parties involved
in the continuing tragedy of tha Vietnam
War. First, to the leaders of Hanoi, your
people have already suffered too much in
your pursuit of conquest., Do not compound
their agony with continued arrogance; choose
instead the path of a peace that redeems your
sacrifices, guarantees true independence for
your country and ushers in an era of recon-
ciliation.

To the people of South Vietnam, you shall
continue to have our firm support in your
resistance against aggression. It is your spirit
that will determine the outcome of the bat-
tle. It is your will that will shape the future
of your country.

To other nations, especially those which
are allied with North Vietnam, the actions I
have announced tonight are now directed
against you. Their sole purpose is to protect
the lives of 60,000 Americans who would be
gravely endangered in the event the Commu-
nist offensive continues to roll forward and
to prevent the imposition of a Communist
government by brutal aggression upon 17
million people.

I particularly direct my comments tonight
to the Soviet Union. We respect the Soviet
Union as a great power. We recognize the
right of the Soviet Union to defend its inter-
ests when they are threatened. The Soviet
Union in turn must recognize our right to
defend our interests.

No Soviet soldiers are threatened in Viet-
nam. Sixty thousand Americans are threat-
ened. We expect you to help your allies, and
you cannot expect us to do other than to con-
tinue to help our allies, but let us, and let all
great powers help our allies only for the pur-
pose of their defense, not for the purpose of
launching invasions agalnst their neighbors.

Otherwise the cause of peace, the cause in
which we both have sc great a stake, will be
seriously jeopardized.

Our two nations have made significant
progress in our negotiations in recent
months. We are near major agreement on
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nuclear arms limitation, on trade, on a host
of other issues.

Let us not slide back toward the dark
shadows of a previous age. We do not ask
you to sacrifice your principles, or your
friends, but neither should you permit
Hanol's intransigence to blot out the pros-
pects we together have so patiently pre-
pared,

We, the United States, and the Soviet
Union, are on the threshold of a new relation-
ship that can serve not only the interests of
our two countries, but the cause of world
peace. We are prepared to continue to bulld
this relationship. The responsibility is yours
if we fail to do so.

And finally, may I say to the American
people, I ask you for the same strong support
you have always given your President in
difficult moments. It is you most of all that
the world will be watching,

I know how much you want to end this war.
I know how much you want to bring our men
home and I think you know from all that I
have said and done these past three and one-
half years how much I, too, want to end the
war to bring our men home.

You want peace. I want peace. But, you also
want honor and not defeat. You want a
genuine peace, not a peace that is merely a
prelude to another war.

At this moment, we must stand together in
purpose and resolve. As so often in the past,
we Americans did not choose to resort to war.
It has been forced upon us by an enemy that
has shown utter contempt toward every over-
ture we have made for peace. And that is why,
my fellow Americans, tonight I ask for your
support of this decision, a decision which has
only one purpose, not to expand the war, not
to escalate the war, but to end this war and to
win the kind of peace that will last.

With God’s help, with your support, we will
accomplish that great goal.

Thank you and good night.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 30 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

VIETNAM—THE AMERICAN NAVAL
FORCES TO MINE HAIPHONG
HARBOR

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
President's action in directing Ameri-
can naval forces to mine Haiphong Har-
bor and to interdict ships landing sup-
plies in North Vietnam harbors is both
reckless and wrong.

It is wrong for these reasons:

First. It shoves this country into a
direct collision course with the Soviet
Union, and risks our sinking Soviet
ships.

Second. In doing so, it seriously
jeopardizes the strategic arms limita-
tion talks and of the summit agreement
with Russia at their most critical stage.
And, of course, this could endanger the
progress we have been making in achiev-
ing a limit to the nuclear arms race.

Third. It raises the admittedly remote
but terrible possibility of war with the
Soviet Union.

Fourth. It might provoke Soviet re-
taliation by mining South Vietnam har-
bors or Russian submarine attacks on
American shipping, and because of the
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far greater volume of American ship-
ping to South Vietnam than Russian
shipping to North Vietnam, we are far
more vulnerable.

Fifth. It will increase the killing and
carnage and risk without any genuine
likelihood that it can achieve a military
success, since Russian and especially

Chinese support and supply of North
Vietnam will undoubtedly continue and
may even increase in response to our
escalation.

It is time for Congress to act by cut-
ting off funds now for any further mili-
tary action in Southeast Asia.

GEORGE MEANY BACKS THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it has
been quite apparent from time to time
that AFL-CIO President George Meany
is rather anxious to see President Nixon
defeated in November. To say that Mr.
Meany is a powerful and influential po-
litical opponent of the President is quite
an understatement of the relationship
between the two men.

Nevertheless, George Meany has dem-
onstrated on numerous occasions that
he puts the security and best interests of
the United States of America ahead of
political considerations.

Needless to say, George Meany and I
have had some differences over the
vears. I suspect that his forces will be
out to defeat me in this election year.
Yet I have always respected Mr. Meany
for the fact that he is, and always has
been, a patriot first and a union leader
second.

When he was asked for comment con-
cerning President Nixon's speech last
night, George Meany said:

In this time of crisis, with 60,000 lives at
stake, I think the American people should
back up the President, irrespective of poli-
tics or other considerations.

Mr. President, I should like to suggest
that Mr. Meany has set a praiseworthy
example for others, in and out of Con-
gress, who believe that President Nixon
should be retired in November.

I wish to commend Mr. Meany for his
statesmanlike and responsible reaction
at this most difficult hour.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S FATEFUL DE-
CISION ON VIETNAM

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Presi-
dent had a soul-searching decision to
make and I certainly hope that this fate-
ful decision will shorten the war and
speed the end of hostilities.

For years, top military men have ad-
vised the closing of the port of Haiphong
and other supply routes. The President
is now ordering this done. He feels this
action is necessary to deprive North
Vietnam of war materiel and supplies,
and to protect our remaining troops in
Southeast Asia. As the junior Senator
from Alabama, I feel that I must give the
President my support in this crisis. To
insist that the President, having taken
this bold step, must now back down is
unthinkable.

Now, Mr. President, as to the insistence
that this may cause the cancellation of
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the summit conference in Moscow or an
end to the SALT talks, it would occur
to me that this might merely add an-
other item to the agenda to be discussed
at Moscow. There is no reason in the
world why this should cause a cancella-
tion of the summit talks or a cancella-
tion of the SALT talks.

The President has made a bold and
courageous move and I feel that all
Americans, regardless of political con-
siderations, should unite behind him in
this crisis.

PRESIDENT NIXON’'S VIETNAM
POLICY

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, last
night President Nixon announced a
courageous and far-reaching decision re-
garding the Vietnam war. The President
also appealed for support of the Ameri-
can people in this difficult hour. I ap-
plaud the President's action, and urge
my fellow Americans to give the Presi-
dent the support he needs.

The war in Vietnam has been a long
and costly war. It has been costly in
terms of human lives, in terms of money,
and in terms of the burden of emotional
frustration which many Americans are
experiencing regarding the war. These
factors have led many Americans to be-
lieve the United States should simply
withdraw from Vietnam, to bring a halt
to this conflict which has cost lives and
money and which has divided this Na-
tion. The basic flaw in this issue is that
it ienores the consequences of American
defeat in Vietnam.

I have always believed that the insatia-
ble appetite of an aggressor can never
be whetted by the sacrifice of the inde-
pendence and freedom of some small na-
tion. I believe it now.

I have believed for 8 years that the
Communist aggressors from North Viet-
nam would respond only to decisive mili-
tary action. I believe it now.

I have believed for 8 years that the
single most encouraging factor to Hanoi
in this war has been the much pub-
licized division of opinion among the
American people and their elected repre-
sentatives. I believe it now.

Mr. President, the time has come for
the leadership of these United States to
unite behind our Commander in Chief.
We can owe nothing less to a man who
has put the welfare of freedom-loving
people above his own political fortunes.

The time for partisan political bicker-
ing is past.

The time for questioning the motives of
our President is past.

The time for whitewashing the atroci-
ties, tactics, and goals of the enemy is
past.

The time for condemning and down-
grading the military spokesmen of this
country is past.

The time for ignoring and downplay-
ing the broken promises of the Hanoi
government is past.

The time for proposing a sellout of
our Southeast Asian allies is past.

Yes, Mr. President, the time for di-
vision in America is past.

Instead, the time has come for unity.

Hanoi will abandon her goal of mili-
tary conquest in the South only if this
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Congress shows a solid unified wall of
support behind our President.

President Nixon has offered a com-
plete withdrawal of American troops
from Vietnam within 4 months of an
internationally supervised cease-fire and
an exchange of prisoners of war.

He has promised an exchange of pris-
oners at the rate of 10 Communists for
every American.

He has offered conditions which will
lead to new elections in South Vietnam.
These elections will be preceded by the
resignation of President Thieu, and they
will be participated in by all elements of
South Vietnamese society.

The President wisely refused to follow
those who would surrender when the
stakes are so high. He has chosen to
take the other road. The course is dif-
ficult and unecertain. It may have serious
political implications for the adminis-
tration. Last night President Nixon
spoke as our President, not as a candi-
date. He showed his determination that
the United States will not relinquish its
role in world affairs nor will we en-
danger the security of our troops in Viet-
nam, the unstable balance of power in
the Far East, nor the cause of the Free
World in general.

He has provided real hope for 17 mil-
lion South Vietnamese people to live in
freedom under a government of their
own choosing.

He has returned credibility to the word
of this Nation—a word articulated by
the late President Kennedy who told the
world that we would defend any friend
and oppose any foe in the cause of free-
dom.

And now the issue is clearly drawn.
President Nixon's action to close off the
pipeline of war supplies to the North
Vietnamese is a bold decisive move. It
will have a definite long-range effect on
the military operations in Indochina.
The immediate impact of his decision
will be more diplomatic than military.

It is hoped that the combined result
will blunt the present invasion. If not,
there are still additional measures that
the President may have to take.

Mr. President, I urge united support
for President Nixon, who has demon-
strated time and again the courage to
act decisively to hasten the end of this
war.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the President’s ad-
dress to the Nation be printed in the
RECORD.

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

TEXT OF A RapiO AND TELEVISION ADDRESS BY
THE PRESIDENT ON SOUTHEAST ASIA

Five weeks ago, on Easter weekend, the
Communist armies of North Vietnam
launched a massive invasion of South Viet-
nam—an invasion that was made possible
by tanks, artillery, and other advanced of-
fensive weapons supplied to Hanol by the
Soviet Union and other Communist nations.

The South Vietnamese have fought bravely
to repel this brutal assault. Casualties on
both sides have been high,

Most tragically, there have been over
twenty thousand civilian casuslties, Includ-
Ing women and children, in the cities which
the North Vietnamese have shelled in wanton
disregard for human life.




16354

As I announced in my report to the Nation
twelve days ago, the role of the United States
in resisting this invasion has been limited
to air and naval strikes on military targets
in North and South Vietnam.

As I also pointed out, in that report, we
have responded to North Vietnam's massive
military offensive by undertaking wide-
ranging new peace eflorts, aimed at ending
the war through negotiation.

On April 20, I sent Dr. Kissinger to Moscow
for four days of meetings with General Sec-
retary Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders. I
instructed him to emphasize our desire for
a rapid solution to the war and our willing-
ness to look at all possible approaches. At
that time, the Soviet leaders showed an in-
terest in bring the war to an end on & basis
just to both sides. They urged resumption of
negotiations in Paris and indicated they
would use their constructive influence.

I then authorized Dr. Kissinger to meet
privately with the top North Vietnamese
negotiator, Le Duc Tho, on Tuesday, May 2,
in Paris. Ambassador Porter, as you know,
resumed the public peace negotiations in
Paris on Thursday, April 27, and on Thurs-
day, May 4.

At those meetings, public and private, all
we heard from the enemy was bombastic
rhetoric and a replaying of their demands
for surrender.

For example, at the May 2 secret meeting,
I authorized Dr. Kissinger to talk about every
conceivable avenue toward peace.

The North Vietnamese flatly refused to
consider any of these approaches. They re-
fused to offer any new approach of their
own. Instead, they simply read verbatim
their previous public demands.

Here is what over three years of public and
private negotiations with Hanol had come
down to:

The United States, with the full concur-
rence of our South Vietnamese allies, has
offered the maximum of what any President
could offer, We have offered a de-escalation
of the fighting. We have offered a ceasefire
with a deadline for withdrawal of all Ameri-
can forces. We have offered new elections
which would be internationally supervised
with the Communists participating both in
the supervisory body and in the elections
themselves. President Thieu has offered to
resign one month before the elections. We
have offered an exchange of prisoners of war
in & ratio of ten North Vietnamese prisoners
for every one American prisoner they return.

North Vietnamese has met each of these
offers with insclence and insult.

They have flatly and arrogantly refused to
negotiate an end to the war and bring peace.

Their answer to every peace offer we have
made has been to escalate the war. In the
two weeks alone since I offered to resume
negotiations, Hanol has launched three new
offensives.

In those two weeks, the risk that a Com-
munist government may be imposed on the
17,000,000 people of South Vietnam has in-
creased. And the Communist offensive has
now reached the point that it gravely threat-
ens the lives of 60,000 American troops who
are still in Vietnam.

There are only two issues left for us in
this war.

First, in the face of a massive invasion,
do we stand by, jeopardize the lives of sixty
thousand Americans, and leave the South
Vietnamese to a long night of terror?

This will not happen. We shall do whatever
is required to safeguard American lives and
American honor.

Second, in the face of complete intransi-
gence at the conference table, do we join
with our enemy to install a Communist gov-
ernment in South Vietnam?

This, too, will not happen. We will not
cross the line from generosity to treachery.

We now have a clear, hard choice among
three courses of actlon: immediate with-
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drawal of all American forces; continued
attempts at negotiation; or decisive milltary
actlion to end the war.

I know that many Americans favor the
first course of action. They believe that the
way to end the war is for the United States to
get out, and to remove the threat to our re-
maining troops by simply withdrawing them.

From a political standpoint, this would be
an easy choice for me to accept. I did not
send over one-half milllon Americans to
Vietnam. I have brought 500,000 home from
Vietnam since I took office.

But abandoning our commitment in Viet-
nam here and now would mean turning
17,000,000 South Vietnamese over to Com-
munist terror and tyranny. It would mean
leaving hundreds of American prisoners in
Communist hands with no bargaining lever-
age to get them released.

An American defeat in Vietnam would
encourage this kind of aggression all over
the world—aggression in which smaller na-
tions, armed by their major allles could be
tempted to attack neighboring nations at
will. World peace would be in grave jeopardy.

The second course of action is to keep on
trying to negotiate a settlement. This is the
course we have preferred from the begin-
ning. We shall continue to pursue it. But we
have made every reasonable offer and tried
every possible path for ending this war at the
conference table. The problem is that it takes
two to negotiate, and that now, as through-
out the past four years the North Vietnamese
arrogantly refuse to negotiate anything but
an imposition by the United States of a
Communist regime on 17,000,000 people in
South Vietnam who do not want a Commu-
nist government.

It is plain that what appears to be a
choice among three courses of action for the

United States is really no choice at all. The -

killing in this tragic war must stop.

By simply getting out we would only
worsen the bloodshed. By relying solely on
negotiations we would give an intransigent
enemy the time he needs to press his ag-
gression on the battlefield.

There is only one way to stop the killing,
and that is to keep the weapons of war out
of the hands of the international outlaws of
North Vietnam.

Throughout the war in Vietnam, the
United States has exercised a degree of re-
straint unprecedented in the annals of war,

That was our responsibility as a great na-
tion—a nation which is interested, as Amer-
ica has always been, in peace and not in con-
quest. However, when the enemy abandons
all restraint, throws its whole army into bat-
tle on the territory of its neighbor, and re-
fuses to negotiate, we face a new situation:

In these circumstances, with 60,000 Amer-
icans threatened, any President who falled
to act decisively would have betrayed the
trust of his country and the cause of peace.

I have therefore concluded that Hanol
must be denied the weapons and supplies
it needs to continue its aggression. In full
coordination with the Republic of Vietnam,
I have ordered the following measures which
are being implemented as I am speaking to
you.

(1) All entrances to North Vietnamese
ports will be mined to prevent access to these
ports and North Vietnamese naval opera-
tions from these ports.

(2) United States forces have been di-
rected to take appropriate measures within
the internal and claimed territorial waters of
North Vietnam to interdict the delivery of
supplies.

(8) Rail and all other communications will
be cut off to the maximum extent possible.

(4) Air and naval strikes against military
targets in North Vietnam will continue.

These actions are not directed against any
other nation. Countries with ships presently
in North Vietnamese ports have been notified
that their ships will have three daylight pe-
rliods to leave in safety. After that time, the
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mines will become active and any ships at-
tempting to leave or enter these ports will do
s0 at their own risk.

These actions will cease when the follow-
ing conditions are met:

First, all American prisoners of war must
be returned.

Second, there must be an internationally
supervised ceasefire throughout Indochina.

Once prisoners of war are released, and
once the internationally supervised cease-
fire has begun, we will stop all acts of force
throughout Indochina.

At that time we will proceed with a com-
plete withdrawal of all American forces from
Vietnam within four months.

These are terms which would not require
surrender and humiliation on the part of
anybody. They would permit the United
States to withdraw with honor. They would
end the killing and bring our POWs home.
They would allow negotlations on a political
settlement between the Vietnamese them-
selves. They would permit all the nations
which have suffered in this long war to turn
at least to the urgent works of healing and
peace. They deserve immediate acceptance
by North Vietnam.

It is appropriate to conclude my remarks
tonight with some comments directed indi-
vidually to each of the major parties involv-
ed in the continuing tragedy of the Vietnam
War.

First, to the leaders in Hanol: Your people
have already suffered too much in your pur-
suit of conquest. Do not compound their
agony with continued arrogance. Choose in-
stead the path of a peace that redeems your
sacrifices, guarantees true independence, and
ushers in an era of reconciliation.

To the people of South Vietnam: You shall
continue to have our firm support in your
resistance against aggression, It is your spir-
it that will determine the outcome of the
battle. It is your will that will shape the
future of your country.

To other nations, especially those which
are allied with North Vietnam: The actions
I have announced tonight are not directed
against you, Their sole purpose is to protect
the lives of 60,000 Americans who would be
gravely endangered in the event that the
Communist offensive continues to roll for-
ward, and to prevent the imposition of a
Communist government by brutal aggres-
sion upon a nation of 17 million people,

I particularly direct my comments tonight
to the Soviet Union. We respect the Soviet
Union as a great power. We recognize the
right of the Soviet Union to defend its inter-
ests when they are threatened. The Soviet
Union, in turn, must recognize our right to
defend our interests.

No Soviet soldiers are threatened in Viet-
nam. Sixty thousand Americans are threat-
ened. We expect you to help your allles. You
cannot expect us to do other than continue
to help our allies. But let us, and all great
powers, help our allies only for the purpose
of their defense—not for the purpose of
launching invaslons against their neighbors.
Otherwise the cause of peace, the cause in
which we both have so great a stake, will be
serlous jeopardized.

Our two nations have made significant
progress in our negotiations in recent
months. We are near major agreements on
nueclear arms limitations, on trade, on a host
of other issues. Let us not slide back toward
the dark shadows of a previous age. We do
not ask you to sacrifice your principles or
your friends. But neither should you permit
Hanol’s intransigence to blot out the pros-
pects we together have so patiently pre-
pared. We are on the threshold of a new re-
lationship that can serve not only the inter-
ests of our two countries but the cause of
world peace. We are prepared to continue to
build this relationship. The responsibility s
yours if we fail to do so.

Finally, to the American people: I ask you
for the same strong support you have al-
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ways given your President in difficult mo-
ments. It is you most of all that the world
will be watching.

I know how much you want to end this
war. I know how much you want to bring
our men home. I think you know, from all
that I have said and done these past three
and a half years, how much I, too, want to
end the war and bring our men home.

You want peace. I want peace. But you also
want honor and not defeat. You want a gen-
uine peace, not a peace that is merely a prel-
ude to another war,

At this moment we must stand together in
purpose and resolve. As 50 often in the past,
we Americans did not choose to resort to
war. It has been forced upon us by the
enemy that has shown utter contempt to-
ward every overture we have made for peace.

That 1s why tonight I ask you for your
support of this decision, a decision which
has only one purpose—not to expand the
war, not to escalate the war, but to end
this war and to win the kind of peace that
will 1ast. With God's help and with your sup-
port we shall accomplish that great goal.

THE SITUATION IN VIETNAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
would call to the attention of my col-
leagues that the first amendment to the
Constitution of the United States, which
we are sworn to uphold, still is in exist-
ence, It says:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free-
dom of speech, . . .

By that I mean, if I may interpolate,
to express our views as we honestly and
conscientiously feel them. I continue to
read from the first amendment:

.. . or of the press; or the right of the peo-
ple peaceably to assemble, and to petition
the Government for a redress of grievances.

Mr. President, the statement has been
made that there are additional measures
which could still be taken. I really do not
know what they are, because it appears
to me that we have sent an armada of
B-52's to Vietnam and Indochina.

Last weekend, if my memory serves me
correctly, we sent an additional 75 fighter
planes to an airfield in Thailand. We
have the biggest sea flotilla ever assem-
bled in that area, in the South China Sea,
as well as some additional units in the
Gulf of Thailand blockading Cambodia.

I would express the hope that when we
talk about additional measures, we do
not go too far, because it would be an
easy way to win and, in winning, an easy
way to lose.

I would call to the attention of my col-
leagues the latest total casualty figures
beginning on January 1, 1961, through
the 29th of April 1972, more than 11
years, and more than 358,918 American
casualties later.

Now we are mining the harbors of
North Vietnam. We were told about it af-
ter the fact, not before. And there is
always the possibility that this will bring
about the possibility of a conflict with
other nations if they do not obey our dic-
tum and the law that we lay down, if
they do not move out within a 3-day pe-
riod from the 3-mile zone or the 12-mile
zone. And it appears to me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that what we are witnessing is not
a shortening of the war—although I hope
devoutly that that is what it turns out
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to be—but rather a lengthening of it,

an expanding of it, perhaps a placing of -

the SALT talks in jeopardy, and per-
haps a bringing about of a cancellation
or, at the least, a postponement of the
Moscow conference, making it more dif-
ficult to release our prisoners of war and
recoverable missing in action, and very
likely increasing the total of the POW'’s.

So, I would hope that we would look
at this somberly and soberly and recog-
nize all the implications involved. I
would expect also that no one would be
criticized who happens to express a dif-
ferent point of view, because every Sen-
ator in this body has sworn to uphold
the Constitution. Every Member of this
body is entitled to the use of free speech
and the exercise of his conscience. As far
as I am concerned personally, the sooner
this horrible, tragic war is brought to a
close and every American is brought
home, the better off I will feel, because to
me 358,918 U.S. casualties in a 12-year
period is 358,918 too many in a war in
which we have no business and which is
not vital to the security of this Nation,
a war which, in my opinion, is the great-
est tragedy which has ever befallen this
Republic.

Mr, President, it does no great nation
any harm to admit that a mistake has
been made. And sometimes when nations
and men will do so, they will be the big-
ger and the better for it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 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. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order f6r the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT—AMENDMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 1183

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, yester-
day I announced my intention to submit
an amendment calling for the cessation
of hostilities and the withdrawal of
American forces in or over Indochina by
August 31 of this year. I now submit that
amendment, on behalf of the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN),
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD)
and myself, ana I will call for its
adoption.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. CHILES). The amendment will
be received and printed, and will lie on
the table.

Mr. BROOKE. But between the an-
nouncement of my intention yesterday,
and the submission of the amendment
today, certain momentous events have
occurred which call for responsible com-
mentary.

Last night, the President undertook a
grave risk to end the war in Vietnam.
His decision involves the imminent pros-
pect of direct confrontation with the So-
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viet Union. It signals to the Soviet
Union, and to the nations of the world,
that the United States will take extreme
risks in defense of the U.S. position in
South Vietnam.

I disagree with the President, I have
never believed that South Vietnam was
vital to our national security. I have
never believed that its fall would ignite
a rebellion and Communist takeovers
elsewhere in the world. And I certainly do
not believe that South Vietnam, on the
periphery of Asia, is so important to our
national security that it is worth the
sacrifice the United States has made,
and the still greater sacrifice the Presi-
dent is apparently willing to make.

Among the risks we are taking is the
chance of forfeiting many years of dedi-
cated effort to achieve an arms limitation
agreement; the possible risk of wider
war; and the possible sacrifice of our im-
proving relationships with the People’s
Republic of China.

But, Mr. President, there was also con-
tained within the text a peace offer. The
President said, and I quote:

These actions I have ordered will cease
when the following conditions are met:

First, all American prisoners of war must
be returned.

Second, there must be an internationally
supervised cease-fire throughout Indochina,

The President did not leave it at this.
He went on to say:

Once prisoners of war are released, once
the internationally supervised cease-fire has
begun, we will stop all acts of force through-
out Indochina. And at that time we will pro-
ceed with a complete withdrawal of all Amer-
ican forces from Vietnam within 4 months.

In the event of any doubt he said that:

Negotiations and a political settlement
must occur between the Vietnamese them-
selves.

Angd he charged the South Vietnamese:

It is your spirit that will determine the
outcome of the battle. It is your will that will
shape the future of your country.

Nowhere in the text was there any
mention of the political conditions pre-
viously obtaining to a setflement: No
requirement for free and democratic
elections, no international organization
and supervision of those elections, no
outside body determining the qualifica-
tions of the candidates.

It is my understanding that the Presi-
dent has offered withdrawal of U.S.
forces from Vietnam within 4 months of
an internationally supervised cease-fire
and the return of our prisoners and that
the political settlement will be left to the
Vietnamese themselves—not just the
South Vietnamese, but all Vietnamese.

Without additional conditions this is
an acceptable offer. If the North Viet-
namese and the Vietcong were to agree
tomorrow, the United States would be
out of Indochina by the 15th of Septem-
bher, or only 15 days after the date set by
my amendment.

I do not expect that the North Viet-
namese and their allies to overlook the
context in which these terms were pre-
sented. They have, in effect, been given
an ultimatum: Accept this last best offer,
or risk wider war. The context in which
this offer is made, in my judgment, is
unfortunate.




16356

But acceptance of the President’s peace
offer would be a brave and enduring act
in the interests of peace. I hope and
pray that the North Vietnamese will have
the judgment to accept this offer, for
themselves and for all humanity.

VIETNAM—THE NEW ESCALATION

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, we now
stand on the brink, linked to another
escalation in Vietnam. No one can be
sure where the President’s decision to
mine Haiphong will lead. All Americans
surely must hope that we will finally
reach an end to this long struggle. Yet
our hope has gone bitterly sour over the
years. At each turn in the trail we have
been offered the expectation of peace, but
only more war has followed. How well-
founded is the hope of the newest ven-
ture?

President Nixon's fundamental view of
Indochina has not changed. Unfil it does,
we face the probability of prolonged con-
flict. If I shared this view, then I, too,
would be willing to sacrifice the fruits of
the strategic arms limitation talks. I,
too, would willingly jeopardize our
world image as a people of peace. But I
have never given credence to the domino
theory, nor to the linkage concept, and,
therefore, shun the belief that a naval
encounter between superpowers serves
the interest of our Nation or the world.
Though I deeply hope the restraint of
Peking and Moscow surpasses our own,
I fear that we risk far too much by se-
verely testing the progress made in this
decade toward detente.

What reasons exist for believing the
staircase of escalation will lead to peace?
‘We have climbed it before, only to find
the will of North Vietnam matching each
step we took.

Mining harbors and massive bombing
say by action what administration offi-
cials have refused to voice—Vietnamiza-
tion and secret peace plans, the corner-
stones of the President's Vietnam policy,
have failed. He was given a mandate by
the American people in 1968 to lead us
out of this war, but he has badly mis-
judged the nature of that war and the
people of Indochina. We are trapped by
positions and policies that should have
been reversed long ago.

‘We are asked to sustain the President’s
hope, by suppressing our own conscience.
It is too much. While we hope for accept-
ance of the President’s terms by North
Vietnam, we must also hope that further
prolongation of this struggle would draw
the President toward a fundamental re-
direction of his policy in war-torn Indo-
china. We must now await those re-
sponses,

QUORUM CALL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Is there further morning business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I sug-
gest 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. HARTKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S SPEECH ON
VIETNAM

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the
President that we elected to end the war
has now brought us to the brink of man-
kind’s last war.

President Nixon's actions last night
constitute the most reckless act of inter-
national lawlessness that any American
President has ever committed.

He has thrown down the gauntlet of
nuclear war to a billion people in the So-
viet Union and China. He has alienated
us from every last vestige of world opin-
ion. He has placed the very survival of
mankind at hazard because he could not
find the moral or political courage to ad-
mit his own failures in Vietnam.

The Congress cannot permit so evil an
act to be done in our Nation’s name and
at such incalculable risk to the entire
world. We must act at once to reverse this
fateful error. Armageddon may be only
hours away.

It was in 1968 that presidential candi-
date Mr. Nixon said that if the President
at that time, which was the Democratic
administration of President Johnson, did
not end the war by the time the next elec-
tion occurred, he would have a new ad-
ministration which would end the war
and win the peace. Here we are now, al-
most 3! years later, with a President
who would never have been elected Presi-
dent if everyone had known there were
going to be 20,000 additional military
caskets coming back as a result of actions
of the U.S. Government in his admin-
istration in that same war, who at the
same time threatens the whole world with
world war III, 31, years later.

The acts of the President, in my opin-
ion, are his own. I only wish that I knew
exactly the background of how this is all
going on, because if Mr. Kissinger is call-
ing the shots—as it appears to me he is—
although I know those who speak for the
President say he is not—all we have to do
is read what he says, and it is very clear
that the outline of Mr. Kissinger, as con-
tained in so many publications and books,
is being followed. That outline is——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s 3 minutes have ex-
pired.

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I
may be recognized, I yield my time to the
Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time for morning business has
expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that that time be ex-
tended for 15 minutes.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. HARTEE. I thank the majority
leader.

The outline is very simple. It is called
the high-risk policy. What is the high-
risk policy? What it says, in substance,
is that we must take high risks in inter-
national politics, and that war is an ex-
tension of the political process. He says
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there are two things in a limited war
that must be made very clear. One of
them is to the people of our own Nation
that we do not intend to go to a nuclear
holocaust, and the second is to make it
clear to the other side that we will not
extend it except for limited purposes.

The difficulty with that approach is
that we do not know whether the other
side, with that high risk that we have
thrown in their face, can accept it, or
what the reaction will be, and that the
chain reaction resulting therefrom is
absolutely incalculable.

If one follows Mr. Kissinger's state-
ments—and these are no secrets; they
can be examined in detail—they are very
simply that he believes tactical nuclear
weapons are permissible in a limited war.
He says two things must be done before
that can be done, however. One is that
the American people must be educated
to the fact that the use of tactical nu-
clear weapons does not necessarily mean
there will be a nuclear war.

I would hope that the Congress would
now lead in providing an alternative to
President Nixon's proposal. I would hope
that the Congress would take definitive
action to see that the President does not
proceed, within the remaining time of
the 72-hour period for the mining of
Haiphong. I would hope the President
would reestablish the opportunity to dis-
cuss this matter either at Paris or before
the United Nations and that he will say
this Nation made a mistake and that it
has continued to make other mistakes.

If Mr. Nixon wanted to do that, I
would praise him for having the courage
to take this Nation out of the war. I
would not criticize him for the actions he
has taken during the past 3 years. Until
that is done, Congress must do every-
thing it can to prevent the high-risk
policy favored by the President.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, this morn-
ing I listened with a great deal of in-
terest. I had not intended fo make any
remarks, because I made a statement in
support of the President earlier in the
day. But I cannot help but respond to
some of the comments that have been
made.

It seems passing strange to me that
once again when the President makes a
dramatic peace proposal, even before we
get any response from Hanoi or Russia or
any of those who support those countries,
his actions are criticized in the highest
legislative body of our Nation. I cannot
for the life of me see for what construc-
tive purpose this serves.

It seems to me the President has taken
every possible step for peace. He has
withdrawn all conditions to our peace
offer except the stopping of the fight-
ing—which apparently those who criti-
cize him do not want—and the return
of our prisoners of war—which eritics
say they would like to see. Those are not
difficult conditions. The gauntlet has not
been thrown down by the President. It
has been offered to Hanoi as a condition
that will end the fighting and allow reso-
lution of the conflict, which they and
their neighbors to the south can work out
for themselves.

I do not think the President had any
alternative but to take such action as
was necessary to save American lives.
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The Senator from Indiana refers to
this as a high-risk policy. How high was
the risk to our men when the North
Vietnamese invaded the south with every
single division they had. Our men are
in real jeopardy. Could any President do
less than attempt to protect their lives?

And, yet, there has been criticism of
that act. I hear no criticism of North
Vietnam for endangering the world’s
peace. I hear only criticism of the Presi-
dent for imposing so-called “intolerable
terms.” Yet, the only terms he has im-
posed are that those people stop shooting
and for our men to be returned.

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

Mr. BROCK. I yield.

Mr, HARTEKE. Let me ask the Senator,
was he consulted in advance or advised in
advance by the White House of what was
going to happen?

Mr. BROCK. No, I was not.

Mr. HARTEKE, Is the Senator a Mem-
ber of the U.S. Senate?

Mr. BROCEK. Yes, I am.

Mr. HARTEKE. I am, too, but I was not
advised, either, or consulted, and under
the Constitution the power to take such
an act of war rests with the Congress of
the United States, not with the President
of the United States alone. Why was not
Congress consulted?

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
vield my time to the Senator.

Mr. BROCK. The Constitution says
something else, and that is that the
President himself is the Commander in
Chief of our Armed Forces. In that ca-
pacity, he is responsible for the health,
safety, and security of our Armed Forces,
The President acted to do just that with
full knowledge of his constitutional pre-
rogatives and responsibilities. I for one
supported him in that step, because I
think hLe has taken a step to protect our
remaining men and to resolve this con-
flict. I would hope he would receive the
Senate's support because of the mag-
nanimity of his peace offer. It is beyond
any offer that has been suggested by his
opposition.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, it seems to
me that the suggestion of much that has
been said today is that what the Presi-
dent should do is surrender South Viet-
nam to North Vietnam. I can think of
nothing more calculated to encourage
military aggression all over this world.
I believe the step the President took was
an eminently correct step. It is neces-
sary that we interdict the enemy’'s sup-
plies if South Vietnam is to contain ‘he
aggression that has been overtly launched
against it, in contravention to the Gene-
va Accords and the 1968 understanding;
and probably the most mereciful and hu-
mane means of interdiction is through
the mining of harbors, so that the instru-
ments of war cannot reach the enemy.
Certainly that is better than to make
bombing targets of areas of high popu-
lation density.

So I think, despite the foreboding
cries of the risk of confrontation with
the Russians, the step the President has
taken is eminently proper. As a matter of
fact, there has been no response from the
Soviet Union, and the mines were sown
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some 15 hours ago. I think it is not re-
sponsible to create a lot of scare talk
about nuclear war around here when as a
matter of fact I do not think the Soviet
Union wants a direct face-to-face con-
frontation with the United States of
America.

Mr. BAEKER. Mr. President, the new
peace proposals and military actions an-
nounced last night by President Nixon
represent, in my judgment, a measured,
courageous, and necessary response to
the overt military aggression of North
Vietnamese regular troops against South
Vietnam and other southeast Asian
nations.

The situation is serious, and there is
a potential for peril. But that potential
need not be realized if all parties con-
cerned conduct themselves with intel-
ligence and restraint.

Of particular importance is the need
for a united American people behind the
President at this time, While responsible
debate on Vietnam policies may continue
during this time, I hope and pray that no
American will endanger the chances for
peace through thoughtless and carping
criticism.

There were options available to the
President that certainly would have been
much more palatable politically, at least
in the short term. He could, for example,
simply have removed all American troops
at once and left the South Vietnamese to
fend for themselves. But this is a man of
great strength and courage, who knows
exactly what the risks are. He has often
been described as a man motivated solely
by political consideration, with no scruple
or principal. Now, he has clearly put
what he believes is right above his own
political career, and laid that career on
the line. He deserves our support during
this period of stress. November will have
to wait its turn.

The American Government and the
South Vietnamese Government have
never sought the military conquest or
the political domination of any other
sovereign nation. Aggression in South-
east Asia has always been on the part of
the Government of North Vietnam and
those nations which supply that govern-
ment with the machines of war. All that
Saigon and her allies have ever sought
was the right to choose their own politi-
cal system free from military coercion.

The policy of President Nixon since
taking office has been to strengthen the
capacity of the South Vietnamese to de-
fend their own freedom, steadily with-
drawing over 500,000 American troops,
and all the while pressing for a negoti-
ated settlement to the conflict in Paris
and through all available channels. The
North Vietnamese have remained obdu-
rate and intransigent.

Now, in light of the new North Viet-
namese military offensive in the South,
the fate of the remaining American
troops is in jeopardy. Without adequate
military supplies, the North Vietnamese
offensive will be blunted. That is the
meaning and purpose of the President’s
plan to interdict those supplies, whether
transported by land or sea.

One of the most remarkable aspects of
the President's address last night was
the extent to which he sought to reassure
the Soviet Union that the military ac-
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tion he was taking was in no way di-
rected at Moscow. He noted that:

We, the United States and the Soviet
Union, are on the threshold of a new rela-
tionship that can serve not only the inter-
ests of our two countries but the cause of
world peace.

It is a matter of the very highest im-
portance that this new relationship, as
symbolized by the upcoming summit
meeting in the Kremlin, not be disturbed
by the latest developments in Vietnam.
The leaders of the Soviet Union are in a
unique position to respond affirmatively
to the President’s message and to exert
a positive influence on their allies that
could lead to a prompt peace.

For peace, after all, is the issue. Last
night the President made what is, far
and away, the most generous peace pro-
posal ever made by an American Govern-
ment in time of war. In exchange for an
internationally supervised cease-fire on
the ground, and the release of all Ameri-
can prisoners of war, the President has
offered a total withdrawal of all Ameri-
can troops within 4 months, and a total
cessation of all “acts of force” through-
out Indochina.

The military actions that the Presi-
dent has taken are those calculated to
result in minimum loss of life. The peace
proposal of the President holds out a
real promise for an end to the fighting.
The final decision now rests with the
North Vietnamese and their allies. Let us
all pray that they will respond in such
a way that a permanent peace can be
maintained.

I applaud the President for his courage
and restraint, and I support him fully in
his efforts to end this long and tragic
war.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
rise for the purpose of paying my re-
spects to the majority leader, to welcome
him home, but also to plead with my fel-
low Senators that they follow his exam-
ple in the use of freedom of speech.

I have never known Senator MANSFIELD
to become vehement. I have never known
him to use language that might arouse
people. He reminded us of the first
amendment and our rights under it, and
he criticized the President in what I
would consider a moderate and very lim-
ited way.

I think it is going to be more and more
necessary to remind ourselves that while
we can use violent rhetoric in this body,
I do not think at this particular time in
history it is going to be of any advantage.

I found very interesting a part of an
editorial which appeared in today’s
Washington Evening Star, and I would
particularly like to read the last two
paragraphs:

What clearly Is not needed at this time is
a frantic or angry reaction to the Presi-
dent's move in Congress, on the campuses or
in the streets. Americans are a free people
and have the right to disagree with the wis-
dom or efficacy of Mr. Nixon's action. Indeed,
all of us will have the opportunity to pass
judgment on the rightness or wrongness of
that action when we go to the polls in Novem-
ber. But it would be contrary to the national
interest in this crucial test were the support

for which Mr. Nixon has asked denied him.
The point is this and only this: For bet-

ter or worse, the President has taken what
he himself has described as “a decisive ac-
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tion.” The die is cast, the Rubicon is crossed.
If he fails, not only he but each of us will
be the loser; if he wins, all of us benefit.
Under such circumstances, the place of this
newspaper is behind the President of the
United States. And we belleve that on that
firm ground we will find ourselves In the
company of the great mass of all Americans,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there further morning business?

UPPER COLORADO RIVER BASIN

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen-
dar No. 750, HR. 13435, which I un-
derstand has been cleared on both sides
and is available for action at this time.

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

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (HR. 13435) to increase the au-
thorization for appropriation for continu-
ing work in the Upper Colorado River Ba-
sin by the Secretary of the Interior.

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That in order to provide for completion
of construction of the Curecantl, Flaming
Gorge, Glen Canyon, and Navajo units, and
transmission division of the Colorado River
storage project, and for completion of con-
struction of the following participating
projects: Central Utah (initial phase—
Bonneville, Jensen, Upalco, and Vernal
units), Emery County, Florida, Hammond,
LaBarge, Lyman, Paonia, Seedskadee, Silt,
and Smith Fork; the amount which sec-
tion 12 of the Act of April 11, 1956 (79 Stat.
106) authorizes to be appropriated is here-
by further increased by the sum of $610,-
000,000, plus or minus such amounts, if
any, as may be required, by reason of changes
in construction costs as indicated by engi-
neering cost indexes applicable to the type
of construction involved. This addltional
sum shall be avallable solely for continuing
construction of the previously authorized
units and projects named herein.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I rise to sup-
port this bill (H.R. 13435) as amended
which inereases the authorization for ap-
propriation for continuing work on the
Colorado River Basin Project.

The bill, as amended and reported by
the Senate Interior Committee, contains
the text of the bill which I introduced,
and provides for authorization of $610
million, the amount requested by the De-
partment of the Interior as necessary to
complete the job. The House bill pro-
vides for the authorization of only $352,-
195,000, with the proviso that this amount
must be spread out over 5 years, and
that the Department must come back to
Congress for additional authorization at
the end of that period.

I feel very strongly that the full
amount requested should be authorized.
The argument has been offered by the
House that only $352,195,000 will be re-
quired to meet the present construction
schedule on the already authorized proj-
ects eligible for these funds.

I can not buy this argument. If it is
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found during the 5-year period that con-
struction schedules can be stepped up,
and that additional construction funds
can be made available within budget lim-
its, then the authorization should be
available.

We are running out of water very fast
in many areas of the upper basin. We
should move forward on our water devel-
opment projects as rapidly as planning
and budgetary limits will allow us to do
so. Water development has been greatly
retarded because of demands of the war
in Vietnam. We hope these restraints will
soon be lifted. A readjustment of national
priorities should provide more funds for
essential domestic projects—and what
could be more essential to scores of west-
ern communities than enough water for
industrial and municipal use as well as
water for land to grow the food we need
for our expanding population.

One of the key units of the Upper Colo-
rado River project is the central Utah
project. And central to that project is the
Bonneville unit. This unit, authorized in
1956, became a construction start in the
mid-1960’s only because the Congress
wrote funds for it into the bhudget. It has
been given only token funding since that
time. This year, for the first time, the
budget request—some $29 million—for
the Bonneville unit is at a realistic level.
‘We must move this project faster. If we
do not, it will take 50 years to complete.
The Utah communities depending on
Bonneville for tapwater cannot wait that
long. If we can find any conceivable way
to get water in the pipelines faster than
we are now, we do not want lack of au-
thorization to hold us up.

I recognize that the Department can
always come to Congress for more au-
thorization authority but that takes
time—as witness the bill before us today.

This bill must be passed and signed be-
fore reclamation appropriations bills now
under consideration by the Senate and
House Appropriations Committees can be
enacted. The funds requested for these
projects for fiscal 1973 will exceed the
present authorization ceilings. I am going
to testify next Tuesday before the Public
Works Appropriation Subcommittee on
central Utah appropriations requests—
and they are not authorized yet. Why let
ourselves in for another cliff hanger in a
few years—why not authorize the funds
now that will be needed to complete the
projects provided for in the original Up-
per Colorado River Project Act of 1956,
and get on with the job without any fur-
ther delay.

Mr. President, I ask that the bill before
us (H.R. 13435) as amended, be passed. 1
hope that the House of Representatives
will see that the weight of the argument
is on the side of the Senate version of the
bill.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR THE
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING EBUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, how
much remains of the time designated for
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the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There are 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that the time for the transac-
tion of routine morning business be ex-
tended until 1 o'clock.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I sug-
gest 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. GURNEY. 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.

THE PRESIDENT'S SPEECH
ON VIETNAM

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, last
night President Nixon delivered one of
the most important—one of the most
difficult—speeches any American Presi-
dent has ever had to deliver. The issue is
clearcut and the President met it head
on with one of the most straightforward,
courageous speeches any President has
ever made.

As the President stated, our choices
were either to take decisive action to
stem the massive invasion of South Viet-
nam or to place in grave jeopardy the
lives of some 60,000 U.S. troops in South
Vietnam and to surrender 17 million
South Vietnamese to communism.

Since the North Vietnamese have met
every U.S. peace initiative with an
escalation of their offensive in the South,
the alternatives of withdrawal and de-
pendence on a negotiated settlement hold
little hope of protecting U.S. troops, U.S.
honor, or the South Vietnamese. Until
the North Vietnamese are willing to cease
their aggression in Indochina, I feel that
the President’s actions are fully justified
and offer the best hope for world peace.

As a matter of fact, I advocated the
mining of Haiphong harbor 6 years ago
and have felt that, if the Communists re-
fused to give up their dreams of terri-
torial aggrandizement, such a course of
action would be most appropriate. I only
hope that it is not too late for this
mining to have the desired effect. Should
it not be enough to convince the North
Vietnamese to quit, I think that their
dikes, their industrial capability, and
anything else being used to support their
aggressive war of massive invasion should
be attacked by air. The day of sanctuaries
for aggressors is at an end.

President Nixon has also offered an
eminently fair peace proposal: After our
prisoners are returned and an interna-
tionally enforced cease-fire throughout
Indochina implemented, we will with-
draw our forces in 4 months. As the
President said last night in far better
language than can I, “these are terms
which would not require surrender and
humiliation on the part of anybody.”

This is more than fair to the North
Vietnamese, for the political settlement
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of this future of this unhappy land is
left to the Vietnamese, South and North,
themselves.

If these terms are accepted, the in-
tegrity of North Vietnam will not be
threatened, while the basis for a lasting
peace in all of Indochina will be laid.

As for a possible confrontation with
the Soviet Union, I do not see that at
all. They are not involved with their
forces. They are only furnishing sup-
plies. They are a big power, as are we,
and they fully realize that, with the
lives of U.S. troops at stake, we must do
what we have to do. Were the roles re-
versed, they would do the same, or even
more, as witness the Hungarian and
Czechoslovakian invasions.

Moreover, the Russians have a great
deal at stake. They desire easing of ten-
sions between Russia and the United
States, East and West, more than we
do. The President has thrown the ball
to them, and whether they fumble or
not is up to the Russian leaders. I do
not think that they will want to forego
this real possibility for better under-
standing with the United States and the
easing of tensions for the sake of their
conquest-crazy client in North Vietnam.

Mr. President, it occurs to me that
this long, tragic war in Southeast Asia
has now come to the 11th hour, the final,
decisive stage, and this action of Pres-
ident Nixon’s may well set the stage for
peace.

We have a wise courageous leader in
the White House who has taken decisive
action in this conflict in Southeast Asia.

Now is the hour of crisis when the Na-
tion should rally behind the President.
My guess is that the majority of the peo-
ple in the Nation will do just that.

I would hope that Congress would, and
especially the Senate.

It would shame me as a U.S. Senator
to witness the President and the people
trying to drag along with them a re-
luctant Congress.

If Communist aggression is to be
halted, both now and in the future, de-
cisive action has to be taken. The Pres-
ident has taken that action, and this
Senator is 100 percent behind him for
having done so.

THE PRESIDENT'S SPEECH

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve that the action taken last night by
President Nixon should have been taken
when the first American combat troops
were sent to Southeast Asia, and this
war would have long since been finished
if the leaders had acted as decisively at
that time.

As President Nixon dramatically
pointed out last night, every possible
effort has been made to secure a settle-
ment of the war. President Nixon took
his action only after North Vietnam had
invaded South Vietnam and after North
Vietnam had occupied large areas of
South Vietnamese territory.

The President faced a plain choice, to
act now or to accept the prospect of a
spread of military aggression to many
parts of the globe and for many years to
come.

The President’'s action has bared the
duplicity of Soviet foreign policy for all
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the world to see, for while the U.S.S.R.

has been talking peace in Europe and
trying to secure approval of the German-
Russian peace treaty, the Soviet Union
has been sponsoring war in Asia. The
Soviets cannot have it both ways.

It is plain to see that aggression
against South Vietnam began when the
U.SS.R. started to furnish tanks and
heavy artillery to destroy South Viet-
namese cities and slaughter South Viet-
namese citizens.

The next move is plainly up to the
USS.R.

If the leaders of the Soviet Union want
peace elsewhere, they must act now to
bring peace to Southeast Asia.

President Nixon displayed cool, de-
liberate, and reasonable leadership last
night, particularly since the decision was
made before the scheduled summit meet-
ing in Moscow and during an election
vear here at home. This is certainly his
most difficult and also his finest hour. He
deserves the support of the country and
of this body.

I, for one, intend to give him the full-
est support in this difficult time.

VIETNAM AND THE CONSTITU-
TIONAL CRISIS

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, it is
plain now that the President must not
have a free hand in Indochina any
longer.

The Natlon cannot stand it.

The Congress must not allow it.

I have said that the political regime in
Saigon is not worth the loss of one more
Ameriecan life.

Mr. Thieu, whose comfort has been
bought at such terrible cost for the Amer-
ican people, is not worth 1 more day of
confinement for our prisoners. ;

He is not worth 1 more day of suffer-
ing for the helpless Asians we have
pounded so mercilessly for so long.

And today I say to the Senate with
special urgency, Mr. Thieu is not worth
the sacrifice of our constitutional system.

The President has now taken the most
dangerous act of this war.

He has transformed a struggle with no
bearing on our national interest, into a
deadly confrontation between great
POWers.

A President who promised a “genera-
tion of peace” has made the world more
dangerous for all mankind.

And he has done it without so much as
a glance toward Capitol Hill.

In March of 1969, with Americans still
dying and falling from the sky in Indo-
china, I thought we had waited long
enough to see the President’s secret plan
for peace.

But the President was stanchly de-
fended. It was said he deserved more
time.

In 1970 the Senate rejected the Hat-
field-McGovern amendment and other
measures to reassert congressional au-
thority. The Commander in Chief, it was
said, needed a free hand.

Again last year, the Hatfield-McGov-
ern amendment, the Chiles substitute,
and other fund cutoff proposals were
defeated. We settled for an impotent,
nonbinding plea to the President—a plea
he told us in advance he would ignore.
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We have occupied ourselves with the
periphery.

We have focused on the past—on the
fraudulent circumstances which involved
us in Indochina.

The Gulf of Tonkin resolution was
repealed. And the boys kept dying. The
bombs kept falling.

We have focused on future wars—on
steps to define more precisely who holds
the power of war.

And the blood kept running.

The Congress has debated, dawdled
and delayed for nearly 40 months. All
that time we have deferred to the Pres-
ident.

We have given him 20,000 more Amer-
ican dead, 200,000 more wounded, hun-
dreds more prisoners, and tens of bil-
lions more dollars, to pour away on a
policy we knew would not work.

Now the President’s program called
“Vietnamization” stands exposed as a
failure. It is crumbling before our eyes.

And we see now the full extent of the
arbitrary war power claimed by Mr,
Nixon, as he grasps at still more deadly
straws that will turn to fire in his hands.

The chairman of the Armed Services
and Foreign Relations Committees are
turned away at the White House door
as he plots and carries out the latest
and most serious escalation of the war.

The Congress is not consulted. The
Congress is not even trusted as the Pres-
ident flirts with world war III.

What more must we see before we call
our country back from disaster?

Must we wait until there is open war
on the seas?

Must we wait until the President sends
American planes North to intercept a
Russian airlift to Hanoi?

Must we wait until he bombs the ul-
timate sanctuaries and supply routes,
in Moscow and Peking?

It is clear now that the President may
claim that authority. After seeing his
latest irrational act, who is confident
that he would not use it? If the President
can unilaterally place mines before the
ships of other nations without the ap-
proval of Congress, then the constitu-
tional war powers of the Congress are
dead.

We cannot permit this outrageous
spectacle to continue. We are faced with
deadly danger abroad and an unprec-
edented constitutional crisis at home.

The hope of the American people now
lies with the Congress, and there is no
other hope—from now until the election
next fall.

I propose immediate action by Con-
gress to end the war.

I propose immediate action to tie the
President's hands, to stop the insanity
in Indochina, and to choose the course
of decency and responsibility which the
American people overwhelmingly want.

I, therefore, ask unanimous consent
that my name be added as a cosponsor of
Senator BrooKE's amendment., We must
enact it as quickly as we can.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement is-
sued by the distinguished Senator from
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Oregon (Mr. Hatr1eLp) be printed in the
RECORD.

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

None of the military escalations of the
past, of either Presidents Johnson or Nixon,
has accomplished the objective of shortening
the war or saving American lives. This un-
necessary escalation and expansion of the
war will serve no other purpose than to con-
tinue the killing and threaten even further
expansion.

This unconscionable commitment to the
Thieu regime is not worth the expense of one
more American or Vietnamese life, and is not
worth an 18th Century concept of face-saving
for national pride.

NEW INDOOR THEATER AT LONG
BINH, VIETNAM

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Wall Street Journal for Mon-
day, May 1, 1972, reported the opening of
a new indoor theater at Long Binh in
South Vietnam at a cost of $445,000.

I became curious about this, as to why,
with the President’s withdrawal program
going on, we would want to build a new
facility of this kind—a new indoor thea-
ter in South Vietnam.

I communicated with the Department
of the Army and today I received a reply
from them. I find that construction of
this theater began only 4 months ago. It
was completed on April 29. The Army
puts the cost at $305,000.

Whether it cost $305,000 or $445,000,
the fact is, it is the American taxpayers’
money being used. It is true that such
a sum is not a vast amount when one con-
siders the great amounts of money now
being spent by our Government. But it
does not seem reasonable to me to con-
tinue to build new facilities in South
Vietnam of this kind at a time when the
President is withdrawing our troops at
the rate of 23,000 per month. There are
approximately 69,000 troops remaining
in South Vietnam. By July 1, the number
will be down to 49,000.

So I believe that the Army, the State
Department, our Ambassador in Viet-
nam, and others involved, have an
obligation to safeguard in better fashion
the funds of the American taxpayers. I
do not see any justification for building
a new theater in this year of 1972 in
Vietnam at a cost of somewhere between
$305,000 and $445,000.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
Wall Street Journal article I have
referred to and the correspondence from
the Department of the Army to me on
this subject.

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

Just LikE HoME: IN VIETNAM, THE PrLacE To
BE As War RaAcGeEs on Is Luxurious LoNc
BinH

(By Peter R. Kann)

“Entertainment for troops stationed at
Long Binh post takes another step forward
Saturday with the grand opening of a new
£445,000 movie theater. Located on Tennessee
Street near the Pacesetter Service Club and
the Long Binh Crafts Shop, the centrally
air-conditioned theater can accommodate
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459 patrons”—The Long Binh Post, issue of
April 11.

Lowne Brva.—Long Binh lies about 20 miles
north of Salgon, roughly one-fourth of the
way to An Loc, where North and South Viet-
namese regiments are decimating each other
in some of the heaviest fighting in the history
of the Vietnam war. At least 1,000 South
Vietnamese soldiers are dying each week in
the current nationwide Communist offensive,
and the future of “Vietnamization"—if not
of South Vietnam—hangs in the balance.

But you wouldn't know it at Long Binh.
Saigon is in many ways an island in the war,
but Saigon at least is a Vietnamese island.
Long Binh is an American oasis. The enemy
offensive has prompted some special defensive
precautions at Long Binh, but as one colonel
says, “The only real change is that the clubs
have to close early so the Vietnamese girls
can get home before curfew.”

Long Binh, 17,000 acres of Americana hous-
ing 14,000 American military men and an-
other 7,000 U.S. civillan contract personnel,
is the biggest U.S. base in Vietnam and in-
deed the biggest overseas American military
post in the world, according to officials here.
Long Binh’s acreage and population have
been reduced somewhat since the peak years
of the war, when 27,000 Americans resided
here, and troop cuts at the base are continu-
ing. But Long Binh still is likely to be one of
the very last U.S. installations closed down.
If and when it is “Vietnamized" one can only
wonder what the Vietnamese will do with a
base that is larger than the city of Saigon.

LITTLE TO DO WITH WAR

With its movie theaters and bowling al-
leys, massage parlors and male beauty salons,
air-conditioned offices and Vietnamese serv-
ants, Long Binh must rank as the most
comfortable post in this not-very-comfort-
able country.

And, with only one company of combat
infantrymen, 122 men, among the 14,000
soldiers stationed here, it probably also ranks
as the least combat-oriented collection of
military men in any war zone. In fact, the
functions being performed by the 21,000
Americans at Long Binh have little to do
with fighting a war or even with directly
helping the South Vietnamese to fight one.

The post’s primary function, according to
briefing officers, 1s “retrograding” American
military equipment. This means collecting,
repairing and then shipping home (or oth-
erwise disposing of) the millions of tons of
equipment the U.S. military has used in
Vietnam. “We're tidying up the battlefield,”
says a briefing officer. While the task is no
doubt admirable, the phrase sounds a mite
ironic at a time when Vietnam's battleflelds
are being rendered “untidier” than ever be-
fore with the broken bodies of contending
Vietnamese.

The second major function here is sup-
porting other American units in Vietnam.
But since there are only two American com-
bat brigades left in the country, plus some
air squadrons, most of the U.S. troops being
supported by Long Binh are themselves sup-
port troops of various sorts.

“Actually, a lot of us just support each
other,” says an infantry sergeant who found
himself assigned here as a clerk.

Long Binh also houses “USARV,” which is
the administrative headquarters of the U.S.
Army in Vietnam. This helps account for
why there are 12 generals living on the base.
However, the operational headquarters of the
U.S. military effort In Vietnam (and the
office of the U.8 commander, Gen Creighton
Abrams) are not located here, but rather
at Ton San Nhut airbase on the outskirts of
Saigon.

BRONTOSAURIAN LOGISTICAL TAIL

Critics of the remaining U.S. military pres-
ence in Vietnam can use Long Binh as an
example to argue that many of the 70,000

May 9, 1972

American troops still in Vietnam are perform-
ing something less than vital tasks and that
troop withdrawals should be accelerated.
Critics of the way America has fought the
Vietnam war can argue that Long Binh
exemplifies the brontosaurian logistical tail
of the U.S. military; even in the peak of the
American war effort, logistical and adminis-
trative troops outnumbered combat soldiers
by a ratio of about five to one, and by now
the ratio is well over 10 to one. It can also
be argued that the comfort (or, by Vietnam-
ese standards, luxury) of a base like Long
Binh represents an affront to the average,
often miserable, Vietnamese on whose behall
Americans presumably are here.

Defenders of the system, on the other hand,
can claim that residual tasks like “retrograd-
ing materiel” are important—at least to the
U.S. taxpayer. They can point out that troop
withdrawals are proceeding despite the
enemy offensive, President Nixon having an-
nounced last week that another 20,000 troops
will be withdrawn by July 1. More generally,
defenders of the U.S, effort would argue that
America’s massive military support apparatus
has enhanced the efliciency and safety of the
combat Iinfantryman. And defenders can
note that the comforts of an oasis like Long
Binh are part of a plan to keep U.S. troops
off the streets of Vietnamese towns and to
prevent them from further warping the
economy and society of the Vietnamese.

If any place in Vietnam can be considered
really safe, then that place is probably Long
Binh, The last enemy-inflicted deaths here
were from several rockets that landed inside
the base In March of 1971, killing two sol-
diers. The last time the base perimeter was
penetrated was back at Tet of 1968 when
some Vietcong sappers managed the feat.

But back in those days there were bat-
talions of combat troops based at Long Binh,
and there were three American divisions op-
erating in the general military region that
includes Long Binh. Now there are only the
one infantry company plus some military
police based at Long Binh and only one
brigade of U.S. combat troops in the mili-
tary region.

The current enemy offensive is still mostly
raging in border regions, and U.S. installa-
tions do not seem to be a prime target for
the North Vietnamese, at least at this stage.
But if the offensive continues to build, if the
South Vietnamese army breaks rather than
bends, if the South Vietnamese government
should topple or chaos should otherwise en-
gulf the country, what would become of Long
Binh?

Perhaps with such thoughts in mind, how-
ever remote the likelihood, Long Binh is tak-
ing special security precautions.

The outer perimeter of Long Binh is 2314
kilometers long and is defended by 100 two-
man guard positions. Guard duties are
shared, on a rotation basis, by all the various
units at Long Binh, engineers, clerks, me-
chanics, publicists and so on. The guards
have recently been issued new, heavier weap-
ons, Including antitank guns (the North
Vietnamese have been using tanks at An
Loc and elsewhere in this offensive).

The sole infantry company and a com-
pany of military police have been assigned
duty as a ready-reserve force in case the
perimeter is attacked. Two weeks ago the
infantry company arranged a “simulated
attack situation.”

“We simulated against four tanks and
some infantry,” says Capt. James Kuykendall
of Echo Company. Did you win? he is asked.
“Yup,” he says.

An inner perimeter has also been mapped
out for the “extremely unlikely case of pene-
tratlon and fallback,” explains Maj. Hugh
Sproul, a base operations officer whose office
wall is decorated with photos of a mock
sapper attack.

" A brigade of the 1st Air Cavalry Division
(one of the two U.S combat brigades left in
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the country) is based five kilometers from
Long Binh and could land troops here by
helicopter in case of serious attack.

All officers at Long Binh have been issued
weapons, though the enlisted men have not
been. This is presumably to keep the acci-
dent rate down. Already one officer, handling
a weapon in bed, accidentally discharged a
bullet through the celling of his barracks,
nicking an upstairs officer in the ear. The
victim ran downstairs and proceeded to beat
up the man whose weapon had gone off. Both
officers had to be hospitalized.

There are many officers at Long Binh who,
having pursued noncombat career specialties,
may not have had any infantry training since
they first entered the Army. They are simply
required to pass a weapons-familiarization
test once a year.

Still, everyone at Long Binh, through the
rank of lieutenant colonel, is being required
to take a turn at walking night guard duty
around his own billet. “Initially the order
included full colonels,” says a briefing officer,
“but they griped a bit."”

Long Binh also depends on Vietnamese
for protection. There are some 30 to 40
platoons of regional and popular force mili-
tiamen deployed outside the perimeter of
Long Binh. And Long Binh recently hired
160 Montagnard mountain tribesmen mer-
cenaries, trained by the U.8. Special Forces,
to help patrol within the perimeter. The
Montagnards are being issued “distinctive
uniforms"—black shirts, maroon berets and
what Maj. Sproul calls “flashy patches.”

But none of the new defense precautions
have had much impact on the eight-to-five
office routines and varied social life of Long
Binh.

On any given evening there are more than
100 movies being shown at Long Binh. There
are 10 large club-bars on the base and an-
other 50 or more smaller unit bars. There are
10 small swimming pools, and there's a new
Olympic-size pool still under construction.
A new bowling alley is also nearing com-
pletion. (Do the Vietnamese bowl? asks a
reporter, thinking of the day when Long
Binh might be “Vietnamized."” "“No, but I
guess they'll learn,” say an Army spokes-
man.)

The base sporting program includes bas-
ketball, baseball, flag football, volleyball,
tennis, squash and archery. There are a golf
driving range and a skeet shooting range,
and the Long Binh newspaper recently in-
vited “hunting, fishing and camping en-
thuslasts” to the organizational meeting of
& new rod and gun club. The base drama so-
ciety has fallen on hard times due to per-
sonnel transfers, but Maj. P. R. Eringle Jr,,
special services officer, says the base retains
a “drama capability.”

There are handicraft workshops, a photo
lab and a lapidary shop, along with Bingo
tournaments, bridge contests and dating
games. A massage parlor offers steambaths
and massages by Vietnamese girls. (“A towel
must cover the body at all times,” says a
sign.) A male beauty bar offers treatment
with “cologne, after shave, tonie, hair cream,
lotion, deodorant, hair spray and Q-tips.”
There's also a manicurist on duty.

Upward of 20,000 Vietnamese employes
work at Long Binh, Including a variety of
servants for the American military men.
“Housemalids" tidy up barracks, do soldiers’
laundry and polish their shoes every day.
Such services are provided for all troops on
the base, not just for officers. “They iron
everything, even underwear,” says one ser-
geant. Other Vietnamese serve at tables in
the clubs and do the more menial chores in
mess-hall kitchens. There is no KP duty at
Long Binh, except during the annual Tet
holidays when Vietnamese workers take a
week's vacation.

1It's conceivable that the very vastness of
this base and its most un-Vietnamese char-
acter are its best protection. One can imagine
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the bewilderment of a company of North
Vietnamese soldiers, having survived the
rigors of the Ho Chi Minh Traill and the
ferocious fighting at An Loe, who might find
themselves on, say, Tennessee Street, near
the Pacesetter Service Club. One can imagine
them searching for the manicured lawn of
USARV headquarters and somehow winding
up at Robin’s Skeet Range instead. “If we
ever really got attacked the VC would have
to use the scheduled bus service to get
around this base,” says a smiling colonel.
May 9, 1972,
Hon. Harry F. BYrp, Jr.,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SEnaTOR Byrp: This is in reply to your
questions concerning the indoor theater con-
structed at Long Binh, Vietnam.

The project for a 36 mm indoor theater was
approved by HQ, MACV in late 1971, and
construction started shortly after 1 January
1972, It was completed on 29 April, at a cost
of $305,000.

Construction of the above listed facilities
was approved based on the projected troop
population and stationing plans for residual
U.S. Army elements at Long Binh, RVN, The
facilities were deemed essential to provide
recreational services for Army personnel at
Long Binh, The 35-mm theater is the only
such facility at Long Binh. The progress of
construction projects completed since 1 Jan-
uary 1972 was continuously reviewed for pos-
sible cancellation in the event force level
plans indicated that course of action to be
proper.

Funds for this project were AIK funds. All
means Assistance in-Kind Piaster accounts
provided by the Government of Vietnam to
MACV, under the Pentalataral Mutual De-
fense Agreement between the United States,
France, Cambodia, Laos and Vietnam, signed
in December 1850.

I trust this Information will be of assist-
ance.

Sincerely,
L. STEPHEN QUATANNENS,
Lt. Col.,, GS8 Deputy, Congressional In-
quiry Division.

May 9, 1972.
Hon. Harry F. BYro, Jr.,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SEwaTor Byrp: This is in reply to
your Inquiry concerning recreational facili-
ties for servicemen in Long Binh.

Commensurate with the Army’'s declining
combat involvement in Vietnam, emphasis
has been placed on providing the American
soldier with sufficient activities and facilities
to afford him the opportunity to spend his
leisure time in a productive fashion. The
availability of such activities and facilities
decreases the potential for morale and dis-
cipline problems that result from boredom
and lack of meaningful free time activities,

Recognizing the increased athletic and rec-
reational facilities and programs were re-
quired to provide for the morale and welfare
needs of the troops during the withdrawal
period, this command proceeded with plans
originally formulated in 1970 to complete
and operate the athletic and recreational
facllities mentioned in the article sent to you
by your constituent. The cost of the theater
was $305,000 and was constructed through
the use of Assistance-in-Eind Plaster funds
generated as credits from commodity sales.
It is centrally located to service all personnel
stationed on Long Binh Post. The 35-mm
theater is the only such facility on Long
Binh Post, and troop reaction to the state-
side theater environment has been enthu-
siastic and favorable since the opening of the
theater.

Long Binh currently has a troop popula-
tion of approximately 14,000. The theater and
other recreational facllities are the minimum
necessary to meet the recreational needs of
American soldiers stationed there, since for
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security and other reasons soldiers are not
permitted to visit local Vietnamese popula-
tion centers. Approval of construction of the
facilities was based on projected population
and planned use of Long Binh Post, consist-
ent with the ongoing troop reductions
throughout the Republic of Vietnam.
I trust this information will be of assist-
ance.
Sincerely,
L. STEPHEN QUATANNENS,
Lt. Col.,, GS Deputy, Congressional In-
quiry Division.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the period of the transaction of
routine morning business has expired.

ADDITIONAL PERIOD FOR THE
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
an extension of the period for the trans-
action of routine morning business for
an additional 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

IN SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT NIXON

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just re-
turned from the heartland of America,
the Kansas-Missouri area, where I spoke
last night following the President’s ad-
dress on television. I found that people in
that part of the country—and through-
out the nation—generally support the
President and are hopeful that his poli-
cies for peace will succeed. I have re-
turned to the Senate to hear the junior
Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc-
GoVERN) condemn President Nixon, but
I do not hear one word uttered in con-
demnation of North Vietnam or of the
enemy in Indochina This has been the
pattern for the past few weeks: con-
demnation of the President, silence
about the enemy’s aggression.

There is always room for criticism of
any President. President Nixon is not
above criticism, whether it be partisan
or otherwise. I am certain that he ex-
pects criticism. Being a Republican and
occupying another role other than that
of U.S. Senator, I would not expect that
everything President Nixon were to do in
every area would be completely satis-
factory to the junior Senator from
Kansas. But I also believe that the crities
should be reasonable and should be fair
to the President and should refrain from
automatic criticism of whatever action
he takes.

Mr. President, I listened carefully last
night to President Nixon and believe the
President again went the extra mile in
search of peace. The President’s action
was both bold and necessary, and it is
my sincere hope that the time will never
come in America when any President
fails in his responsibilities to American
troops or fails in his responsibilities to
the American people or fails in his re-
sponsibility to an ally and a people who
seek freedom.

President Nixon, like President John-
son and President Kennedy before him,
understands the grave responsibility in
Southeast Asia. Certainly President
Nixon, as President Johnson and Presi-
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dent Kennedy before him, wants peace
in Southeast Asia, and wants peace in
the rest of the world. But President Nixon
has an added responsibility or a different
responsibility, because in the past 3%
yvears we have seen a deescalation of the
war in South Asia. We have seen nearly
a half million Americans removed from
Southeast Asia.

The policy of Vietnamization is being
tested and severely tested. Eowever, I
am not willing, as the junior Senator
from South Dakota is always willing, to
conclude that our policy is a failure in
Southeast Asia, that Vietnamization has
collapsed.

Mr. President, I believe I share the
view of most Americans, regardless of
party, that there comes a fime when we
must rise above partisanship and support
the Government—not necessarily the
President, because some may not like the
President—but our Government. Our
Government does have a very serious re-
sponsibility and obligation in Southeast
Asia, as it does in the Mideast and in
other areas of the world. :

President Nixon added a new dimen-
sion to the effort for peace last evening
when he made it very clear to the North
Vietnamese that if there is a cease-fire
and if the prisoners of war are released
in North Vietnam, all American troops
will be withdrawn in 4 months. That
point has been the subject of dehaj:e in
this body, and there have been differ-
ences of opinion. It is my belief that most
Senators would like to see that happen,
but at the same time I also believe that
those who are so quick to criticize should
have some alternative, should offer some
responsible alternative, and should be
responsible in what they are saying, be-
cause I am convinced that the North
Vietnamese are listening and are looking
for a public relations victory when they
cannot achieve a military victory.

Mr. President, without question the
President was taking a risk. He under-
stands that. President Kennedy also un-
derstood that in the Cuban crisis. Every
President takes risks if he fulfills his re-
sponsibility as President.

The junior Senator from Kansas would
hope that, at least for a few days, those
of us who speak could from time to time
support our Government in its efforts to
end the war in the Southeast Asia—not
to extend it, not to expand it, and not to
escalate it.

In the Senate as we look at the record
of President Nixon over the past 3%
vears, I find it steady. It shows a con-
tinuous deescalation, and half a million
Americans have come home in 315 years
under President Nixon’s leadership. The
casualties have been reduced by some 90
percent. I would like to have it 100 per-
cent, as does the Presiding Officer and
every other Senator in the Chamber.

Everyone in this Chamber, every Mem-
ber of this body, wants to see the war
end in Southeast Asia, and so does the
President. I do not know of any Senatqr
or any public official or any private citi-
zen who has a greater desire for peace
than the President has.

I recall the days of the Gulf of Tonkin
debate and the passage of the Gulf of
Tonkin joint resolution and the escala-
tion in Southeast Asia, and my support
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of those policies. As I have said, perhaps
I have been mistaken. Perhaps the Sena-
tor from Kansas and others who were
here in Congress during that period were
mistaken. However, it is well to point out
that during that period, President Nixon
had no voice. He had no vote. He had no
policy. He was a private citizen. He did
not authorize sending a single American
to Southeast Asia in the years from 1963
through 1968 when more than 500,000
were sent. But to repeat, under his lead-
ership a half million men have been re-
turned to this country.

The Senator from Kansas would hope
that the war would end today, yesterday,
next week, or soon. However, I do not
believe we hasten the end by eriticizing
the Commander in Chief, who has a re-
sponsibility to 60,000 Americans in Viet-
nam, when that Commander in Chief has
added a new dimension to the efforts to
end the war,

Mr., WEICKEER. Mr. President, I am
sure that last night’s decisions, as an-
nounced to the American people, were
difficult ones for the President of the
United States.

I have not commented on them at this
point because it seems to me that careful
analysis, rather than rhetoric, best serves
both our remaining American men in
Vietnam and the broader national inter-
est. However, I now give my reaction
here on the floor.

It is, first, that I reiterate my support
of the President in all of the steps he
has taken to date, including those an-
nounced last night, because I share with
him a primary concern over the with-
drawal in safety of American troops from
South Vietnam.

Second, I intend to support such legis-
lation as may come before the Senate,
which legislation would preclude any
further funding for American operations
in and over Indochina after December 31
of this year, or at the end of the 4-
month period contained in the Presi-
dent’s peace proposal, whichever date is
sooner,

It will be said that this reaction cares
not a whit for either the North Vietnam-
ese or the South Vietnamese. That is ex-
actly what it is intended to say.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I will put
my own views in the REcorp, in view of
what I have just heard from my col-
leagues.

Last night, I issued a statement in
which I urged the President, in the spirit
of the war powers bill which we have al-
ready passed here, and in the face of the
crisis which he and the country might
face respecting the Soviet Union or the
Peoples Republic of China, to repair to
Congress in order to justify his action, to
get our thinking, to ascertain if we had
anything to urge that we thought was
more desirable, and to cause Congress
to participate and concur in any final de-
cision, in so grave a crisis.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
for the period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business has expired.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the time
be extended for not to exceed 10 addi-
tional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The Senator from New York is recog-
nized.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I com-
mented last night that the President’s
announcement is the inevitable result of
the gravely mistaken course of action our
country has taken in Indochina. The
United States should have disengaged
from Vietnam long befora this—a course
of action which I and so many others
have worked to bring about.

Now we must face the sequel of our
failure to withdraw in a timely manner.

Since then I have haa a chance to re-
fine my thinking. In my judgment, the
President has to justify his new action
directly ir: terms of getting 60,000 Amer-
icans withdrawn safely. We must un-
scramble the decision he seemingly has
taken, of giving an indefinite underwrit-
ing and guarantee to the government of
South Vietnam too. This we cannot do in
the national interest of the United
States.

Therefore, I find myself also alined
upon the side of those who believe that
Congress must seek to induce the Presi-
dent to end our military operations there
now. I believe that it is absolutely essen-
tial in our own national interest to get
our troops out. We have already expended
our Nation's resources, both tangible and
intangible, most improvidently in Viet-
nam.

If the South Vietnamese, who are as
well equipped as North Vietnam and as
well trained as the North Vietnamese,
who are not 9 feet tall, do not have the
heart to resist the Communists, we can-
not do it for them, or underwrite their
survival as a state.

I hope the President will not make the
mistake made before in Vietnam by his
predecessor, and to come to us just to ask
us to vote yea. We should not do it. He
must come to us as full partners so that
whatever national decision is taken, the
Congress will have joined in it.

The result may not be the decision I
want, but it would be a decision in which
the total organs of the country will be
committed, and in accordance with the
constitutional processes of our system of
government.

I believe that the national decision
should be to get out, and to take only
those military actions necessary to get us
out.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
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.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

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

REPORT OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a confidential report entitled
“Need For Improvement in Readiness of Stra-
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tegic Armed Forces” (with an accompanying
report); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.
REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER FOR THE
VIRGIN ISLANDS
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the TInterior submitting, pursuant to law,
the annual report of the U.S. Government

Comptroller for the Virgin Islands for the

fiscal year ended June 30, 1971 (with ac-

companying report); to the Committee on

Interior and Insular Affairs.

METALLIC AND NONMETALLIC MINING IN THE

UNITED STATES
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

the Interior transmitting, pursuant to law, a

proposed contract for a study of “Metallic

and Nonmetallic Mining in the United

States’ (with accompanying papers); to the

Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.
CHARACTERISTICS OF ATTACHED RADON-222

DAUGHTERS
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of
the Interior transmitting, pursuant to law,

a proposed contract for a research project

entitled “Characteristics of Attached Radon-

222 Daughters” (with accompanying pa-

pers); to the Commitiee on Interior and

Insular Affairs.

ProPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO THE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

A letter from the Acting Attorney General
submitting proposed legislation to make
level III of the Executive Schedule applicable
to the Special Assistant Attorney General,
and to make level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule applicable to the U.S. attorney for the
central district of California (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on the

Judiciary.

AppPENDIX To REPORT ENTITLED ‘‘MARIHUANA:

A SIGNAL OF MISUNDERSTANDING
A letter from the Chairman, National

Commission on Marihuana and Drug Abuse,

transmitting, pursuant to law an appendix

to the report entitled “Marihuana: A Big-
nal of Misunderstanding” (with an accom-
panying document); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REPORT OF THE RAILROAD RETIREMENT

Boarp

A letter from the Chairman of the Rall-
road Retirement Board transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the annual report of the Railroad

Retirement Board for the fiscal year ended

June 30, 1971 (with accompanying report);

to the Committee on Labor and Public

Welfare.

ProrPosep LEGISLATION To AMEND THE PUBLIC
WoRKS AND EcoNOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1965, As AMENDED
A letter from the Secretary of Commerce

submitting proposed legislation to amend
the Public Works and Economic Develop-
ment Act of 1965, as amended (with accom-
panying papers); to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works.

PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. CHILES) :

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of West Virginia; to the Committee on
the Judiciary:

“SENATE JOINT REsoLUTION No. 3
“Ratifying the proposed amendment to the

Constitution of the United States relative

to equal rights for men and women

“Whereas, The Ninety-second Congress of
the United States of America at its second
session by a constitutional two-thirds vote
in both Houses adopted a Jolnt Resolution
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proposing an amendment to the Constitution

of the United States, which Joint Resolu-

tion is in the following words:

“+Joint resolution proposing an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States
relative to equal rights for men and women
“‘Resolved by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled (two-thirds

of each House concurring therein), That the

following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United

States, which shall be valid to all intents

and purposes as part of the Constitution

when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years from the date of its submission by the

Congress:

4 M ARTICLE—

«« ugporron 1. Equality of rights under the
law shall not be denled or abridged by the
United States or by any State on account
of sex.

*“Sgpc. 2. The Congress shall have the
power to enforce, by appropriate legislation,
the provisions of this article.

#+¢«gpe. 8. This amendment shall take ef-
fect two years after the date of ratification.”’

“Therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Legislature of West Vir-
ginia: That the Legislature of the State of
West Virginia hereby ratifies this proposed
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States; and, be it

“Resolved further, That the Secretary of
State of the State of West Virginia notify
the Administrator of General Services, Wash-
ington, D.C., the President of the Senate of
the United States and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the United
States of this action by forwarding to each
of them a certified copy of this Joint Resolu-
tion adopted by the West Virginia Legisla-
ture."

A resolution adopted by the Board of
County Commissioners of Dade County, Fla,,
praying for the enactment of legislation
entitled “A Federal Anti-Recession and Full
Employment Law”; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr., ALLOTT (for Mr. JAcksoN), from
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs, with an amendment:

H.R. B116. An act to consent to the Eansas-
Nebraska Big Blue River compact (Rept. No.
92-786).

By Mr. ALLOTT (for Mr. BierLe), from the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
with an amendment:

8. 853. A bill to amend section 1 of the act
of August 9, 1955, relating to the leasing of
Indian lands (Rept. No. 92-785).

By Mr. PASTORE, from the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, without amendment:

8. 3543. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy
Act of 1054, as amended, to authorize the
Commission to issue temporary operating li-
censes for nuclear power reactors under cer-
tain circumstances, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 92-787), together with supple-
mental views.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

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

By Mr. HART, from the Committee on
Commerce:

Robert . Buckley, and sundry other per-
sons, for permanent appointment in the Na-
tional Oceanlc and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration.
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INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

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. GOLDWATER:

S.3583. A bill for the relief of Gerald Vin-
cent Bull. Referred to the Commlitee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HOLLINGS:

5.3584. A bill to provide for a comprehen-
sive national program of earthquake moni-
toring, research and engineering in order to
reduce loss of life and property; to provide
for studies leading to earthquake prediction
and control; and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S. 3585. A bill for the relief of Mr. Deepak
Nettar. Referred to the Committee on the
Judielary.

. 3586. A bill to amend the Railroad Re-
tirement Act of 1937 and the Rallroad Retire-
ment Tax Act to revise the eligibility condi-
tions for annuities, to change the railroad
retirement tax rates, and for other purposes.
Referred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

By Mr. PERCY:

S. 3587. A bill to amend the Federal Trade
Commission Act (16 U.S.C. 41) to provide
that under certaln circumstances exclusive
territorial arrangements shall not be deemed
unlawful. Referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER:

5. 3588. A bill to establish a Federal Radia-
tion Protection Agency, to transfer certain
functions of the Atomic Energy Commission
and other departments and agencies to such
Agency, and for other purposes. Referred, by
unanimous consent, to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy; and, if and when re-
ported by that committee, to the Committee
on Government Operations.

By Mr. COOPER (for himself and Mr,
RANDOLPH) :

5. 3589. A bill to amend the Highway
Safety Act of 1966, title 23, United States
Code, section 401 and the following. Referred,
by unanimous consent, to the Committee on
Public Works; and, if and when reported by
tHat committee, to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. COOPER:

S. 3500. A bill to authorize appropriations
for the construction of certain highways and
public mass transportation facilities in ae-
cordance with title 23 of the United States
Code, to establish an urban transportation
program, and for other purposes. Referred,
by unanimous consent, to the Committee on
Public Works; and, if and when reported by
that committee, jointly to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, the
Committee on Commerce, and the Commit-
tee on Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S. 3586. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937 and the Railroad
Retirement Tax Act to revise the eligi-
bility conditions for annuities, to change
the railroad retirement tax rates, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.
RATLROAD RETIREMENT: SOME NEEDED CHANGES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
introducing legislation that would allow
railroad employees to retire after 30
years service if they have reached the
age of 55.
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This legislation would also change the
financing mechanism of railroad retire-
ment to shift the burden on to the rail-
way carrier.

Under present law, railroad employees
have protection through two Federal
laws: the Railroad Retirement Act and
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act.

Traditionally, the vast majority of rail-
road employees have been covered under
the railroad private pension plans. Dur-
ing the depression, though, plans were
weakened requiring Federal action to
make them solvent.

Now, an employee, with 10 years of
service, may draw a full lifetime annuity
at age 65 if he retires. An employee may
begin fo receive reduced retirement ben-
efits at age 60 if he has 30 years of serv-
ice. A 1966 amendment provided for a
supplementary annuity to career railroad
employees. This plan is entirely financed
by employers.

But, the railroad retirement system is
under severe stress. Almost without ex-
ception, railroads throughout the Na-
tion are going through a period of re-
trenchment. The causes of this are not
completely clear; what is clear though is
that the railroad retirement system based
on employer/employee contributions is
facing tough or possibly catastrophic fi-
nancial times. There are over 973,000
beneficiaries, including some 441,000 re-
tirees, 211,000 wives, 273,000 widows and
48,000 children.

In 1970, the fund paid out over $1,-
593,400 in benefits. The average bene-
fit was $171.60 per month. While the sys-
tem does serve retirees, wives, widows,
and dependent children, it is financed
from taxes on current workers, and em-
ployers. Now, however, there are more
beneficiaries than there are current
workers—1.45 beneficiaries to every cur-
rent employee. What is happening is that
the burden on the present employees is
becoming extremely heavy. An employee,
according to latest data, pays in at the
rate of 10.8 percent on a wage base of
$750 a month. His maximum monthly
tax is $81.

This legislation would correct two se-
vere problems: First, it would allow rail-
road retirees with 30 years of service and
reaching age 55 to retire. Second, it would
finance the retirement program through
a shift of the burden onto the carrier.

The legislation is directed to two prob-
lems. The first is that of providing op-
tions for a dedicated worker who has 30
years of service with the railroads. This
man has been productive. He has worked
hard. He ought to have the option of re-
tiring. There are precedents for this kinc
of legislation—the railroad retirement
age has been continually lowered.

The second problem is one of financ-
ing. This legislation while shifting the
burden on to the carrier, clearly recog-
nizes that the financing of railroad re-
tirements is a complex issue. Complete
carrier financing with appropriate tax
credits is but one method. Another, per-
haps more equitable method is general
revenue contributions. I am introduc-
ing this legislation because all alterna-
tives deserve to be explored by the Com-
mission that is currently studying the en-
tire problem and due to report by July 1.
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Mr. President, I would hope that this
legislation might be considered by the
Railroad Retirement Subcommittee of
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee and by the Commission on Railroad
Retirement Benefit.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER:

S. 3588. A bill to establish a Federal
Radiation Protection Agency, to trans-
fer certain functions of the Atomic En-
ergy Commission and other departments
and agencies to such Agency, and for
other purposes. Referred, by unanimous
consent, to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy; and, if and when re-
ported by that committee, to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

RADIATION PROTECTION ACT OF 1972

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr, President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to establish a Federal Radiation Protec-
tion Agency, to transfer certain funec-
tions of the Atomic Energy Commission
and other departments and agencies to
such Agency, and for other purposes.

The purpose of this legislation is to
provide this Nation with a sound national
policy and single focus with regard to
radiation protection. It is vitally needed
now, especially because the American
publie is confused and concerned about
actions taken by various Federal and
State agencies in this area.

Let me point out that this legislation
is not designed to hamper the develop-
ment of nuclear power as a source of
energy. We have a serious energy crisis
in this country, and we must make use
of all possible sources of energy to meet
our needs for the future. This legislation
is designed to protect our citizens from
the unsafe or improper use of radiation,
both as an energy source, and for medical
and research purposes. It is not designed
to discourage the development of nu-
clear power for uses which are beneficial
to our interests.

A potpourri of Federal agencies now
regulate a variety of radiation protec-
tion activities under numerous laws de-
signed for specific purposes. In addition,
one of these agencies, the Atomic Energy
Commission has the dual role of regulat-
ing and promoting this potentially haz-
ardous industry called “atomic energy.”

Let us take a look at the situation:

The Atomic Energy Commission, in its
dual role of regulator and promoter of
the peaceful use of the atom, has not
adequately demonstrated the capability
of performing that particular job. A case
in peint is the uranium mining and
milling problem. Recently, hearings by
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
were held on this issue, but action should
have been taken many years ago to pre-
vent the problem. The AEC has had no
responsibility for the exposure of thou-
sands of individuals, both uranium min-
ers and those unfortunate individuals
who have had their homes, businesses,
and schools built on top of wuranium
tailings.

The American Public

prestigious
Health Association, comprised of over
23,000 public health professionals from
Federal, State, and local governments,
from schools and universities, and from

many health related organizations,
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passed the following resolution at its an-
nual meeting in Minneapolis on Octo-
ber 13, 1971. The resolution is entitled
“Conflict of Interest in the Atomic En-
ergy Commission” and reads as follows:

Our citizens have become increasingly con-
cerned and knowledgeable regarding prob-
lems of regulating environmental guality.
Public interest groups have been alarmed to
learn of environmental and consumer pro-
tection programs adminlstered by agencies
whose orlentation is to promote or protect a
given industry rather than the interests of
the public. A prime example of this conflict
of interest exists within the Atomic Energy
Commission, whose mission by Congressional
mandate includes both the promotion and
development of nuclear energy and the pro-
tection of the public from radiation hazards.
This confiict of interest has weakened the
credibility of this agency in its responsibility
for the protection of the publie.

The APHA recommends that all radiation
protection activities of the Federal Govern-
ment be consolidated In a single Federal
agency which is focused on consumer pro-
tection and public service and which is not
responsible for promotional activities.

The APHA commits itself to support of
legislative action and other steps that may
be indicated to insure discontinuance of the
conflict of interest within the AEC; enter
into coalitions with appropriate environ-
mental and conservation groups; and con-
vey its convictions and intentions to those
responsible.

I would note in passing that the
Radiological Health Section of APHA
is composed of professional radiation
protection personnel from all of the
Federal agencies involved and from
State radiation protection programs, in
addition to numerous individuals from
industry and education.

Why should the regulatory and pro-
motional functions of the Atomic Energy
Commission be separated? Let us take a
look at the organizational chart of the
Atomic Energy Commission to determine
where the funding goes and which divi-
sions are responsible for promotion or
regulation of nuclear power.

Generally, the promotional division of
the AEC comes under the General Man-
ager. Surprisingly, all of the radiation
protection and safety grants of the
Atomic Energy Commission are funded
through the promotional division. The
regulatory staff has no money for safety
research and development grants. Gen-
erally, those grants go through the Divi-
sion of Reactor Development and Tech-
nology, a part of the promotional end of
the AEC.

The Division of Biology and Medicine
is part of the promotional side of the
AEC.

The Division of Operational Safety is
on the promotional side.

The Division of Waste Management
and Transportation, which is responsible
for the handling of radioactive waste
products from nuclear powerplants, is
on the promotional side.

The Division of Nuclear Education and
Training is on the promotional side.

The Division of Applied Technology,
which handles the Plowshare program
concerned with the development of
peaceful uses of nuclear power, is on the
promotional side.

Yes, even the Division of Environ-
mental Affairs is on the promotional side
of the AEC.
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Recently, there has been considerable
publicity about the failure of a mockup
of the emergency core cooling system.

Although the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion intends to do a scaleup of this sys-
tem to about one-sixth of full size, it is
anticipated that this model will not be
operational until about 1976. In the
meantime, other reactors will continue
to operate without adequate testing. Pre-
vious experimentation with a small
model indicated that the emergency core
cooling system might not operate prop-
erly. If there had been a separation of
the promotional and regulatory sides of
the Atomic Energy Commission, perhaps
the emergency core cooling system would
have been properly developed to begin
with.

Although the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has recently announced a reorgani-
zation, the reorganizing has occurred
only within the regulatory division. In
other words, the conflicts of interest I
have pointed out still remain within the
Commission.

Other Federal agencies having respon-
sibility for radiation protection are as
follows:

First. The Department of Health, Edu-
cation and Welfare’s Bureau of Radiol-
ogical Health. This agency has had no
dual role, but until 1968, when legisla-
tion was passed giving the Bureau re-
sponsibility for electronic product radia-
tion safety, it had no legal authority to
regulate any area of radiation protec-
tion. Even now, under the 1968 legisla-
tion, the standards apply to product ap-
proval only and may not really affect the
individuals who use the product, especial-
ly in the area of X-ray protection. The
Bureau has, however, been a constant
source of support and assistance to the
States in implementing a national re-
sponse to overall radiation safety.

Second. The Environmental Protection
Agency. When this agency was created, it
pulled together all environmental radia-
tion activities of the Bureau of Radio-
logical Health, a few officials of the AEC,
and the personnel and functions of the
now defunct Federal Radiation Council.
It appeared that the purpose of the
President’s directive was to remove the
environmental radiation standard-set-
ting responsibility from the AEC and
place it in an independent agency. How-
ever, since that time, no standards have
been issued by EPA, and the AEC has
revised its regulations concerning radio-
active effluents in spite of the EPA role.

Third. The Department of Labor. Un-
der the recently passed Occupational
Health and Safety Act, all radiation ex-
posure of workers is now covered, exclud-
ing those individuals working under an
AEC license. The Department of Labor
unfortunately has very few individuals
with radiation protection experience.

Fourth. State radiation control pro-
grams. State programs in radiation pro-
tection date back to the early 1930's,
long before there was any Federal activ-
ity in this field. In its report, dated May
1971, entitled “Report of State and Local
Radiological Hesalth Program-Fiscal
Year 1970, the Bureau of Radiological
Health of the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare offers a complete
summary of State programs.
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Variations in State programs are rec-
ognized due to the number, types, and
location of radiation sources, the density
of the population, and the levels of actual
or potential radiation exposure. Since
1951, a total of 46 States have enacted
specific laws for regulating ionizing ra-
diation. The remaining four States have
assumed regulatory responsibilities un-
der general public health laws. During
fiscal 1970, State and local agencies spent
over $7 million for radiation control ac-
tivities. However, this has decreased
slightly from a previous high of $7.4
million at a time when such activities
should be increasing. This is a direct re-
sult of the financial problems encoun-
tered by most State governments. A total
equivalent of 470 professional and semi-
professional personnel were employed
full time in State and local programs.
However, the total number has increased
by only 8 percent since 1965.

State activities include inspection and
regulation of all users of ionizing radia-
tion. Since the 1968 Federal legislation,
some States have increased their activi-
ties in the nonionizing radiation protec-
tion area, also. Since over 90 percent of
the unnecessary and harmful manmade
radiation exposure of the population of
the United States is a direct result of
exposure for medical purposes, and med-
ical X-ray use is increasing at a tremen-
dous pace, most States have concentrated
on programs to reduce this exposure.
Dr. Karl Z. Morgan, Director of Health
Physics at Oak Ridge National Labora-
tory, has stated that population exposure
could be reduced by a factor of 10 and
has offered recommendations on meth-
ods of accomplishing this. He has sug-
gested that the Federal Government
exert leadership in implementing a na-
tional program of training and certifica-
tion of all users of medical and dental
X-ray equipment. He recommends that
the State enforce such certification pro-
grams, and that all new X-ray equip-
ment be designed under Federal control.

In addition to X-ray exposure, only
the States have authority to license and
regulate the use of radium. There is no
regulatory activity in the Federal Gov-
ernment governing the use of radium or
X-rays in Federal installations.

Under the Atomic Energy Act, the AEC
was authorized in 1958 fo turn over to
the States certain licensing and regula-
tory responsibilities. Since that time,
only 23 States have entered into agree-
ments with the AEC to assume this re-
sponsibility, Pennsylvania, a major State
with over 1,000 AEC licenses, and a State
which has one of the best radiation pro-
tection programs in the country, has not
become an agreement State solely be-
cause of the increased costs involved.
Pennsylvania has estimated the in-
creased cost for agreement to be in excess
of $100,000 per year.

At the recent AEC sponsored “agree-
ment States"” meeting, the States strong-
1y urged the AEC to request an amend-
ment to the Atomic Energy Act to pro-
vide for Federal assistance in this pro-
gram area.

The other area of deep State involve-
ment is environmental radiation surveil-
lance, especially around nuclear reactor
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facilities. No Federal agency has assumed
any real responsibility for such activity.
The AEC has relied upon the information
submitted as a result of the utilities’ sur-
veillance programs. Recently, the AEC
has entered into contracts with a few
States to provide to the AEC the results
of the States' independent programs.
Pennsylvania became the first State to
sign such a contract. However, the $10,-
000 per year contract does not cover more
than one-tenth of the cost of Pennsyl-
vania's surveillance program. The En-
vironmental Protection Agency is also
considering a similar contractual ar-
rangement with the States, but again it is
questionable whether the funds will be
adequate.

It is interesting to note that the AEC
does not accept any responsibility for
performing off-site monitoring but will
not allow the States to set environmental
radioactivity release levels. Recently, the
Supreme Court upheld a lower court de-
cision in the Northern States Power
against State of Minnesota case that ¢nly
the AEC has the authority to regulate the
discharge of radioactive material from a
nuclear plant. Last June I introduced a
bill, 8. 2050, to permit the States to set
their own standards as long as they are
stricter than the Federal standards.

Commissioner James T. Ramey of the
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission has pe-
riodically discussed the need for a sepa-
rate regulatory agency. In a speech, No-
vember 29, 1971, he said:

In any consideration of a separate agency,
one, of course, also has to consider the al-
ternatives. Does one want to put (the new
agency) under the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare? the Federal Power
Commission? the Environmental Protection
Agency? or perhaps in some sort of hybrid
agency?

My response is that a new, separate
Federal agency is needed. At the present
time there is no national policy, national
direction, or national organization which
can effectively focus all of the available
resources to provide this Nation with a
proper radiation protection program.
The legislation I am introducing today
will set up the mechanism to accomplish
this.

Here is what the Radiation Protection
Act of 1972 would do:

First, it would provide for a coordi-
nated Federal-State program of radia-
tion control to minimize the American
public’s exposure to radiation.

However, nothing in the legislation
would prevent a State or local govern-
ment agency from establishing and car-
rying out its own radiation econtrol pro-
gram, providing such program is con-
sistent with the purposes of the legisla-
tion. In no event would any State or lo-
cal agency be permitted to establish
radiation standards which are less re-
strictive than those established by the
Administrator of the Federal Radiation
Protection Agency. This approach is con-
sistent with my bill, S. 2050, which per-
mits the States to set their own stand-
ards as long as they are stricter than the
Federal standards.

The Administrator is directed to enter
into cooperative agreements with State
radiation control agencies to carry out
the regulatory provisions of the act.
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Any such agreements may permit the
partial or complete transfer of regula-
tory responsibility from the Federal Gov-
ernment to the States, and this depends
on the competence of the individual
State to handle such responsibility. The
Administrator would make an annual re-
view of all State programs and report his
findings to the Joint Committee. Also,
the Federal Government would provide
funds on a matching basis to carry out
this program.

Second, it would separate the health
and safety regulatory activities of the
Federal Government with regard to
atomic energy and radiation protection
from the promotional activities. In es-
sence, it would take the regulatory func-
tions of the Atomic Energy Commission
from that Commission and place them in
a new Federal Radiation Protection
Agency.

These provisions are consistent with
the recommendations of the American
Public Health Association I cited earlier.
There has been increasing criticism in
recent years of the fact that the Atomic
Energy Commission both regulates and
promotes atomic energy. This situation
should be changed, because it amounts to
a built-in conflict-of-interest which the
Atomic Energy Commission simply can-
not avoid.

Third, it would establish a Congres-
sional Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
and Radiation Protection. This amounts
to a broadening of the existing authority
of the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

At the present time, the Joint Com-
mittee is responsible for problems relat-
ing to the development, use, and control
of atomic energy. This legislation would
add to those responsibilities authority
over the protection of the public health
and safety from radiation.

Fourth, it would transfer radiation
protection regulatory and selected re-
search functions from other agencies and
departments of the Federal Government
to the Federal Radiation Protection
Agency. The regulation of the use of
atomic energy and byproduct materials
would be transferred from the AEC.
Functions of the Labor Department re-
lating to the protection of employees or
the public from radiation would be trans-
ferred. In addition, radiological health
funections of the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare would go to the
new agency, as would radiation protec-
tion functions of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency.

Fifth, it would permit the Federal Gov-
ernment to establish minimum standards
of licensure or certification of all users
of radiation.

Sixth, it would provide for Federal-
State agreements and cooperation relat-
ing to provisions of the legislation.

Seventh, it would authorize the Presi-
dent to establish a Radiation Advisory
Council of Federal Agencies to review
standards established by the Federal Ra-
diation Protection Agency and to give
the new Agency advice and suggestions
on such standards.

Eighth, it would establish a National
Radiation Advisory Committee made up
of members of Government, affected
users, including industrial and medical
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users, and the general public. The func-
tion of the National Radiation Advisory
Committee would be to undertake an
annual review of Federal and State ra-
diation control programs and to provide
a report to the Federal Radiation Pro-
tection Agency.

Ninth, the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Radiation Protection Agency would
be authorized to establish the following
by regulation:

First, minimum National Radiation
Exposure Standards for occupational and
nonoccupational exposures;

Second, minimum national require-
ments for the education, training and
experience for persons utilizing radiation
sources;

Third, minimum national standards
controlling the use, possession, owner-
ship, manufacture, storage, handling, im-
port or export, or transfer of all radia-
tion sources; and

Fourth, radiation control standards,
subject to the approval of the President,
for all Federal facilities.

Tenth, I should point out that the bill
would not apply to the military uses of
atomic energy, nor is it intended that
any regulations established by the Agen-
cy would control the specific dosages of
radiation preseribed by medical doctors.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the Radiation Pro-
tection Act of 1972 be printed in the
ReEecorp at this point.

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

8. 3588

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SHORT TITLE

SectioN 1. This Act may be cited as the
“Radiation Protection Act of 1972".

FINDINGS

BSec. 2, The Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that In the national public interest—

(1) a coordinated Federal-State radiation
protection program should be established to
provide for the overall effective protection of
the health and safety of the public;

(2) Federal radiation control programs
should be consolidated to implement the

program;

(3) the health and safety regulations of
atomlic energy and radiation should be sep=
arated from the promotional aspects;

(4) State radiation control programs
should be strengthened;

(6) Federal-State agreements, coopera-
tion and mutual assistance are essential to
effectively use all available national resources
to carry out the program.

(6) the authorities and duties of the pres-
ent Congressional Joint Committee on Atom-
lc Energy should be broadened to include
expanded radiation protection activities, and
therefore, the title of the present Committee
should be changed to the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy and Radiation Protection;

(7T) the Federal Radiation Protection
Agency, established pursuant to this Aect,
should keep the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and Radiation Protection fully and
currently informed with respect to activi-
ties authorized under this Act;

(8) the Federal Radlation Protection
Agency should have responsibility and au-
thority for establishing Federal regulations
for the control of radiation in all Federal
facilities;

(8) the Federal Radiation Protection
Agency should be responsible for establish-
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ing minimum national standards for radia-
tion protection;

(10) the Federal Radiation Protection
Agency should establish minimum national
requirements for licensing, including educa-
tion, training, and experience, for persons
utilizing radiation sources.

FURPOSE

Sec. 3. It is therefore the purpose of this
Act to provide for .a coordinated Federal-
State program of radiation control to mini-
mize the radiation exposure of the Ameri-
can public; to separate the health and safety
regulatory activities of the Federal Govern-
ment with regard to atomic energy and ra-
diation protection from the promotional ac-
tivities to provide for a Congressional Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and Radiation
Protection; to transfer those radiation pro-
tectlon regulatory and selected research
functions from other agencies and depart-
ments of the Federal Government to a Fed-
eral Radiation Protection Agency; to estab-
lish minimum standards of licensure or cer-
tification of all users of radiation; and to
provide for Federal-State agreements and
iooperat.lon relating to the provisions of this

ct.
DEFINITIONS

BEc. 4. As used In this Act—

(1) the term “Agency” means the Federal
Radiation Protection Agency;

(2) the term “Administrator” means the
Administrator of the Federal Radiation Pro-
tection Agency;

(3) the term “Joint Committee” means the
Congressional Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and Radlation Protectlon; and

(4) the term “radiation” includes all fon-
izing and nonionizing radiation.

FEDERAL RADIATION PROTECTION AGENCY

Bec. 5. (a) There is established in the
executive branch of the Government an in-
dependent agency to be known as the "Fed-
eral Radiation Protection Agency.”

(b) There shall be at the head of the Agency
the Administrator of the Federal Radiation
Protection Agency, who shall be appointed
by the President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, and shall be com-
pensated at the rate provided for level II of
the Executive Schedule Pay Rates in title 5
of the United States Code.

(¢) There shall be in the Agency a Dep-
uty Administrator of the Federal Radiation
Protection Agency, who shall be appointed by
the President, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate, and shall be compen-
sated at the rate provided for level III of the
Executive Schedule Pay Rates in title 5 of
the United States Code. The Deputy Admin-
istrator shall perform such functions as the
Administrator shail from time to time as-
sign or delegate, and shall act as Administra-
tor during the absence or disability of the
Administrator or in the event of a vacancy
in the office of Administrator.

TRANSFERS TO AGENCY

Sec. 6. (a) Effective thirty days after the
date on which the appointment of the Ad-
ministrator is confirmed by the Senate there
are transferred to the Administrator—

(1) all functions of the Atomic Energy
Commission which the Director of the Office
of Management and Budget determines re-
late primarily to the regulation of the use of
atomic energy or byproduct materials, as de-
fined in the Atomic Energy Act of 1954;

(2) all functions of the Secretary of Labor
which the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget determines relate primarily
to the protection of employees or the public
generally from radiation;

(3) all functions of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare which re-
mained with the Secretary pursuant to sec-
tion 2(9) (iil) of Reorganization Plan No. 3
of 1970; and

(4) all functions of the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency which
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were transferred to the Administrator pur-
suant to section 2(3) (i) (C) and section
2(8) of such Reorganization Plan.

(b) The Administrator may from time to
time make such provisions as he shall deem
appropriate authorizing the performance of
any of the functions transferred to him by
the provisions of this section by any other
officer, or by any organizational entity or em-
ployee, of the Agency.

(c) So much of the personnel, property,
records, and unexpended balances of appro-
priations, allocations, and other funds em-
ployed, used, held, avallable, or to be made
avallable in connection with the functions
transferred to the Administrator by this
section as the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget shall determine shall
be transferred to the Agency at such time or
times as the Director shall direct.

(d) Such further measures and disposi-
tions as the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget shall deem to be necessary
in order to effectuate the transfers referred
to in subsection (a) of this section shall be
carried out in such manner as he shall direct
and by such agencles as he shall designate.

(e) (1) Subject to such requirements as
the Civil Service Commission may prescribe,
any commissioned officer of the Public Health
Service (other than an officer who retires
under section 211 of the Public Health Serv-
ice Act after his election but prior to his
transfer pursuant to this paragraph and
paragraph (2)) who, upen the day before
the effective date of subsection (a), 1s serv-
ing as such officer (A) primarily in the per-
formance of functlons transferred by such
subsection to the Administrator, may, if such
officer so elects, acquire competitive status
and be transferred to a competitive position
in the Agency; or (B) primarily in the per-
formance of functions determined by the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
(hereinafter in this subsection referred to
as the “Secretary”) to be materlally related
to the functions so transferred, may, if au-
thorized by agreement between the Secretary
and the Administrator, and if such officer so
elects, acquire such status and be sc trans-
ferred.

(2) An election pursuant to paragraph (1)
shall be effective only if made in accordance
with such procedures as may be prescribed by
the Civil Service Commission (A) before the
close of the 24th month after the effective
date of subsection (a), or (B) in the case of a
commissioned officer who would be liable for
training and service under the Military Selec~
tive Service Act of 1967 but for the operation
of section 6(b) (3) thereof (50 U.S5.C. Ap. 456
(b} (3)), before (if it oecurs later than the
close of such 24th month) the close of the
90th day after the day upon which he has
completed his 24th month of service as such
officer.

(3) (A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), any commissioned officer of the Public
Health Service who, pursuant to paragraphs
(1) and (2), elects to transfer to a tion in
the agency which is subject to chapter 51 and
subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United
States Code (hereinafter in this subsection
referred to as the “transferring officer™), shall
receive a pay rate of the General Schedule
grade of such position which is not less than
the sum of the following amounts computed
as of the day preceding the date of such elec-
tion:

(1) the baslc pay, the special pay, the con-
tinuation pay, and the subsistence and quar-
ters allowances, to which he is annually en-
titled as a commissioned officer of the Public
Health Service pursuant to title 37, United
States Cocde;

(if) the amount of Federal income tax, as
determined by estimate of the Secretary,
which the transferring officer, had he re-
mained a commissioned officer, would have
been required to pay on his subsistence and
quarters allowances for the taxable year then
current if they had not been tax free;
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(ii1) an amount equal to the biweekly
average cost of the coverages designated
“high option, self and family” under the
Government-wide Federal employee health
benefits program plans, multiplied by twen-
ty-six; and

(iv) an amount equal to 7 per centum
of the sum of the amounts determined un-
der ciauses (1) through (iil), inclusive.

(B) A transferring officer shall in no event
receive, pursuant to subparagraph (A), a
pay rate in excess of the maximum rate ap-
plicable under the General Schedule to the
class of position, as established under chap-
ter 51 of title 5, United States Code, to
which such officer is transferred pursuant
to paragraphs (1) and (2).

(4) (A) A transferring officer shall be cred-
ited, on the day of his transfer pursuant
to his election under paragraphs (1) and
(2), with one hour of sick leave for each
week of active service, as defined by section
211(d) of the Public Health Service Act.

(B) The annual leave to the credit of a
transferring officer on the day before the
day of his transfer, shall, on such day of
transfer, be transferred to his credit in the
Agency on an adjusted basis under regula-
tlons prescribed by the Clivil Service Com-
mission. The portion of such leave, if any,
that is in excess of the sum of (1) 240 hours,
and (i1) the number of hours that have
accrued to the credit of the transferring
officer during the calendar year then cur-
rent and which remain unused, shall there-
after remain to his credit until used, and
shall be reduced in the manner described by
subsection (¢) of section 6304 of title 5,
United States Code.

(5) A transferring officer who is required
to change his official station as a result of
his transfer under this subsection shall be
pald such travel, transportation, and re-
lated expenses and allowances, as would be
provided pursuant to subchapter II of chap-
ter 57 of title 5, United States Code, in the
case of a civilian employee so transferred in
the interest of the Government. Such offi-
cer shall not (either at the time of such
transfer or upon a subsegquent separation
from the competitive service) be deemed to
have separated from, or changed permanent
station within, a uniformed service for pur-
poses of section 404 of title 37, United States
Code.

(8) Each transferring officer who prior to
January 1, 1958, was insured pursuant to the
Federal Employees' Group Life Insurance Act
of 1954, and who subsequently waived such
insurance, shall be entitled to become in-
sured under chapter 87 of title 5, Unifed
States Code, upon his transfer to the Agency
regardless of age and insurability.

(7) (A) Effective as of the date a trans-
ferring officer acquires competitive status as
an employee of the Agency, there shall be
considered as the civillan service of such
officer for all purposes of chapter 83, title
5, United States Code, (1) his active serv-
ice as defined by section 211(d) of the Public
Health Service Act, or (i) any period for
which he would have been entitled, upon his
retirement as a commissioned officer of the
Public Health Service Act, to receive re-
tired pay pursuant to sectlon 211(a) (4) (B)
of such Act; however, no transferring officer
may become entitled to benefits under both
subchapter III of such chapter and title II
of the Social Security Act based on service as
such a commissioned officer performed after
1956, but the Individual (or his survivors)
may irrevocably elect to waive benefit cred-
it for the service under one such law to
secure credit under the other.

(B) A transferring officer on whose be-
half a deposit is required to be made by sub-
paragraph (C) and who, after transfer to
a competitive position in the Agency un-
der paragraphs (1) and (2), is separated from
Federal service or transfers to a position not
covered by subchapter III of chapter 83 of
title 5, United States Code, shall not be
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entitled, nor shall his survivors be entitled,
to a refund of any amount deposited on his
behalf in accordance with this section. In
the event he transfers, after transfer under
paragraphs (1) and (2), to a position cov-
ered by another Government staff require-
ment system under which credit is allow=-
able for service with respect to which a
deposit is required under subparagraph (C),
no credit shall be allowed under such sub-
chapter III with respect to such service.

(C) The Secretary shall deposit in the
Treasury of the United States to the credit
of the Civil Service Retirement and Disabil-
ity Fund, on behalf of and to the credit of
such transferring officer, an amount equal to
that which such Individual would be re-
quired to deposit in such fund to cover the
year of service credited to him for purposes
of his retirement under subparagraph (A),
had such service been service as an employee
as defined in section 8331(1) of title b5, United
States Code. The amount so required to be
deposited with respect to any transferring
officer shall be computed on the basis of the
sum of each of the amounts described in
paragraph (3) (A) which were received by,
or accrued to the benefit of, such officer dur-
ing the years so credited. The deposits which
the Secretary is required to make under this
subparagraph with respect to any transfer-
ring officer shall be made within two years
after the date of his transfer as provided in
paragraphs (1) and (2), and the amounts due
under this subparagraph shall include inter-
est computed from the period of service cred-
ited to the date of payment in accordance
with section 8334(e) of title 5, United States
Code.

(8) A commissioned officer of the Public
Health Service who, upon the day before the
effective date of subsection (a), is on active
service therewith primarily assigned to the
performance of functions described in para-
graph (1) (A), shall, which he remains In
active service, as defined by section 211(d) of
the Public Health Service Act, be assigned
to the performance of duties with the Agency,
except as the Secretary and the Administra-
tor may jointly otherwise provide.

ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS

Sec. 7. In addition to carrying out the
functions transferred pursuant to section 6,
the Administrator—

(1) shall establish by rules and regula-
tions—

(A) minimum national radiation exposure
standards for occupational and non-occupa-
tlonal exposures;

(B) minimum national requirements for
education, training and experience for per-
sons utilizing radiation sources, and such re-
quirements may Iinclude provisions for cer-
tification or licensing, or both; and

(C) minimum national standards control-
ling the use, possession, ownership, manu-
facture, storage, handling, import or export,
or transfer of all radiation sources;

(2) may make studies and conduct re-
search into radiation effects, radiation bi-
ology, radiation protection techniques, and
methods of strengthening State programs
relating to the purposes of this Act;

(3) shall conduct, consistent with the
provisions of section 7, a program of inspec-
tion and enforcement to implement stand-
ards, certification, and licensing programs
established pursuant to this Act;

(4) shall establish, subject to the approval
of the President, standards for radiation
control in all Federal facilities; and

(5) may make grants and enter into con-
tracts as are required to carry out the pro-
visions of this Act.

FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS
Sec. B. (a) Nothing in this Act shall be
construed to prevent a State or local Gov-
ernment agency from establishing and car-
rying out a radiation control program, pro-
viding such program is consistent with the
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purposes of this Act. In no event, however,
shall any such agency establish radiation
standards which are less restrictive than
those established by the Administrator.

(b) The Administrator shall endeavor to
enter into cooperative agreements with
State radiation control agencies to carry out
the regulatory provisions of this Act. Such
agreements may allow for partial or com-
plete transfer of regulatory responsibility
from the Federal Government to the States,
consistent with the program competency of
each State. The Administrator shall be re-
sponsible for conducting an annual review
of all State programs under such agreements,
and shall make a report with respect thereto
to the Joint Committee. Under the terms of
such an agreement, the Administrator shall
provide funds on a matching basis in order
to carry out the purposes of this Act.

ADVISORY COUNCIL AND COMMITTEE

Sec. 9. The President is authorized to es-
tablish a Radiation Advisory Council of Fed-
eral Agencies to review, prior to promulga-
tion and thereafter, standards and other re-
quirements established pursuant to section
7(4) of this Act. Such Council shall include
representatives from the Departments of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Defense,
Labor, and Transportation, the Atomic En-
ergy Comimission, and such other agencies as
the President may determine.

(b) The Administrator shall establish a
National Radiation Advisory Committee and
shall consult such Committee with respect
to the promulgation of any standards under
this Act. The Committee shall also under-
take an annual review of Federal and State
radiation control programs and provide a
report to the Administrator. The Committee
shall be appointed by the Administrator and
composed of fifteen members, each of whom
shall be technically qualified by training
and experience in one or more fields of sci-
ence or engineering applicable to atomic
energy or radiation protection. The mem-
bership shall include—

(1) five members selected from govern-
mental agencies, including three from State
radiation control agencies,;

(2) five members selected from the affected
users, including industrial and healing arts
users; and

(3) five members selected from the general
public, of which at least one shall be a
representative of organized labor. The Com-
mittee shall meet at least annually. Mem-
bers of the Committee who are not officers
or employees of the United States shall,
while attending meetings or conferences of
the Committee or otherwise engaged in the
business of the Committee, be entitled to
recelve compensation at a rate fixed by the
Administrator, but not exceeding $100 per
diem (including travel time), and while
away from their homes or regular places of
business they may be allowed travel expenses,
including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as
authorized in section 5703 of title 5 of the
United States Code for persons in the Gov-
ernment service employed intermittently.
Payments under this subsection shall not
render members of the Committee officers or
employees of the United States for any
purpose.

EXEMPTIONS

Segc. 10. Nothing in this Act, or in stand-
ards or regulations established pursuant
thereto, shall apply to—

(1) the military aspects of atomic energy
or radiation source use activities;

(2) the activities of such persons in the
healing arts which are declared exempt by
regulation of the Administrator; and

(3) such other activities as the Adminis-
trator may determine, upon application or
his own initiative, to be of no significant risk
to the health or safety of the public.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec 11. In addition to any authority vested
in him by other provisions of this Act, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

Administrator, in carrying out his functions,
is authorized to—

(1) prescribe such regulations as he deems
necessary governing the manner in which his
functions shall be carried out;

(2) appoint employees, subject to the civil
service laws, as necessary to carry out his
functions, define their duties, and supervise
and direct their activities;

(3) utilize from time to time, as appro-
priate, experts and consultants, including
panels of experts, who may be employed as
authorized in title 5 of the United States
Code;

(4) accept and utilize the services of vol-
untary and uncompensated personnel and
reimburse them for travel expenses, includ-
ing per diem, as authorized in title 5 of the
United States Code for persons in the Gov-
ernment service employed without com=-
pensation; and

(5) make other necessary expenditures.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY AND
RADIATION PROTECTION

SEc. 12. (a) The Congressional Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy is redesignated
as the “Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
and Radlation Protection.

(b) The Administrator shall keep the Joint
Committee fully and currently Iinformed
with respect to all of the activities of the
Agency and shall forward to the Joint Com-
mittee in January of each year a complete
report in writing with respect to such activi-
ties during the previous calendar year and
containing his recommendations for any revi-
sion of this Act, or other legislation.

(e) The Joint Committee shall make con-
tinuing studies of the activities of the
Agency and of problems related to the pro-
tection of the public health and safety from
radiation, All bills, resolutions, and other
matters in the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives relating primarily to the admin-
istration of this Act or the protecting of
the public health and safety from radiation
shall be referred to the Joint Committee.

PENALTY FOR VIOLATION OF REGULATIONS

Sec. 13. Whoever willfully violates, at-
temps to violate, or conspires to violate any
regulation established pursuant to this Act
shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished
by a fine of not more than §10,000 or by im-
prisonment for not more than ten years, or
both.

APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 14. There are authorlzed to be ap-
propriated to the Administrator for carrying
out the provisions of this Act $10,000,000 for
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972, and
thereafter such sums as may be necessary.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 15. If any provision of this Act, or the
application of any such provision to any
person or circumstance, is held invalid, the
application of such provision to other per-
sons or circumstances, and the remainder
of this Act, shall not be affected thereby.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that this bill
introduced by Mr. SCHWEIKER be re-
ferred to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and that if and when reported, it
be referred to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operation for its consideration of
subject matters therein falling within its
jurisdiction.

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

By Mr. COOPER (for himself and
Mr. RANDOLPH) :

S. 3589. A bill to amend the Highway
Safety Act of 19686, title 23, United States
Code, section 401 et seq. Referred, by
unanimous consent, to the Committee on
Public Works; and, if and when reported
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by that committee, to the Committee on
Finance.
By Mr. COOPER:

S. 3590. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the construction of certain
highways and public mass transportation
facilities in accordance with title 23 of
the United States Code, to establish an
urban transportation program, and for
other purposes. Referred, by unanimous
consent, to the Committee on Public
Works; and, if and when reported by
that committee, jointly to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
fairs, the Committee on Commerce, and
the Committee on Finance.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY AND MASS TRANSPORTA-
TION ACT OF 1972 ”

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as rank-
ing minority member of the Public Works
Committee, I am pleased to introduce
the administration’s highway bill—the
Federal-aid Highway and Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1972—a bill to imple-
ment the Department of Transporta-
tion’s 1972 highway needs report.

I wish to join the Senators who have
already praised the Secretary of Trans-
portation for his constructive proposals
for reorganizing Federal assistance to
urban transportation. I believe the sug-
gested departure from past programs,
advanced after extensive study by the
Department of Transportation, will
make a significant contribution to con-
gressional deliberations on transporta-
tion problems and their solutions.

The bill I am introducing would make
two major changes in existing highway
programs and proposes several less com-
prehensive modifications.

The major innovation in the bill is the
creation of a Single Urban Fund which
would consolidate funding for existing
Federal urban transit and highway capi-
tal programs and would be financed out
of the Highway Trust Fund.

With respect to provisions for trans-
portation outside urban areas, the bill
would continue, with some modifications,
the existing Federal-aid primary and
secondary highway systems, with au-
thorizations at approximately the pres-
ent level. In addition, the bill proposes
a General Rural Transportation Fund—
less comprehensive than the Single
Urban Fund—for flexible use of Highway
Trust Funds for different forms of rural
surface transportation, including proj-
ects currently carried out under cate-
gorial programs.

The bill provides for authorizations
for the interstate system, based on an
estimated completion date of 1980. In
any year, no State with portions of the
interstate still to complete would be ap-
portioned less than 0.5 percent of the
total interstate apportionment for that
yvear, or the amount needed to complete
their part of the system, whichever is
less. Thus, some States with little left to
complete may finish their part of the
interstate before 1980.

I know that there are objections to
this bill. Many in Congress and on the
outside are concermned that either the
highway program with its long history of
recognized achievements, or the newer,
evolving Federal program to assist mass
transit, will experience inadequate fund-
ing as a result of the new proposal. I be-
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lieve it is important that the adminis-
tration’s proposal be laid before the
Committee on Public Works so that tes-
timony in highway hearings may be di-
rected to its provisions.

I have discussed this matter with Sen-
ator RanporrH, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Public Works. We open hear-
ings on 1972 highway legislation on
Wednesday, at which time Secretary
Volpe will appear. We are looking for-
ward to hearing his testimony.

Mr. President, I am also introducing
the administration’s Highway Safety Act
of 1972. I ask unanimous consent that
the letters of transmittal for both the
Highway and Mass Transportation Act
and the Highway Safety Act be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,

Washington, D.C., April 21, 1972.
Hon. Spiro T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PresipENT: The Department of
Transportation has prepared and submits
herewith as a part of the legislative program
for the 92d Congress, 2d Session a draft of a
proposed bill “To authorize appropriations
for the construction of certain highways and
public mass transportation facilitles in ac-
cordance with title 23 of the United States
Code, to establish an urban transportation
program, and for other purposes,” together
with a section-by-section analysis of the bill.

The proposed bill, entitled the *“Federal-
Ald Highway and Mass Transportation Act of
1972, would implement the recommenda-
tions contained in the 1972 Highway Needs
Report which was submitted to the Con-
gress on March 14, 1972. In brief, the bill
would establish a new urban transportation
program for financing urban mass transpor-
tation and highway projects, at the option
of State or local authorities, beginning in
fiscal year 1974; make funds available to the
State and local governments for planning of
future highway and mass transportation
projects best suited to meet their specific
needs; establish a rural general transporta-
tion program to finance capital investments
for surface transportation systems and facil-
itles outside of metropolitan areas; and re-
align the Federal-ald primary and secondary
systems to make those systems conform more
closely to their functional use.

The provision for modal flexibility in State
and local investment under the proposed ur-
ban transportation program is a recognition
of both the severity and complexity of the
urban transportation problems that confront
our metropolitan areas today. Only by the
proper combination of highways and transit
modes can we hope to make progress against
urban congestion. We believe that the States
and localities, based on their increased
awareness of local priorities and values, must
be given more flexibility in determining the
proper mix of capital investments for their
own urban transportation program. Similar
reasoning has led to the provision, albeit on
a lesser scale, of the same kind of flexibility
for transportation investments in rural areas.
I firmly believe that it was to develop exact-
1y this kind of program, innovative in con-
cept and Intermodal in scope, that Congress
established the Department of Transporta-
tion.

In the proposed realignment of the Fed-
eral-ald highway program, present plans for
completion of the Interstate System would
not be disturbed except for the rate of fund-
ing and the completion date. It now appears
that the system cannot be completed until
1980. Therefore, the bill proposes that In-
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terstate authorizations be phased down from
$4.0 billion to $3.250 billion annually for
fiscal years 1974 and 1975, to $3.0 billion for
fiscal year 1976, and that additional author-
izations of $3.0 billion annually for fiscal
years 1877, 1978, and 1979 and $1.257 billion
for fiscal year 1980 be provided in conformity
with the 1972 Interstate Cost Estimate. The
bill would authorize the Secretary of Trans-
portation to make interstate apportionments
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and
June 30, 1975, for expenditures on the Inter-
state System using the apportionment factors
which are contained in the 1972 Interstate
Cost Estimate. The bill authorizes any State
which has not completed Federal funding of
the Interstate System within its boundaries
to receive at least one half of one per centum
of the total Interstate apportionment for
each of the fiscal years 1974 and 1975 or an
amount equal to the actual cost of complet-
ing such funding, whichever amount is less.

Because of the four-year extension of time
for completion of the Interstate System, it
will be necessary to submit cost estimates
in 1974 for making apportionments for fiscal
years 1976 and 1977, and in 1976 for making
apportionments for fiscal years 1978 and 1979
and a final estimate in 1978 for making an
apportionment for the fiscal year 1980. Sec-
tion 105 of the bill would further author-
ize the appropriation of funds for the fiscal
years 1974 and 1975 for (1) the new urban
transportation and rural general transporta-
tion programs established by sections 113 of
the bill, (2) the Federal-ald primary system
and the Federal-ald secondary system, and
(3) certain other Federal-aid highways.

The bill contains authorizations for the
Highway Beautification Program under sec-
tions 131, 135, and 319(b) of title 23, United
States Code, and amends the 10 percent pen-
alty provisions of the Highway Beautification
Act of 19685 by extending the prohibition
against billboards on the Interstate and pri-
mary systems to all advertising signs and dis-
plays if the advertising or informative con-
tent can be seen from the main traveled way
of these systems. This change is necessitated
by the increased construction of “giant bill-
boards' 661 feet from the right of way, there-
by undermining the effectiveness of the cur-
rent law.

The training program authorized by sec-
tion 140(b) of title 23, United States Code,
is extended through fiscal years 1974 and
1975.

Section 108 amends the advance acquisi-
tion provisions of title 23 to extend the
present seven-year limitation for advance
acquisition to ten years. Increasing num-
bers of States are experiencing difficulty in
meeting this limitation because of environ-
mental considerations, relocation difficulties,
etc. It should also be noted that the advance
acquisition authority would also apply to ac-
quisitions for mass transportation projects
through the application of the provisions of
section 604 of the bill.

Section 109 would remove any doubt as to
the legality of the conference method of re-
search by authorizing the Secretary to use
this method of research under 23 US.C.
307(a).

Inasmuch as funds will be necessary for
research and planning by States and local-
ities under the new urban transportation pro-
gram established by section 113 of the bill,
section 307 of title 23 is further amended
to permit funds apportioned to the Governor
of a State under section 603(b) of the new
chapter 6 of that title to be used with the
approval of the Secretary, and at the Secre-
tary’s discretion with or without matching
State or local funds, for certain research and
planning.

Section 111 of the bill amends the effective
date of the increase in the Federal share
provided for in section 108(b) of the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1970. This amendment
permits all obligations incurred after June
30, 1973, pursuant to the bill, to be subject
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to the 70 per centum Federal share whether
or not they relate to authorizations for ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1974 and later.

In order to implement the recommenda-
tions of the 1972 Highway Needs Report, the
bill would add a new chapter 6 to title 23, es-
tablishing a new urban transportation pro-
gram and a rural general transportation pro-
gram. The urban transportation program
would consolidate into a new program the ex-
isting urban highway and mass transit pro-
grams (with the exception of the Interstate
highway program and the research, develop-
ment and demonstration program of the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration),
and would be financed from the Highway
Trust Fund, The bill would supplant the
need for authorizing additional contract au-
thority for capital grants under the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, and all fu-
ture requests for such authority would be
made under this new legislation. Under the
proposed bill, the first fiscal year in which
contract authority is available for mass
transportation projects is 1974. Since con-
tract authority under the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act will not be exhausted by that
time, contract authority for mass transit
projects will be available for fiscal year 1874
from both the new legislation and the Urban
Mass Transportation Act. Punds for admin-
istrative expenses and the conduct of re-
search, development and demonstrations as-
sociated with the mass transit program would
continue to be requested under the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1864, and the
Urban Mass Transportation Administration
would continue as the agency with prime re-
sponsibility in this area.

The new urban transportation program
would consist of capital Iinvestments for
highway systems and for facilities and equip-
ment for urban mass transportation within
metfropolitan areas. A comprehensive trans-
portation plan is required for each metro-
politan area. The bill contemplates the for-
mation of a consortium within each metro-
politan area comprised of units of general
purpose governments. The consortium would
develop this comprehensive plan, including
an annual program of projects. Where such
consortia are not formed, the plan and pro-
gram for the metropolitan area involved
would be developed by appropriate local
elected officials in cooperation with the Gov-
ernor. The Secretary of Transportation would
be empowered to approve or disapprove in
whole or in part a metropolitan area’s com-
prehensive transportation plan and annual
program of projects. However, the intention
of the Department would be to use this
power sparingly with respect to the particu-
lar projects contained in the annual pro-
gram. It is not contemplated that, in the
ordinary course of events, this power would
be used to override particular project selec-
tlon decisions on the part of State and local
officials. Primarily, the Department would ex-
ercise this authority to insure compliance
with general requirements in areas such as
civil rights, labor practice safeguards, and
the environment.

The bill establishes a number of require-
ments respecting the formation of consortia.
First, the appropriate State Governor or Gov-
ernors would designate the units of general
purpose government eligible for participa-
tion in a consortium, and these units must
represent one hundred percent of the popu-
lation of a State within the metropolitan
area involved. If State law does not permit
the voluntary establishment of consortia by
local units of general purpose government
within four years of enactment of this leg-
islation, 15 percent of the funds apportioned
to the Governor under section 603(d) (2)
shall be retained by the Secretary for uses
permitted under his discretionary fund. Sec-
ondly, the units designated by the Governor
which elect to form the consortium must
represent 75 percent of the total population
of the metropolitan area, Each consortium
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would be required to have planning author-
ity for all urban surface modes of transpor-
tation and authority to develop the annual
program of projects required for metropolitan
areas. The bill does not require consortia to
have power to implement the plans and
projects they formulate, although it s an-
ticipated that, particularly as time passes,
consortia would Increase their activities in
this area. In this connection, it is expected
that consortia would rely heavily on State
highway departments for implementation of
their highway projects.

The bill establishes a new rural general
transportation program and continues in re-
vised form the existing primary and second-
ary Federal-aid highway systems. The rural
general transportation program will consist
of capital investments for surface transpor-
tation systems and facilities outside of metro-
politan areas (including highways not on
the Federal-aid systems), railroad facilities
and rolling stock, and mass transportation
facilities and equipment. These projects
would be initiated by the State Governors or
their designees, subject to the approval of
the Secretary.

Of the funds authorized to be appropriated
for the new urban transportation program,
40 percent would be apportioned directly to
the consortium established in each metro-
politan area, or in the absence of a consor-
tium, to the Governor of the State or States
in which the metropolitan area is located,
for use In that metropolitan area, in the
ratio which the population of the metropoli-
tan area bears to the total national metro-
politan area population. Another 40 percent
of the funds would be apportioned to the
Governor of each State in the ratio which its
metropolitan area population bears to the
total national metropolitan area population.
The remaining 20 percent of the funds would
be retained by the Secretary to be used In
his discretion for urban mass transportation
projects selected on an indlvidual project
basis. These would include such projects as
reserved bus lanes for highways and rapid
rail systems.

Funds authorized to be appropriated for
the new rural general transportation pro-
gram would be apportioned to the Governor
of each State in the ratio which the popula-
tion outside of its metropolitan areas bears
to the total national population outside of
the metropolitan areas. No State would re-
celve less than one third of one per centum
of the total sum apportioned to all the States
for the Federal-aid primary system, Federal
ald secondary system, the rural general
transportation program, and that portion of
the urban transportation program appor-
tioned to the Governor of each State. The
bill also provides that the sum of the total
apportionments to a State (including appor-
tionments to consortia) for the urban trans-
portation program, the rural general trans-
portation program, and Federal-aid primary
and secondary systems for each of the fiscal
years 1974 and 1975 is not to be less than
total funds apportioned to the State for
filscal year 1973 for the Federal-ald primary
and the Federal-ald secondary systems, for
extensions of the Federal-aid primary and
Federal-aid secondary systems within urban
areas, the Federal-ald urban system, and the
TOPICS program.

Provision is made in the bill for the deduc-
tion each year of an amount not exceeding
three and three-fourths percent of all the
sums authorized for the urban transporta-
tion and rural general transportation pro-
grams for the administrative expenses asso-
ciated with carrying out those programs and
for carrying out research authorized by sub-
sections 307(a) and (b) of title 23, United
States Code.

The bill also provides that after making
the above deduction for administration and
research, and the deduction under 23 U.S.C.
104(a), the Secretary shall set aside two per-
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cent of the remaining funds apportioned for
the urban transportation and rural general
transportation programs and of the funds
apportioned under section 104 of title 23,
United States Code, for purposes of activities
under section 134(a), the research and plan-
ning programs in section 307(c), and the
planning requirement of the urban trans-
portation program set forth in section 601
(¢). The sum set aside would be apportioned
to the Governor of each State In the ratio in
which the total apportionments to that State
and Its metropolitan areas under section 23
US.C. 104(b) and for the new urban trans-
portation and rural general transportation
programs bear to the total apportionment to
all the States and the metropolitan areas for
those purposes. In addition recipients of
funds under 23 U.S.C. 104(b) (4) and (5) and
new sectlons 603(d) and (e) may use one
and one-half percent of their apportionment
for these purposes, The bill then sets forth
additional guidelines for determining the
amounts which may be devoted to the com=-
prehensive planning conducted in metropol-
itan areas and for planning programs under
section 307(c¢).

The bill provides that administrative and
other provisions of chapters 1, 3, and 5 of
title 23 that are applicable to Federal-aid
primary highways shall also apply to the new
Federal-ald urban system and to the funds
authorized to be appropriated to carry out
the new programs except when otherwise
determined by the Secretary. It also specifies
that all urban mass transportation capital
improvements are to be subject to the labor
protection requirements of section 13(c) of
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964
and special requirements with respect to the
elderly and the handicapped.

Section 114 of the bill amends 23 U.S.C.
103, which defines the requirements of the
Federal-ald systems, by providing new re-
quirements for such systems after June 30,
1974.

Section 114(d) amends the provision added
by the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1870, re-
lating to removal of Interstate System seg-
ments, and extends the existing dates re-
specting substitution of alternative segments
and removal. On July 1, 1973, the Secretary
would be required to remove any segment
for which a State has not notified him that
it intends to construct such segment. How-
ever, a substitution may be made prior to
July 1, 1974, of an alternative segment. Any
segment for which a State has not submitted
by July 1, 1974, a schedule of expenditure
of funds for completion of such segment or
an alternative segment within the period of
avallability of funds authorized to be appro-
priated for completion of the Interstate Sys-
tem, and for which the State has not pro-
vided the Secretary with satisfactory assur-
ances that such schedule will be met, would
be removed from designation as a part of the
Interstate System.

Section 115 of the bill amends 23 U.S.C.
104(b) (4) relating to apportionment for-
mulas for the Federal-aid primary system
and the Federal-aid secondary system by pro-
viding that after June 30, 1973, funds for
these systems will be apportioned as follows:
one third in the ratio that State population
bears to total population; one third in the
ratio which the square root of State area
bears to square root of areas of all States;
and one third in the ratio which public road
mileage In each State bears to total public
road mileage in all States.

Section 118 of the bill amends the Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964 to permit
the appropriation of funds under that Act for
administering urban mass transportation ac-
tivities authorized by the new chapter 6 of
title 23, U.8.C. Also the provision of the Act
relating to planning and design of facilities
to meet special needs of the elderly and the
handicapped is amended to authorize the
Becretary to establish standards for design
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and construction of such facilities. Further
the SBecretary could not approve a capital as-
sistance project for construction or acquisi-
tion of new urban mass transportation facili-
ties or equipment unless he determined the
project met such standards or unless he
found in writing that the responsible public
body had taken alternative actions to insure
that the elderly and handicapped had rea-
sonable access to urban mass transportation
service.

We recommend enactment of this draft bill
which will insure the orderly continuation of
our highway programs so vitally important
to the welfare and defense of the Nation and
which will combine mass transit and highway
funding from the Highway Trust Fund in or-
der to best meet the transportation needs of
the Nation. The innovative programs which
we are proposing will provide a transition
from the present program, with its major em-
phasis on the Interstate System, to the pro-
grams for the 1880's when the Interstate
System will finally be completed.

The proposed bill does not contain author-
ization levels for the road programs of the
Department of the Interior. These authoriza-
tions are currently under review and will be
submitted separately shortly.

Please note we have enclosed a draft en-
vironmental statement on the proposed legls-
lation. It is transmitted In accordance with
section 10(c) of the guidelines of the Council
on Environmental Quality for statements on
proposed Federal actions affecting the en-
vironment. The schedule of hearings on high-
way legislation for 1972 did not allow ade-
quate time for completion and submission of
the final text of the environmental statement
and comments thereon. The draft statement
is being circulated and a final statement, to-
gether with comments, will be submitted
upon completion of the circulation process.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that enactment of this legislation
would be in accord with the President's
program.

Sincerely,
JoHN A. VOLPE.

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., April 21, 1972.
Hon, Sriro T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. PresmENT: The Department of
Transportation is submitting for your con-
sideration and appropriate reference a draft
bill “To amend the Highway Safety Act of
1966, title 23, United States Code, section 401
et seq.”

Since the enactment of the Highway Safe-
ty Act of 1966, the Department has issued 16
safety standards to guide the efforts of the
States in solving the problems of highway
safety. In addition, the Department had
conducted manpower training programs, and
developed and demonstrated new techniques
for improving highway safety. This combined
Federal-State effort is beginning to show
benefits, Despite substantial annual increases
in the number of drivers, vehicles and In
total vehicle miles, the rate of highway
deaths per 100 million miles driven has
steadlly declined and the number of annual
deaths has stabilized. Yet much remains to
be done. Nearly 300,000 persons have lost
their lives in highway accidents since the
passage of the Act; 55,000 persons died dur-
ing last year alone.

The purpose of this legislation is to amend
the Act to improve the Department's effec-
tiveness in preventing highway accidents and
deaths and injuries resulting therefrom. This
legislation would require the States to incor-
porate in their comprehensive and annual
work programs all programs designated by
the Secretary as national emphasis programs.
The Secretary would be authorized to desig-
nate as a national emphasis program any
program that would deal with a national
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highway safety problem and had the poten-
tial for significantly reducing highway acci-
dents, and deaths and injuries resulting
therefrom. A national emphasis program
would consist of minimum requirements for
measures drawn from one or more of the uni-
form standards. Such measures would be re-
quired to be incorporated in the comprehen-
sive and annual work programs of the States
whose on-going efforts in that subject area
were deficient.

To emphasize the need for maximizing
the effectiveness of the State comprehensive
programs, this legislation would clarify the
Becretary’s authority to promulgate a stand-
ard on planning, administration and evalu-
ation of such programs. It would also ex-
pressly require, as a precondition to Sec-
retarial approval of a State program, that the
program provide for extensive planning, ad-
ministration and evaluation measures. This
requirement will help ensure that each State
properly synthesizes its measures for imple-
menting all of the standards into a single,
cohesive program for the reduction of high-
way deaths and injuries.

This legislation would amend section 402
so that subsection (a) would contain only
substantive program requirements and sub-
section (b) would contain only administra-
tive requirements. This would be accomplish-
ed by deleting the paragraph in subsection
(b) relating to driver education while re-
taining the requirement in subsection (a)
for a driver education standard. The driver
education requirements in subsection (b)
have been incorporated into Highway Safety
Program Standard No. 4, 23 CFR 204.4.

To clarify and standardize the procedures
and criteria for determining the public road
mileage to be used as a basis for apportion-
ing Federal assistance under section 402, this
legislation would add a requirement that such
mileage be determined as of the end of the
calendar year preceding the year In which
the funds are apportioned and be certi-
fied by the Governor of the State and sub-
ject to approval by the Secretary.

The Act presently requires the Secretary
not to apportion any funds to a State which
is not implementing a program approved
by him. The unapportioned funds are to be
redistributed to the implementing States.
This legislation would improve the effective-
ness of the penalty by giving the Secretary
more flexibility in assessing it. The Secretary
would be authorized to withhold all or a por-
tion of a State's highway safety funds for
the non-implementation of an approved pro-
gram. If the State remedied its failure within
a specified period of time it would receive
the full amount of funds due it. Otherwise,
the withheld funds would be redistributed
to the other States.

The Act provides that section 402 Federal
funds may not be used for purposes author-
ized under section 403. This provision has
created confusion about the intent of the
statute with regard to the expenditure of
section 402 funds for purposes which are au-
thorized by both sections. To clarify the stat-
utory intent, this legislation would ex-
pressly authorize the use of such funds for
manpower training programs, and for dem-
onstration programs that the Secretary de-
termines will contribute directly to the re-
duction of accidents, and deaths and in-
juries resulting therefrom.

This legislation would Increase the Sec-
retary's flexibility in implementing section
403 by expressly authorizing him to per-
form any of the research and development
activities authorized by that section through
the giving of grants. Presently, the glving of
grants under section 403 appears to be limited
to training projects for highway safety per-
sonnel,

To spur the States to increase their fund-
ing commitment to highway safety activities
and to develop new approaches to reducing
highway fatalities and injuries, this legisla-
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tion would authorize the Secretary, in his
discretion, to award grants under section 403
to States which he determined to have made
significant progress in carrying out the pur-
poses of the Act. The total amount of such
grants in any fiscal year would be limited to
$5,000,000.

The legislation would authorize the Sec-
retary to transfer, where he deemed it to be
in furtherance of the purposes of the Act,
equipment purchased for section 403 demon-
stration projects to participating State and
local governments. This authority would be
especially important where the equipment
had become an integral part of a project that
a State seeks to continue as part of its sec-
tion 402 program. An example of such equip-
ment would be communications equipment
purchased for demonstration projects for
emergency medical services that would other-
wise have to be replaced, possibly through
the use of section 402 Federal funds, if the
State were to continue such services.

The Act expressly provides that the Sec-
retary and the Federal Highway Administra-
tor shall be members of the National High-
way Bafety Advisory Committee. To reflect
the joint administration of the Act by the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion and the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, this legislation would expressly add the
Administrator of the former Administration
to the Committee membership.

Multl-disciplinary accident investigation
teams, acting under present authority, have
had difficulty in persuading witnesses and
parties to accidents to provide information
necessary to the conduct of their research.
This legislation would protect these persons
by prohibiting the use of investigation team
accident reports as evidence and would there-
by facilitate obtaining the accident informa-
tion.

The Act requires that the annual report
on the administration of the Act be sub-
mitted by March 1 of the following year.
However, some of the data necessary for the
reports are typically unavailable for analysis
until after that date. In order to provide ade-
quate time for the preparation of a com-
plete, comprehensive report, this legislation
would change the submission date to July 1.

Full financing of the Highway Safety Act
out of the Highway Trust Fund is appropriate
since the cost of insuring the safe operation
of highway transportation is properly consid-
ered an integral part of the cost of that mode.
Consequently, this legislation would author-
ize the appropriation of $150,000,000 for fiscal
year 1974 and $220,000,000 for fiscal year 1975
out of the Trust Fund for the carrying out of
section 402 of the Act by the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration. For carry-
ing out this section by the Federal Highway
Administration, there would be authorized to
be appropriated out of the Trust Fund $30,-
000,000 for fiscal year 1974 and $30,000,000 for
fiscal year 1975.

This legislation would authorize the appro-
priation of such funds as are necessary out
of the Trust Fund for carrying out section
403 of the Act by the National Highway
Traffic Safety Administration. For carrying
out sections 307(a) and 403 by the Federal
Highway Administration, there would be au-
thorized to be appropriated out of the Trust
Fund such funds as are necessary.

After a careful examination of this pro-
posed legislation, the Department has con-
cluded that no significant environmental im-
pact would result from its implementation.

We urge the prompt introduction and early
enactment of this legislation.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that the enactment of this proposed
legislation would be in accord with the pro-
gram of the President.

Sincerely,
JoHN A. VOLPE.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the bill in-
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troduced by Mr. CoorEr and Mr. RAN-
poLrH to amend the Highway Safety Act
of 1966, titie 23 of the United States Code,
be referred to the Committee on Public
Works and if and when reported, that it
be referred to the Committee on Finance
for consideration of any subject matter
therein within its jurisdiction.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the bill in-
troduced by Mr. Coorer to authorize ap-
propriations for the construction of cer-
tain highways and public mass trans-
portation facilities in accordance with
title 23 of the United States Code, to es-
tablish an urban transportation program,
and for other purposes, be referred to the
Committee on Public Works and if and
when it should be reported from the Com-
mittee on Public Works, it be referred
jointly to the Committees on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs, Commerce,
and Finance for consideration of any
subject matter therein falling within
their respective jurisdiction.

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

5. 926

At the request of Mr. BeENTSEN, the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. Bocgs) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 926, a bill to
amend section 620 of title 38, United
States Code, to extend the length of time
community nursing home care may be
provided at the expense of the United
States.

5. 2854

At the request of Mr. Burpick, the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. Casg) and
the Senator from Maryland (Mr.
MatHIAS) were added as cosponsors of
S. 2854, a bill to amend title 28, United
States Code, relating to annuities of
widows of Supreme Court Justices.

5. 3044

At the request of Mr. HUMPHREY, the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEn-
NEDY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 3044, a bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 in order to prohibit dis-
crimination on the basis of physical or
mental handicap in federally assisted

programs.
5. 3146

At the request of Mr. BenTseN, the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3146, a
bill to amend chapters 31, 34, and 35 of
title 38, United States Code, to increase
the rates of vocational rehabilitation,
educational assistance, and special train-
ing allowances paid to eligible veterans
and persons; to provide for advance edu-
cational assistance payments to certain
veterans; to make improvements in the
educational assistance programs; and for
other purposes.

5. 3338

At the request of Mr. TaLmapnce, the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3338, a
bill to amend title 38, United States Code,
to increase the rates of compensation for
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disabled veterans, and for other pur-
poses.
SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 122
At the request of Mr. BurpicK, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 122, to create a Commission
on Revision of the Federal Court Appel-
late System of the United States.

BENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 217

At the request of Mr. McGEeE, the Sen-
ator from Idaho (Mr. CHURCH) was add-
ed as a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 217, a joint resolution to create an
Atlantic Union delegation.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 229

At the request of Mr. ALLEN, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 229, a joint resolution to name
the FBI building now under construction
the J. Edgar Hoover Building.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 56

At the request of Mr. HuMPHREY, the
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. Bur-
DICK) was added as a cosponsor of Senate
Concurrent Resolution 586, relating to the
abandonment of railroad services.

OLDER AMERICANS ACT—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1184

(Ordered to be printed and referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.)

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 3364) to amend the
Older Americans Act of 1965 to promote
and maintain the health of senior citi-
zens through the authorization of a com-
prehensive program of home health serv-
ices, and for other purposes.

ORDERLY TRADE IN IRON AND
STEEL PRODUCTS—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 1185

(Ordered to be printed and referred
to the Committee on Finance.)

Mr. BROCK submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 2365) to provide for orderly trade
in iron and steel products.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. B35

At the request of Mr. PErcy, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr, BROOKE)
was added as a cosponsor of amendment
No. 835, intended to be proposed to the
bill (H.R. 1), a bill to amend the Social
Security Act to increase benefits and im-
prove eligibility and computation meth-
ods under the OASDI program, to make
improvements in the medicare, medi-
caid, and maternal and child health pro-
grams with emphasis on improvements in
their operating effectiveness, to replace
the existing Federal-State public assist-
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ance programs with a Federal program
of adult assistance and a Federal pro-
gram of benefits to low-income families
with children with incentives and re-
quirements for employment and train-
ing to improve the capacity for employ-
ment of members of such families, and
for other purposes.
AMENDMENT NO. 855

At the request of Mr. STevENsoN, the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BrooKE) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 955, intended to be pro-
posed to the bill (H.R. 1), the Social
Security Amendments of 1972.

AMENDMENT NO. 1173

At the request of Mr. GOLDWATER, the
Senator from Alabama (Mr, ALLEN) was
added as a cosponsor of amendment No.
1173, intended to be proposed to the bill
(S. 3526) to provide authorizations for
certain agencies conducting the foreign
relations of the United States, and for
other purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC HEAR-
INGS ON THE PROPOSED ACTION
ACT OF 1972—S. 3450

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I an-
nounce, for the information of Sena-
tors and the public, that open hearings
by the Special Subcommittee on Human
Resources, of which I am chairman, of
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee on the proposed Action Act of 1972
(8. 3450) and domestic programs of Ac-
tion have been scheduled for Friday,
May 12, 1972, commencing at 9:30 a.m.
in room 4230 of the New Senate Office
Building. Subsequent hearings will be
scheduled over the following several
weeks, the second day to be on Friday,
May 19.

On Friday, the subcommittee will re-
ceive testimony from the Honorable
Joseph Blatchford, Director of Action,
the volunteer agency which administers
the Peace Corps, VISTA, the foster
grandparents program, the retired senior
volunteer program—RSVP, and the
SCORE/ACE program; the Honorable
Frank THoMPSON, Jr., Congressman from
New Jersey; Doug Richardson of the Na-
tional VISTA Alliance; and Mr. Rudolph
T. Dansteadt, assistant to Nelson Cruik-
shank, president of the National Coun-
cil of Senior Citizens. Members of the
committee and the public are urged to
attend the opening session of these hear-
ings addressing the future director of the
Federal Government's involvement in
domestic volunteer programs.

Any person or organization desiring to
present testimony or file a statement for
the REecorp relating to these hearings
should contact Jonathan R. Steinberg,
counsel to the subcommittee.

SENATOR RANDOLPH BELIEVES
SENATOR COOPER’'S INTRODUC-
TION OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S
HIGHWAY LEGISLATION PRO-
VIDES BASIS FOR SEARCHING
EXAMINATION—HEARINGS BEGIN
WEDNESDAY, MAY 10

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOPER),
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the esteemed ranking minority member
of the Committee on Public Works, has
placed before the Senate proposals of
the administration for revising the Fed-
eral aid highway program. These pro-
posals call for substantial and funda-
mental changes in the national highway
program.

The administration’s recommendations
are concerned not only with the day-to-
day operations of the highway program,
but reflect basic philosophic changes on
the role of the highway program in our
total transportation system.

Recommendations of such far-reach-
ing nature as those placed before the
Senate are the products of extensive
evaluation of our transportation needs
and should be neither accepted nor re-
jected without a searching examination
of their implications. I recognize that
changing conditions in the United States
today have brought about the need for
a new approach to transportation. On
many occasions, I have discussed the
necessity to achieve a balanced trans-
portation system in which all modes of
movement are considered with respect
to the contributions they can make to
such a system.

Highways, subways, buses, railways,
airways, and water transportation can
no longer be viewed independently. It is
in this context that the Committee on
Public Works will undertake its consid-
eration of proposals introduced by the
Senator from Kentucky and those in-
troduced by other Members of the Sen-
ate.

The Subcommittee on Roads, under
the responsible chairmanship of the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), will begin
its hearings on all of these proposals to-
morrow, Wednesday, May 10, 1972. The
subcommittee will hear testimony from
a number of witnesses representing a
cross section of interests and viewpoints
on the transportation needs of our coun-
try. The first witness will be Secretary
of Transportation John A. Volpe. I an-
ticipate reviewing in detail with him the
legislation that has been introduced to-
day.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON FEDERAL
COURT JURISDICTION

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Judiciary Committee's
Subcommittee on Improvements in Ju-
dicial Machinery, I wish to announce the
continuation of hearings on S. 1876 per-
taining to the civil jurisdiction of the
Federal courts.

The subcommittee will consider Fed-
eral question jurisdiction and jurisdic-
tion of three-judge courts. The sched-
uled witnesses are Judge Henry Friend-
ly, Chief Judge of the Second Circuit
Court of Appeals, Prof. Charles A.
Wright, and Judge J. Skelly Wright,
U.S. Court of Appeals, District of Colum-
bia Circuit.

The hearings will be held on May 186,
17, and 18 beginning at 10 a.m.

Those who wish to testify or submit
a statement for inclusion in the record
should communicate with the Subcom-
mittee on Improvements in Judicial Ma-
chinery, 6306 New Senate Office Build-
ing (extension 5-3618).
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ANNOUNCEMENT OF OPEN HEAR-
INGS BY SUBCOMMITTEE ON
PARKS AND RECREATION

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have a statement
prepared by the distinguished Senator
from Nevada (Mr. BierLE) in connection
with committee hearings printed in the
REcorbD.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BIBLE

Mr. President, I wish to announce for the
information of the Senate and the public
that open hearings have been scheduled by
the Subcommittee on Parks and Recreation
at 10:00 AM. on May 22, in room 3110, New
Benate Office Building, on the following bills:

S. 1497, to authorize certain additions to
the Sitka National Monument in the State
of Alaska, and for other purposes.

S. 459, to provide for the establishment of
the Puukohola Heiau National Historic Site,
in the State of Hawall, and for other pur-

5.

S. 2908, to authorize a study of the feasi-
bility and desirability of establishing a unit
of the national park system in order to pre-
serve and Interpret the site of Honokohau
National Historical Landmark in the State
of Hawall and for other purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF RESCHEDUL-
ING OF HEARINGS ON EXTEN-
SION OF VOCATIONAL REHABILI-
TATION ACT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
announce, for the information of Sen-
ators and the public, that the hearing
previously scheduled for May 11 on H.R.
8395 and bill amending the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act has been postponed
until Monday, May 15, due to the sched-
uling of an executive session of the full
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
for Thursday morning. The administra-
tion witnesses originally scheduled to
appear on May 11 will be the only wit-
nesses at Monday's hearing beginning at
10 a.m. in room 4232, New Senate Office
Building.

I also announce that a second day of
hearings will be held at 1:30 p.m. on
Thursday, May 18.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

SUPPORT FOR THE PRESIDENT
BY AMERICA’'S YOUTH

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, the Na-
tion's young people are very much in
support of the President’s recent steps
to end the conflict in Vietnam.

I am extremely heartened by the
comments by many young leaders and,
with your permission, would like to share
these comments with my colleagues and
have them read into the Recorp.

Harry McNaught, president of Boy's
Nation, said:

The President has made a decislon which
had to be made. He took a step which had to
be taken. I support him now with this deci-
sion and will support him in the coming
days and weeks when this decision will be
tried and tested. The overwhelming ma-
jority of young people I have talked to do
strongly support this decision as a coura-
geous act to end the war.
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Howard Twilley of the Miami Dolphins
said:

It was a tough decision, the type that is
not politically expedient. I wouldn't want
to be the one to have to make it, but it was
a good, courageous decision.

Former Miss America and actress Mary
Ann Mobley said:

I admire President Nixon's courage. It's
about time we stood up for what’s right. I
approve fully of his actions as I believe that
this latest drive was timed for this political
year, but they never believed the President
would have the courage and determination
to respond in this manner. He had no other
choice. I know the people of this land will
stand behind him 100%.

Linda Beene, national president of
Future Business Leaders of America,
said:

Young people support this courageous de-
cision and know the President did what he
thought was right for the country. I feel
young people will rally in support of their
President when he and the country need it
most.

Gary Hughes, president of Vocational-
Industrial Clubs of America, said:

Not only young Americans, but all Ameri-
cans will agree with what the President has
done. Now is the time when the President
needs the support of the country and I
wholeheartedly support these moves,

Linda Blue, youngest city councilman
in Denver, Colo., said:

I think young people are able to perceive
a difference between guerrilla war and brutal
and naked aggression . .. young people will
see it makes abundant sense to deny the
North Vietnamese the war-making material
that could be used against the South Viet-
namese refugees. I think they will feel the
Presldent has taken a very courageous stand
to eliminate the tools of war and thus bring
the conflict to an end.

Don Sundquist, Young Republican Na-
tional Federation Chairman said:

The President's action in Vietnam to halt
the free flow of supplies to the invading
North Vietnamese Army took courage and
determination. It is this kind of courage that
young people support and I join with all
young Americans in supporting the Presi-
dent in this difficult time.

Bob Kasten, Jr,, chairman of the
Wisconsin Young Voters for the Presi-
dent Committee, said:

As Chairman of the Young Voters for the
President in Wisconsin, I know I join with
young people throughout our State In ap-
plauding the President's decision and coura-
geous action to bring about a just and last-
ing settlement of the conflict in Vietnam. In
the past several months I have learned
enough about politics to know that this deci-
sion was not a simple one for him to reach
and that his courageous action is based on
much more than political considerations. As
a volunteer in the President's Re-Election
effort, I can assure him that I and members
of our organization here will redouble our
efforts to support his decision.

Miss Teenage America, Janene For-
syth, said:

I really believe the President has looked
at every possibility. He could have easlly got-
ten out for political advantage, but he is
really concerned about the problem. I was
most impressed with his courage and cer-
tainly support him to the fullest extent.
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Miss Texas, Brenda Box, said:

Bravo, bravo! We should have done it long
ago, The President could not have done any-
thing greater.

Mike Dively, State representative from
Michigan and Chairman of the White
House Conference on Youth Followup
Committee, said:

What the President has done required a
tremendous amount of courage which will
bring us, once and for all, a decision in In-
dochina. This is a very positive, decisive step,
an act of political courage—one which will
bring us substantially closer to peace.

Sherry Shealy, South Carolina State
representative, age 21, said:

The President is taking steps that few
would dare take. It's a courageous act by a
courageous man to insure a generation of
peace.

And Westchester County Youth Ad-
visory Council Chairman Jeffrey Volk,
said:

The President tonight took an unprece-
dented and courageous step towards finally
realizing & true and effective peace in South-
east Asia in his remarks to the Nation. It is
clear that the United States Is proceeding
with all deliberate speed towards achieving
a just peace to this very tragic conflict. It
has also become apparent that the only
party holding up progress towards this end
is those in control in Hanol. The time has
come for the youth of the Nation to unite
behind the President In his efforts to achieve
a generation of peace. I am sure the youth
of Westchester County will join with me in
supporting the President's actions tonight
and in urging their peers to take similar
actlon.

OIL PIPELINES: TRANS-ALASKAN
VERSUS TRANS-CANADIAN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, last
Sunday’'s Washington Post contains a
most perceptive and most damaging
analysis of the Interior Department’s
impact statement on the trans-Alaskan
pipeline.

Even the minimal analysis buried un-
der the masses of verbiage in the impact
statement showed that a trans-Canadian
pipeline made far more economic and
environmental sense than does the pro-
posed trans-Alaskan pipeline. However,
we do need more information about the
trans-Canadian pipeline and I think the
Interior Department would be derelict
in its duty if it made a decision on the
trans-Alaskan pipeline without that in-
formadtion.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the REcOrbD.

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

THE DARKNESS AT THE END OF THE PIPELINE
(By C. Robert Zelnick)

(NotE.—Any point along the southern
two-thirds of the proposed pipeline route
could be subjected to an earthguake of mag-
nitude greater than 7.0 on the Richter scale,
and it is almost a certainty that one or more
large-magnitude earthquakes will occur in
the viecinity of this portion of the proposed
route during the lifetime of the pipeline.
Strong ground motion and large ground
displacement accompanying such an earth-
quake could damage—even rupture—the pro-
posed pipeline.
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In the event of a plpeline rupture, 14,000
barrels of ofl could leak out during the time
reguired for pump station shutdown and
valve closure. After shutdown and valve clo-
sure, up to an additional 50,000 barrels of
oil would draln from the pipeline at some
localities,.—Final Environmental Impact
Statement Proposed Trans-Alaska Pipeline.)

Among those who care about such things,
the conviction runs deep that the battle over
the trans-Alaska pipeline has become the
Interior Department’s Vietnam. Ill-conceivea
from its inception, fraudulently purveyed,
divisive in its political repercussions and dis-
astrous in its consequences, the project has
little to recommend itself other than the
enormous quantity of resources already
poured into its accomplishment.

Yet Interior continues to see light at the
end of the pipeline. That it will issue the
right-of-way needed by the Alyeska Pipeline
Company—a consortium of seven oll indus-
try giants—to cross federal lands in Alaska
seems & foregone conclusion., On March 20,
the day his department released its massive
“final" impact statement—which conceded
every significant ecological objection ever
voiced against the 789-mile Prudhoe Bay-to-
Valdez route, Interior Secretary Rogers C. B.
Morton promised a decision “within about
45 days.” Eight days later, after meeting with
Morton, Peter Flanigan and other adminis-
tration officlals to express his country's desire
*“for the construction of a Mackenzie Valley
pipeline,” Donald 8. Macdonald, Canada's
Minister of Energy, Mines, and Resources,
told reporters at a Washington news confer-
ence: *. . . I had the impression that, with
g0 much effort and study invested in the
trans-Alaska pipeline, that it rather looks
as though they would be giving that priority
in their consideration.”

Actually, as Morton conceded in an ap-
pearance on the “Today"” show the morning
after Interior released its report, his depart-
ment could not have decided anything with
finality within 45 days, Since April, 1971, In-
terior has been blocked by an injunction is-
sued by the federal district court in Wash-
ington from issuing the permit. Two weeks
advance notice is required, during which
time Judge George L. Hart Jr,, will have to
satisfy himself that Interior has complied
with the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969. The act requires a complete state-
ment of the consequences of any agency ac-
tion “significantly affecting the quality of
the human environment,” plus a thorough
examination of alternative courses.

Hart, a model of judicial self-restraint, is
expected to rule for Interior. The Wilderness
Society, Friends of the Earth, and the Envi-
ronmental Defense Fund—the three environ-
mental group plaintifs—would then prob-
ably appeal to the more assertive U.S. Court
of Appeals, with the loser, in all likelihood,
taking the case to the Supreme Court. The
ultimate result is almost certain to be a land-
mark decision in environmental—or, for that
matter, administrative—law.

THE CHOICES

The nub of the social issue involved is not
whether Alaskan oil should be brought to
market. Rather, the choice is between an
1,800-mile overland route, 1,500 miles of
which would traverse Canada’s Mackenzie
Valley, and a shorter land route from Prud-
hoe Bay to Valdez, with the oil then moving
via tankers to ports on the U.8. West Coast.
The nub of the legal issue is whether Inte-
rior has considered the Canadlan alternative
to the degree necessary to satisfy the envi-
ronment law, and whether, regardless of In-
terior's diligence, the evidence of favoring
the Canadian route is not so overwhelming
as to make any right-of-way grant through
Alaska a clear abuse of administrative discre-
tion.
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Environmentalists are convinced that the
Mackenzie Valley route is superior, in part
because it involves a single pipeline corridor
rather than two, and that should Morton de-
cide otherwise, they can beat him in court.
They maintain that abundant support for
their position can be found in Interior’s
own impact statement of March 20. The
stakes are high. The pipeline project would
be the largest undertaking in the history
of private enterprise. The oil Industry claims
to have invested almost $100 million to date
in studying the Alaskan terrain and in pro-
curing pipe and construction materials. That
figure, even if exaggerated, is a mere pit-
tance compared to the profits they expect
to reap from the venture.

The known oil field In the Prudhoe Bay
area—three giant pools running inland from
a 40-mile stretch along the Beaufort Sea and
covering an area the size of Massachusetts—
exceeds 10 billion barrels. This, however, is
only a fraction of what the industry even-
tually hopes to find. Forty billlon barrels is a
more realistic estimate. In September, 1969,
an assortment of producers pald Alaska more
than $900 million for the privilege of looking
for more North Slope oil. A barrel of oil sells
for about $3.25 on the West Coast, more in
the Midwest and East.

NO "“GOOD" WAY

Despite years of study and volumes of
“stipulations” designed to protect the en-
vironment, there remains no “good” way of
running 2 million barrels of oll a day through
48 inches of pipe at a temperature of 145
degrees Fahrenhelt over and under a vast
stretch of Arctic wilderness. You have to
begin by building gravel service roads and
air strips large enough to accommodate the
big Hercules aircraft. You must find more
gravel for 12 camp sites and 6 pumping sta-
tlons, each 50 acres; this means gouging
about 50 milllon cubic feet of gravel out of
riverbeds and off the tops of hillsides along
the way. Stream siltation and land erosion
are the inevitable results. Some 350 streams
would be crossed by the route. Many are
spawning grounds for salmon and grayling.
Oil spills can be a problem there. They can
be even more of a problem if the ofl gets
carried out to the Beaufort Sea and trapped
under the ice. Then the oil becomes a per-
manent part of the marine ecology.

If you declde to bury the pipe all the way,
its heat melts the permafrost, causing slides
and differential settlement, eroding the sup-
port for the structure and eventually caus-
ing a break. When you are forced to build
part of it on stilts, you erect a barrier that
blocks caribou and other migrating animals
and subjects the line to greater risks of sur-
face damage. When you dig a ditch to catch
expected oil spills, the ditch becomes a moat,
entrapping other animals.

Your service road extends -civilization
‘where It has never reached before. The con-
struction activity, the planes landing and
taking off and the helicopters hovering over-
head frighten bear and caribou, rare birds
and sheep. When these move to other areas,
they die or cause other animals to die. The
ecologlcal balance in the Arctic is fragile. In
the winter, a caribou uses almost all its
energy just staying alive. A single timber-
wolf ean exhaust and kill the stoutest buck
in the herd. So can a bulldozer.

What we get in return for the partial
destruction of our nation's largest wilder-
ness area 1s more oil, a lot of natural gas,
the corresponding need to spend fewer U.S.
dollars buying foreign sources of energy, and,
arguably, a mild, temporary improvement in
our national defense posture. This latter case
has been stated so often and with such
apparent conviction by both the Interior
Department and the oifl industry that one
wonders how we would have survived had
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not the Prudhoe Bay field been discovered in
1968, Statistical projections provide a clue.

THE EARTHQUAKE PROELEM

By 1980, the United States is expected to
be using about 22 million barrels of oll daily
and producing some 10.4 million barrels, ex-
cluding what is to be drawn from the North
Slope. Part of our expected deficit can be
made up by importing an estimated 4 mil-
lion barrels a day from nations in the West-
ern Hemisphere. The rest will have to come
from Indonesia and the Middle East.

Alaska's 2 million barrels daily could re-
duce this dependency somewhat for about
five years. After that, our demand Is expected
to so outstrip domestic production that
North Slope oil will be of little strategic
value. In the case of a minor outbreak in
the Middle East, say between 1980 and 1985,
the benefit is obvious, But if the problem
were big and with Russia, an exposed pipe-
line can offer small comfort to our military
strategists, Prudhoe Bay is only 600 miles
from Stiberia.

While conservationists—at least those in-
volved in the pipeline battle—accept the
reality that 10 billion to 40 billlon barrels
of oll are going to find their way to market,
they believe that even if oil was the only re-
source involved and even if big tankers
weren't needed for the remalinder of the
Alaskan route, the Canadian route, while
longer, is preferable. For one thing, the
Alaskan area involved is renowed for its ex-
treme seismic activity. In the past 70 years,
some 23 major earthquakes have clobbered
the terrain over and under which the
Alaskan pipeline would go; any one of the
quakes could have caused a catastrophic
break in the pipe. Valdez itself, where a 900-
acre, 510,000-barrel-capacity “tank farm™ is
planned, is a “new" city, about four miles
northwest of 1ts predecessor. The “old” Valdez
was substantially washed into the sea as tidal
waves of up to 170 feet rolled ashore follow-
ing the great Alaska earthquake of 1964.

The route through Canada poses no com-
parable selsmic problems. It has fewer miles
of unstable soill and more existing roads,
even rallroads. From Edmonton, the proposed
Canadian terminus, existing pipelines now
extend both to the Midwest (Chicago) and
the West Coast (Seattle). Certainly less en-
vironmental damage is involved in expanding
existing facilities or building parallel facili-
ties than in constructing new ones.

THE GAS LINE

The relative merits of one land route versus
another, however, are matters about which
a court Is unlikely to substitute its judg-
ment for that of an administrative agency
with admitted expertise in the field. But
what about fwo land routes versus one land
route? Environmentalists claim that this is
the fatal legal weakness in Interior’s posi-
tion. Burled, almost lost in the department’s
six-volume statement, and totally lacking
from its consideration of alternatives to the
Alaska route, is the acknowledgment that
“at some time during the operation of the
proposed trans-Alaska pipeline, it would be-
come o to to market the
natural gas that would be produced with the
Prudhoe oil.”

Indeed it would. In fact, it is estimated
that 26 trillion cubic feet of gas are under
the Prudhoe Bay fields walting to be de-
veloped with the oil. Moreover, Interior says,
“route selection and construction procedures
would be similar to those for an oil pipeline
but with some simplifications resulting from
reduced plpe weight and lower operating tem-
peratures.”

Yet logistics militate against the likelihood
of a trans-Alaska gas pipeline, The gas would
have to be liquefied at Valdez prior to ship-
ment. Interior estimates that operational
costs of a liguefaction plant would run to
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half a billion dollars a year. Additionally,
there are only about a dozen liguefied natu-
ral gas tankers operating in the world, while
some 20 to 40 would have to be built to
handle the Valdez trafic alone, Thus, In-
terior concludes, “A gas pipeline across Alas-
ka appears to be a remote possibility because
of the problems involved in shipment from
the southern terminus; a gas pipeline
through Canada to the Midwest seems to be
much more feasible.”

Of the various Canadian possibilities, In-
terior leans toward the Mackenzie Valley,
noting, “The Mackenzie River is a valuable
artery for use in the construction of a trans-
Canada gas pipeline. Good all-weather roads
and some railway mileage also exist, and
existing winter trails would be valuable at
the right time of the year.” So much does In-
terior favor the Canadian route when it comes
to natural gas—where neither oil industry
prestige nor money is on the line—that in
March Secretary Morton set aside a 300-mile
corridor on federal lands in northern Alaska
along the route the natural gas would travel
from Prudhoe Bay to Fort McPherson atop
the Mackenzie Valley.

If Interior is & bit circumspect about con-
fessing that, in effect, it plans to grant two
rights-of-way instead of one, it is far less
bashful in assessing the environmental im-
pact of 41 oll-laden tankers as they steam be-
tween Valdez and West Coast ports. Here, in
fact, the report takes on a quality of terrify-
ing candor, much like Yukio Mishima stand-
ing on the balcony, coldly describing the act
of harikari he is about to perform.

The sea journey poses exceptional hazards,
particularly for the crews of oil tankers. Port
Valdez is a 3-mile-wide, steep-walled glaci-
ated fjord that extends east-west about 14
miles. It narrows to less than a mile before
dumping out into the Valdez Arm section
of the 2,600-square-mile Prince William
Sound. The coastline is rocky and treach-
erous, not entirely free of icebergs and blasted
by frequent gale-force winds. A special pilot
must guide each vessel through the narrow
neck of the port.

The area, moreover, is one of extreme
seismic activity. Prince William Sound was
the epicenter of the 1964 Alaskan earth-
guake during which, as Interior notes, “74
lives were lost mainly as a result of sub-
marine landslides, sudden large-scale tec-
tonic displacements, destructive waves, and,
to a lesser extent, vibration of structures.”

From Prince Willlam Sound the tankers
would run into the Gulf of Alaska and down
the foggy northern Pacific coast. “During
the cool months,” Interior says, “the Gulf
has the highest frequency of extratropical
cyclones in the Northern Hemisphere." From
October through February, it is rocked by
waves of 12 feet or better about 20 per cent
of the time. Moreover, “the 1964 Alaskan
earthquake was but one of a large number
of earthquakes of moderate and high in-
tensity that have occurred in or near the
Gulf of Alaska, and there Is no geologic
basis to assume that other equally devastat-
ing earthquakes will not occur in the near
future.”

“REHABILITATING" BIRDS

Plans call for about 10 per cent of the
tankers to pass through the narrow Strait
of Juan de Fuca—where again navigational
hazards will require the assistance of a
pilot—and into the 40 miles of beautiful
waterway known as Puget Sound, a recre-
ational haven for 2 million Americans and
Canadians. The remaining vessels would
head for San Francisco, Los Angeles and
points further south.

Again, selsmic dangers will be extreme.
Interior recalls that “on April 13, 1849, an
earthquake with an intensity of 7.1 on the
Richter scale and an epicenter between
Olympia and Tacoma resulted in approxi-
mately $25 milllon damage to the Puget
Sound area. More recently, on April 29, 1965,
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an earthquake of slightly less intensity (6.5)
with an epicenter between Seattle and Ta-
coma caused an estimated $12.5 million dam-
age to the Seattle area. These are the two
largest of the numerous earthquakes that
have occurred in this region during the last
hundred years; the level of seismic activity
has increased substantially during the last
few decades.”

Interior estimates that if the performance
of the oil tankers on the Valdez run was no
better than the world-wide average, we can
anticipate spills averaging 384 barrels a day,
or about 140,000 barrels a year. Better vessels
may reduce these numbers somewhat, but
the damage per spill would likely exceed the
world-wide average since “large spills in the
area would be more difficult to contain, clean
up and restore because of the distances from
sources of ships and cleanup gear and the
generally limited manpower in the region.”

Interior details the impact all this filth
would likely have on the huge salmon runs
of the Northern Pacific, and how it would
probably impede, and perhaps wipe out, fish~
ing in the Port Valdez-Prince Willlam Sound
area, where the coastal waters are today as
pristine as any on earth. On a cheerler note,
while chronicling the devastating effect an
oil spill might have on the many rare mi-
gratory bird species that inhabit Alaska-Ca-
nadian coastal areas during certain months,
Interior records for posterity Alyeska's pledge
to “rehabilitate” those birds belonging to en-
dangered species. The term seems peculiarly
appropriate. In this forgiving soclety we “re-
habilitate"” drunkards, junkies, whores and
others who have gone astray. Clearly the
murres, murrelets, loons, grebes, albatrosses,
gulls, terns, ducks, geese and shore birds who
fall victim to the oil industry's determina-
tion to bring its goods to market along the
route it deems best are out of step with the
natural order of things and gravely in need
of ‘“rehabilitation.” Unfortunately, only
about one in seven of the poor creatures
doused in the San Francisco Harbor spill a
year ago lived long enough to profit from the
experience.

SHOCKING OMISSIONS

If the six volumes of Interior’'s report deal-
ing with the environmental impact of the
combination overland-tanker route contain
some shocking revelations, the three-volume
economic analysis shocks by what it falls to
disclose. Simply stated, a careful reading of
Interior's economic analysis provides no clue
as to why Alaskan crude should go to the
West Coast in the first place, certainly none
justifying an iota of increased environmental
risk.

The West Coast is second only to the
Southwest in the production of petroleum.
It will not need any Alaskan crude for the
next few years, will not be able to absorb 2
million barrels a day from the North Slope
until well into the 1980s, and, if as expected,
Alaskan production increases to 5 million
barrels a day, the West Coast will not be able
to absorb the surplus during the life of the
pipeline.

Thus, even lgnoring the greater hazard
of the tanker route from Valdez, it is non-
sense to say, as Secretary Morton did on his
March 21 “Today"” show appearance, that
“if the pipeline went through Canada and
if it ended up in the middle of the country,
you would then have to bring oil into the
West Coast by tanker. So the same amount
of oll would be arriving by tanker.”

The West Coast simply does not need as
much oll as Alyeska wants to provide. And,
if it did, the obvious source would be the
Bouthwest or Canada, a fact Canadian min-
ister Macdonald has been pressing upon his
Washington counterparts without apparent
success. On April 19, for example, Macdon-
ald was gquestioned in the Ottawa House of
Commons by David Anderson, a Vancouver
MP actilve in the battle against Alaskan
tanker traffic, as to whether Canada wrs will-
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ing to supply the United States with enough
oil to compensate for the anticipated addi-
tional two years it would take to complete
the trans-Canada route. Macdonald's reply:

“Both in my discussions with Secretary
Morton and other officials of the United
States administration in Washington and
recently with Secretary Rogers last week, I
made it perfectly clear that Canada was pre-
pared to supply additional gquantities of oil
to the United States not only for a two-year
period, but a longer period, and that this
would be facilitated by their lifting their
quota system.”

Would Alyeska, assuming a right-of-way
is granted for the trans-Alaska pipeline, then
be stuck with a §2 blllion to $4 billion Edsel,
given the bearish West Coast market for
Alaskan crude? A few energy economists be-
lieve so and have privately expressed surprise
that the oil industry has been able to main-
taln so united a front on the issue while
both the East and Midwest hunger for addi-
tional crude oil. More probably, Arco and
British Petroleum, the two companies with
the biggest positions In the pipeline, would
be able to trade their excess crude to Japan
in exchange for Japanese rights to Middle
East oil, rights purchased long in advance.
The Middle East crude oil could then be
sold at a good profit on the East Coast, ball-
ing the two companies out of their predica-
ment but making an utter shambles of any
national defense arguments for trans-Alaska
route.

WINNING IN THE COURTS?

There is a reasonable chance that the en-
vironmentalists will utlimately prevail in
the courts. Perhaps they will persuade the
courts that Interior's fallure to consider
adjacent oll and gas pipelines rendered its
statement procedurally inadequate. Perhaps
they will win an even more significant point
by forcing Interior to abide by the results
of Its own research, thus introducing im-
portant substantive requirements, as well as
procedural ones, into the environmental law.

Interior, meanwhile, hopes that its “final™
impact statement on the trans-Alaska pipe-
line will at last get the environmental
monkey off its back. From the outset it
seems to have regarded the environment
statute as an unwelcome encumbrance to a
predetermined course.

Two years ago the department attempted
to grant the oil consortium a right-of-way
to bulld a service road adjacent to the pipe-
line, arguing, incredibly, that the road and
the pipeline were unrelated. Its impact state-
ment on 31 miles of gravel carved into the
middle of Alaska’s wilderness totaled four
pages, and became the subject of the court
injunction still in effect.

Interior's second attempt at compliance
with the environmental law was a bit more
sophisticated, but not much. Its multi-
volume “draft” impact statement, produced
in January, 1971, during the interregnum be-
tween the Hickel and Morton secretaryships,
was basically a collection of data and argu-
ments compiled by Alyeska itself. In that
report, the department found it unnecessary
elther to consider the iImpact of tanker traffic
from Port Valdez to the West Coast or to
assess the feasibility of a trans-Canada pipe-
line route. Even today, Secretary Morton
can be heard arguing from time to time
that consideration of the Canadian alterna-
tive is superfluous because “no application
for a Canadian route is pending.” Since the
1965 Scenic Hudson case, however, federal
courts have held that an administrative
agency charged with protecting the environ-
ment has a duty to consider alternatives not
placed before it by the parties. It cannot only
“sit as an umpire blandly calling balls and
strikes,” the court found. In any event, In-
terior's 1971 statement was sufficiently dere-
liet so that even the Corps of Engineers in its
formal comment warned that the depart-
ment had falled “fully to comply with the
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letter and spirit of the Environmental Policy
Act.”
SCARCE STATEMENT

The Justice Department, fighting the pipe-
line case for Interior in court, has also shown
a greater zest for adversaria than guardian-
ship of the public domain. Last summer, more
than a year after the flrst lawsult was filed,
Justice tried unsuccessfully to remove the
case from the District of Columbia to the
friendlier confines of the U.S. District Court
in Anchorage, Alaska. This past April, when
MP Anderson and several Canadian residents
of the Puget Sound area sought to intervene
in the case, Justice opposed the motion.

Now we have Interior's third attempt at
compliance with the environmental act.
Legally, the department hopes that by con-
fessing the devastating results of its proposed
action, it can achieve what it failed to get by
denying those results in its two earlier efforts.
Politically, it appears anxious to present the
public with a fait accompli. In the weeks
since March 20, only seven copies of the
impact statement have been made avallable
to the public without cost in six cities across
the entire “lower 48" states. For others, the
volumes cost $42.50 a set. Faced with a de-
mand for public hearings, Under Secretary
William Pecora claimed that “a public hear-
ing would be a circus” and would ‘“inter-
fere with a more thoughtful and rational
analysis of this complex document."”

“Clearly the department has not tried to
encourage hearings or informed debate,” com-
plained the Christian Science Monitor on
May 2, in what might pass as the editorial
understatement of the year. The Monitor
went on to wonder “how much ‘thoughtful
and rational analysis’ the Interior Depart-
ment has itself given to the study.” Before
too long the federal courts may themselves
be wondering the same thing.

- . * . .

The salmon resource south of Prince Wil-
liam Sound to California, which yields an
annual harvest of #58 million, would be
exposed to the threat of spills offshore or
in the approaches to Prince Willlam Sound,
Puget Sound and San Francisco Bay. Her-
ring eggs and larvae appear particularly
vulnerable to the effects of oil pollution
and the Prince Willlam Sound herring fish-
ery would be adversely affected by ofil pol-
lution associated with the terminal opera-
tion as well as by accidental spills. The vul-
nerability of claims, oysters, and other shell-
fish to oil pollution has been demonstrated
and the evidence indicates that a large part
of the shellfish resource in Port Valdez could
suffer adverse effects. Commercial and rec-
reational harvest of shellfish in Port Valdez
could be restricted and perhaps lost en-
tirely for unknown lengths of time due to
a combination of lower quantity and gqual-
ity, the confiict between fishing operations
and vessel traffic, and possible closure to
fishing due to the health hazard of tainted
products. Also it is likely that the commer-
cial and recreational harvest of Dungeness
crabs in Port Valdez would be lost as a re-
sult of normal terminal operations.—Final
Environmental Impact Statement Proposed
Trans-Alaska Pipeline.

Crude oil in concentrations as low as 0.3
mg/1 is extremely toxic to fresh water fish.

Numerous studies of accldental oil spills
have shown that crude oil and distilled petro-
leum products are toxic to plants. Data from
Alyeska studies show that tundra specles are
killed where parts of the tundra plants are
coated with Prudhoe Bay crude ofl. Ofl-
caused loss of vegetation in areas underlain
by ice-rich permafrost would result in its
degradation and erosion of the soil.

O1l spilled in tanker casualties or transfer
operations would affect the marine ecosystem
to an extent that would be determined by
many variable factors. The salmon and oth-
er fishery resources of Prince William
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Sound would be especially vulnerable to
such spills. Over the long term, however, per-
sistent low-level discharge from the ballast
treatment facllity and tank cleaning opera-
tions at sea could have a greater adverse ef-
fect than could short-lived larger spills.—
Final Environmental Impact Statement Pro-
posed Trans-Alaska Pipeline,
- ® * * -

Because of the scale and nature of the
project, the impact would occur on abiotic,
biotic, and socioeconomlic components of the
human environment far beyond the relatively
small part (940 square miles out of 572,000
square miles of land area) of Alaska that
would be occupled by the pipeline and oil-
field.

Virtually all activities related to pipeline
and road construction have a potential to
cause erosion through watershed disturbance.

The frequency, volume, and location of po-
tential spills from the proposed system can-
not be modeled or predicted with the avail-
able information.—Final Environmental Im-
pact Statement Proposed Trans-Alaska Plipe-
line.

ADDRESS BY U.S. PATENT COMMIS-
SIONER ROBERT GOTTSCHALK

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, several
weeks ago, U.S. Patent Commissioner
Robert Gottschalk spoke to the Pitts-
burgh Patent Law Association. I ask
unanimous consent that his remarks be
printed in the RECORD.

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

THE NaTioN's NEEDS AND THE SCOTT AMEND-
MENTS

(Address by the Honorable Robert Gotts-
chalk, Commissioner of Patents)

The Constitution, you will recall, contem-
plated that Congress would establish a pa-
tent system to promote the progress of the
useful arts.

I have long held a deep conviction that
our patent system, so established, is sound
in prineciple, morally right, and desperately
important—and that we are all under a
heavy obligation to make as sure as we can
that the system functions eflectively, as
the founding fathers intended.

We had an open house at the Patent Office
two weeks ago, on a Sunday afternoon. It
was an all-time first, It was a great thing
to see our Patent Office people—of all grade
levels, and all ages, professionals and non-
professionals alilke—come and bring their
families. One of our objectives, of course, was
to help bring home to all of them the nature
of our work and a sense of our mission—and
some appreciation of the many contributions
we have made over the long course of our
history.

The thought struck me rather forcefully
that afternoon that while there are today
a great many Government agencies—and
while we're not the biggest by a long shot—
none are older than we are, and very few, in
the long view, have been more important
than we have.

There Is no question that, from the very
beginning, our patent system has been a
vital factor in the growth and the progress
of this country. To me it's particularly im-
portant to realize this at this time—because,
as I see it, our country is facing today a
challenge greater than any that has con-
fronted it in perhaps more than a century—
a challenge to our national stature, our in-
dustrial and commercial leadership, our
quality of life and our social progress.

You'll recall that some years ago the
launching by the USSR of “Sputnik” had a
tremendous impact on this country. It gave
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us a jolt. It did a lot to stimulate and re-
shape the thinking here about education,
technology, and many aspects of our na-
tional life.

Our response was dramatic. There was a
great upsurge in technological activity, and,
literally, we shot for new highs. We put men
on the moon. We really made history at a
terrific clip.

Well, it seems to me that we are facing
today something that I think of personally
as Sputnik II. We've had another shock, an-
other rude awakening. We have another chal-
lenge.

We've come to realize, as the President put
it, that we're no longer “running against
the clock”—today we're running against very
real competition. And unless we're success-
ful in this new contest, the very things that
we have taken so often for granted, as basic
and inherent in what we think of as the
American way of life, will be lost to us.

We’ve taken for granted our progress, con-
venience, high standards of living, and su-
periority across the board.

We're no longer justified in making those
assumptions. We're no longer wise, if we pur-
sue our activities on the basis that we're
way out front—when the facts indicate that
we are not. We've got to recognize the real-
ity of the challenge and its serlousness—and
react properly to it.

I think this is of great interest to all of
us here tonight—and this certainly includes
my colleagues from the Department of Com-
merce, who are concerned not just with the
patent area, but the broader aspects of trade
generally.

What we've got to realize is that it's only as
we compete effectively internationally, that
we can regain the kind of economic advan-
tages that we have enjoyed i the past. It's
from those economic advantages that we
have been able to derive the pleasures and
the comforts, and the social progress, which
have come to be so important in our way of
thinking about life in this country.

ln all of this, the patent system must
play a vital role. The patent system must be
effective in helping to meet that challenge.

It was very heartening to me to find in
the President’s Message to the Congress of
March 16th on Science and Technology, that
he had this to say, in the context of im-
proving the climate for innovation:

“There are many ways in which the Fed-
eral Government influences the level and
quality of private research and development.
Its direct supportive efforts are important,
but other policies—such as tax, patent, pro-
curement, regulation, and antitrust poli-
cles—also can have a significant effect on the
climate for innovation,

“We know, for instance, that a strong and
reliable patent system is important to tech-
nological progress and industrial strength.
The process of applying technology to achieve
our national goals calls for a tremendous in-
vestment of money, energy, and talent by
our private enterprise system. If we expect
industry to support this investment, we must
make the most effective possible use of the
incentives which are provided by our patent
system.”

Now as I'm sure you are all aware, the
Administration is determined to do every-
thing possible to support the role of tech-
nology and the patent system in meeting
this challenge. Secretary of Commerce Peter-
son has so committed himself on, to the best
of my knowledge, every occasion when he has
spoken publicly, since he became Secretary,
and also on several occasions before he did.

He has stressed the importance of tech-
nology. He has stressed the importance of
patents and patent policy.

It's in that environment that we are doing
our job in the Patent Office today. It's with
a sense of purpose and mission which has
always been present, but which has never
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been more important, more keenly felt, than
it is at this time.

I've had a long time interest in what
might be called the commercial aspects of
patent activity—licensing, for example. To
me one of the great things about the patent
system is that it draws on every talent that
each of us has., It affords each of us an
opportunity to be effective—doing what we
like best, and what we can do best.

The dissemination of technical informa-
tion by means of patents Is a basic necessity,
if progress is to continue. But the actual
application, on a commercial scale, of what
does result from the innovative act—from
the process of invention—depends upon far
more than technology alone. The skills of
business and management are called into
play.

Even so, none of this, in the majority of
situations, would mean a thing if it were not
for the fact that our patent system, as we
have known it, provides the incentive—to
which the President referred—to invest in
the very risky, and very costly, development
work that is necessary to translate the crude
form of a new invention Into something
which is commercially salable, commercially
usable.

It's only as that process occurs success-
fully—it's only as new processes are adopted,
and new products enter the market place—
that the progress of the useful arts really
materializes.

This is why we have chosen the type of
patent system we have. The inventor would
be rewarded by a bonus or a prize—but these
alone would provide no such incentive for
the commercialization of new ideas. They
would not provide the kinds of incentive and
support that our patent system provides.

So it seems to me that it's very important
to have the engineer and the scientist at one
end of the spectrum, the businessman at the
other end of it, and the patent system avalil-
able and functioning effectively to bridge the
gap between them.

The new term, of course, Is “technology
transfer”—and this is what it's all about.
What that really means to me, and I think
to most people nowadays, is that what exists
in the pure technological state is translated
into terms of practical commercial reality.

It’s only as the entire process is complete
and effective in all its phases—innovation,
transfer and application—that we can achieve
the national goals to which the President is
referring.

Now against that background, let me
suggest this. As I've often sald—and as you
would, I am sure, agree—I regard a sound
patent system as dependent upon a sound
Patent Office. But a sound Patent Office alone
is not enough. Other elements are involved.
The courts are involved, the bar is involved,
the public is involved, other government
agencies are involved, and the Congress is
involved.

Unless each of the actors in this total drama
understands what the play is about—uniless
we're guided by the same script, toward the
same objectives—we may not achieve the
results toward which the founding fathers
pointed with that Constitutional provision.
We've got to be sure that we don’t work at
cross purposes, and cancel out each other's
efforts.

We've got to stop, I think, some of the
circular conversation which has been so
costly in terms of diverting our attention
from the real objectives and needs of the
system.

There's a great deal that can be sald about
what ought to be done, I think, in each of
these areas.

I'd like, however, to direct my remarks
this evening to the area of patent licensing.

The success of the entire patent system,
of course, is predicated on the assumption
that patents are worth having. Often, pat-
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ents are worth having only if they may be
licensed or assigned.

Freedom and certainty for a patent owner
in licensing, or otherwise transferring, his
patent rights are vitally important to the
functioning of the patent system. The great-
er this freedom and certainty, the greater
the incentives to invent and invest in the
commercialization of new inventions, and to
license others to use the new technology.

The converse, however, is equally true:
the impairment or loss of effective licensing
substantially negates the incentives, and the
effectiveness, of the patent system. And in
view of the challenges we are facing today
with respect to our technological leadership,
I feel this is a matter of grave national con-
cern, which commands our urgent attention.

A week ago yesterday, for example, the
Secretary of Commerce discussed the con-
tinued deterioration in our trade position, in
testimony before the House Subcommittee
on Science, Research and Development. Our
overall balance of trade showed a deficit in
1971 for the first time since 1893. Among the
factors contributing to this deficit, Secretary
Peterson pointed out that our performance
in the generation of new technology has been
lagging relative to other countries.

We need to use, with maximum efficlency,
every means at our disposal for stimulating
development and commercialization of new
technology.

Unfortunately, for some time now the right
of patent owners to utilize their patent rights
and inventions has been under attack. In
recent years, there have been many questions
raised as to the freedom of patentees to
license or otherwise transfer their patent
rights.

This has come about through so called
case-by-case development of the law; and
has been intensified by many speeches and
writings highly critical of existing practices.
The result has been that great uncertainty
now exists concerning patent licensing.

The hearings before the Senate Subcom-
mittee on Patents, Trademarks, and Copy-
rights in May of last year brought this out
most clearly.

One witness said:

At present, there is great confusion and
uncertainty as to the legality of certain pat-
ent licensing practices under the Anti-trust
laws as present construed.”

Another stated:

“The resultant problem is that there is a
tremendous turmoll and uncertainty in this
country as to what are the values of patent
rights and what you can do with regard to
licensing your patent on a reasonable basis.”

Many others testified to the same effect.
Several gave striking examples from their
own experiences as to how this uncertainty
has discouraged development and commer-
clalization of patented inventions.

It was to arrest the further development of
the trend in judicial decisions toward re-
striction of the patentee's rights—and to re-
store a sense of stability and confidence with
respect to the licensable nature of patent
rights—that the Scott Amendments were in-
troduced.

You will, of course, recall that when these
Amendments were introduced by the senior
Senator from Pennsylvania, he noted that
your Association approved them in principle.

The Department of Commerce also believed,
and continues to believe, that there is an ur-
gent need for statufory clarification and
stabilization of national law and policy with
respect to the licensing of patents. We recom-
mended to the Senate Subcommittee, in May
1971, statutory provisions along the same
lines as the Scott Amendments.

What happened, of course, is well known
to most of you. The Amendments were vig-
orously opposed by the Department of Justice
and others.

Last October, the Senate Subcommittee re-
ported out the McClellan bill, 5. 643, without
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any patent-antitrust amendments. Since that
time, there has been continuing discussion of
the Amendments, and the possibility that
they might receive further consideration in
the Co o

I certainy hope they will—for the Scott
Amendments would provide the greater cer-
talnty and stability with respect to patent
licensing which are so sorely needed today.

They would provide these by clarifying the
legitimacy of a number of commonly-used
license provisions, and codify the “rule of
reason” of the 1926 General Electric case,
which is already the prevailing test for judg-
ing the legality of licensing arrangements.

The Amendments would make no signifi-
cant changes in prevalling patent laws.

The opponents of the Amendments have
insisted that they would effect major changes
in existing laws. In my opinion, these charges
are entirely unfounded.

I believe the fundamental reason for op-
position to the Beott Amendments is that
the critics want the law to be developed by
the courts on a case-by-case basis; and many
times, in repetitive rhetoric, they have
strongly urged that point of view.

I submit that this is wrong. The public
interest would be far better served by—and
it urgently requires—clarification of the
patent-antitrust relationship through legis-
lation.

Let’s consider a few examples of what’s
been happening under the case-by-case ap-
proach.

Defendants in patent litigation continue to
raise the “exorbitant royalty” defense that
was recognized in the American Photocopy
case* in 1966—although it certainly is not
prevailing law, and has been expressly re-
Jected in subsequent cases, Even the Govern-
ment raised the exorbitant royalty defense in
the recent Carter Wallace litigation In the
Court of Claims,

Nevertheless, in opposing the Scott Amend-
ments, the Department of Justice sub-
sequently testified, at the Senate hearings,
that legislation on this subject was unneces-
sary, because the defense has been adopted
by the Courts In only a single case.

In the absence of legislation, this issue may
continue to be litigated, and some other court
may well decide to condemn “exorbitant
royalties." That such developments are not
unlikely, and by no means Impossible, is
abundantly clear from what happened in the
wake of Lear.

Following the unfortunate dicta in the
Lear case, the business community was
shaken by the district court declislon In
Painton. That decislon would have abolished
protection for trade secrets, and threatened
to wipe out a large part of the favorable bal-
ance of payments—of over a billion dollars
annually—that the United States enjoys from
licensing technology abroad.

Even the Justice Department agreed that
this decision had gone too far.

But when Painton was reversed by the
court of appeals, Justice took the position
that this reversal itself served to demon-
strate that no legislation was necessary; and
that the ltigating process in the courts
could be relied upon to properly control and
regulate the development of such legal doc-
trines. Fortunately, however, the Senate Sub-
committee did approve a modified version of
section 301 of the MecClellan bill, which
should spare future litigants the burden of
having to reexamine the Painton case in
other district courts.

The recent declslon in Trozel v. Schwinn,
in the Western District of Tennessee, in-
volved a specifically different legal doctrine,

*American Photocopy v. Rovico, Inc., 359
F 2d 745 (Tth Cir. 1966). In overturning a
preliminary injunction, the Court of Appeals
held that excessive royaltles was a triable

issue.
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but it pointed up the same general problem
with the dramatic impact and destructive
potential of an atomic bomb. In ruling that
the licensor of a patent later found to be
invalid must refund all royalties he had ever
recelved, this decislon blasts away ‘basic con-
cepts of contract law and equity, and threat-
ens to vitiate the entire concept of licens-
ing as a means of promoting the commercial-
ization of inventions.

It appears to me that such erratic decisions
are occurring with increasing frequency,
making the need for clarifying and stabiliz-
ing legislation ever more urgent. Particularly
in this time of national trial and challenge—
as the President has pointed out—we need
the incentives of a “sound and reliable” pat-
ent system. We can therefore hardly afford
the dangerous luxury of further delay.

There are obvious dangers and defects in
the case-by-case approach, which ignores the
cumulative effects of the uncertainty, ex-
pense and delays involved—Iin leaving it up
to the courts to set policles and directions
of the law, in areas which the legislature is
far better qualified to handle.

The greatest danger, of course, is the
debilitation and destruction of confidence
in the patent system to perform its Con-
stitutional mission of promoting the pro-
gress of the useful arts. The erosion of that
confidence has been under way for some
time. It continues and gains new impetus
with each new decision such as those I have
mentioned.

The baslc question, it seems to me, is
whether—as a matter of national policy—
we are willing to stand by and permit that
process to continue, or whether it is to be
arrested, and our patent system permitted
to function effectively—in accordance with
present law, but freed of the spectre of con-
tinued harassment and confusion which has
been draining its vitality and force.

This case-by-case approach would permit
that process of erosion to continue, The
enormous litigation expenses that are so im-
posed on patent owners are not only destruc-
tive, but discriminatory as well—for the in-
dividual inventor and the small company are
in no position to engage In such litigation
over protracted perlods.

Resolution of patent-antitrust issues on a
case-by-case basis could take years. More-
over, without some statutory guidance—
such as the Scott Amendments could pro-
vide—there might never be any real sta-
bility in the law relating to patent licensing.

Some have argued that the proposed legls-
lation would result in even more litigation
than the case-by-case approach. Naturally,
any legislation in such a complex area will
cause some problems in interpretation with
respect to particular fact situations. I think
it Is unreasonable to say, however, that trail
markers in the forest will not aid the
traveller.

One of the most insidious but important
consequences of case-by-case development is
this: that it leads many patent owners—
fearful of ex post facto rulings of the
courts—to sacrifice the full potential of
their patents, as happens when they follow
very conservative legal advice.

Proponents of case-by-case development—
and conservative counsel, as well—are fond
of quoting the famous statement by Justice
Louls Brandeis, about walking near the edge
of a precipice:

“[You] may stumble on a loose stone, you
may slip and go over; but anyone can tell
you where you can walk perfectly safely
within convenient distance of that precipice.
The difficulty which men have felt generally
in regard to the Sherman law has been
rather that they have wanted to go the limit
than that they have wanted to go safely.”

But it seems to me that in the patent-
antitrust area, no one can, any longer, be
sure where the precipice is. Furthermore,
it keeps shifting.
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In this situation, a patent owner is con-
strained to stay very far back from the
precipice, in order to have at least some
feeling of safety. If he stays back too far, he
will not obtain as much benefit from his pa-
tent as he otherwise would. And if he then
finds patents less valuable—which would
hardly be surprising—he will have less in-
centive to invent or to invest in the develop-
ment and commercialization of new in-
ventions.

This is certainly contrary to national
interest.

Both the patent laws and the antitrust
laws represent expressions by the Congress of
public policy adopted in the national inter-
est. Neither such basic national policies, nor
the striking of a balance to reconcile differ-
ences or apparent conflicts between them,
should be left for determination by lawyers
and the courts in adversary proceedings.

The Congress is the only proper body for
dealing with such basic and complex socio-
economic issues.

I believe that our national interests and
needs now urgently require an expression of
national policy with respect to the patent-
antitrust relationship—and that such policy
should be determined and enunciated by the
Congress.

JUSTICE FOR COAL MINERS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
recent approval by the Senate of the
conference report on the Black Lung
Benefits Act of 1972 was an action of
vital importance to a major sector of
American labor that for too long has
known only misery and poverty as the
reward for hazardous work that has
left them disabled. I jointly sponsored
and strongly supported this bill in the
strong belief that several hundred thou-
sand coal miners and their dependents
have a right to the extended and guaran-
teed benefits it provides, in the name of
basic human justice. I now urge Presi-
dent Nixon to reverse his past opposi-
tion to this vital legislation and to sign
it into law without delay.

In this legislation Congress has com-
pleted the essential work to establish
basic rights for mineworkers that was be-
gun 3 years ago in the Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act.

The passage of the Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act of 1969 was an historic
event in its rejection of the economic
theory that a coal worker’s worth lie only
in his hard labor, but that upon being
disabled by the harsh conditions of that
labor he is to be discarded on the slag
heap. In that legislation, Congress de-
manded that effective measures be taken
to end critical health and safety hazards
in coal mine working conditions. Con-
gress addressed not only the destruction
of life in mine explosion disasters, but
also the disabling of life and slow death
affiicting thousands upon thousands of
miners with the chronic chest disease,
pneumoconiosis, or black lung, caused by
the accumulation of fine coal dust par-
ticles in the human lung. And Congress
established a system of benefit payments
and minimum compensation standards
for miners and the widows of miners who
had been totally disabled by that disease.

But it has become clear that more
extensive measures are required toward
balancing the justice of compensation
against the profound injustice of sacri-
ficed lives and health in the production
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of the critical energy source of coal. The
filing of 356,857 benefit claims has
sharply underscored the fact that the
problem is much more serious and wide-
spread than originally expected. But a
claim denial rate of more than 50 per-
cent across the Nation indicates that
countless miners and their survivors re-
main the victims of policies wrongly
limiting eligibility for these benefits.
And totally excluded from any benefits
are the children orphaned by the death
of a miner and his wife. Moreover, if
a miner had pneumoconiosis, but was
not currently receiving benefits and had
not filed an application under present
law, his widow and children are denied
any compensation if he died from a
rock fall or a heart attack or any other
cause not immediatley related to the dis-
ease itself. Finally, we now know that
there is a far broader range of respira-
tory and pulmonary impairments disa-
bling thousands of miners; yet, because
they have no X-ray evidence of black
lung—an admittedly imperfect means of
diagnosing the disease itself—they are
denied benefits.

These denials are morally wrong. It
is time to demand that the law provide
the greater measure of justice that was
intended. It is time to lift from miners
and their families the burden of proof of
eligibility under present sharply limited
tests and policies, by broadening the
definition of total disability and by estab-
lishing a presumption that miners with
15 years experience who are disabled by
a respiratory or pulmonary impairment
are disabled by pneumoconiosis.

It is time to extend the periods of re-
sponsibility for acceptance of claims and
payments of black lung benefits, instead
of telling thousands upon thousands of
disabled miners or their survivors facing
the despair of a poverty level existence.
that simply because no claim was filed by
the end of 1971, they can only expect
benefit payments through 1976, if their
State fails to enact a satisfactory, per-
manent program of workmen’s compen-
sation.

It is time to assure that Social Security
disability benefit payments, rather than
being “offset” or cut back by black lung
benefits, are combined with those bene-
fits in their full amount to provide a dis-
abled miner and his family with a decent
level of income.

And it is time to send the added in-
justice of discrimination by mine opera-
tors against miners who are developing
black lung.

All these critically important actions
have now been taken with the passage of
the Black Lung Benefits Act of 1972.

I also strongly support the establish-
ment, under this Act, of a $30 million
program of medical research and the
operation of fixed-site and mobile clinical
facilities for the analysis, examination,
and treatment of respiratory and pul-
monary impairments in active and inac-
tive coal miners. Miners critically need
this help, and need to have it immediate-
ly at hand. Therefore, I urge that this
program be made fully operational as
soon as possible.

The Nation owes a long overdue debt to
its mineworkers. Let us begin now to
make the payments required by justice.
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IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES
FOR ALASEKA NATIVE CLAIMS
ACT

Mr. STEVENS, Mr. President, on
Wednesday, April 12, 1972, in 37 Federal
Register No. 71 at page 7204, a short
notice appeared, amending the new reg-
ulations under part 43h to subchapter F,
chapter I, of title 25 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations. This new part 43h was
originally published in the Federal Reg-
ister on March 17, 1972, at 37 F.R. 5615.

I have made it a practice to place in
the ConGRrESSIONAL Recorp each of the
several announcements the Department
of the Interior has published concerning
implementation procedures for the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act. I
therefore, ask unanimous consent that
changes be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, as well.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed in
the REcORD, as follows:

TiTLE 26—INDIANS
CHAPTER I—BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Subchapter f—enrollment

Part 43h—Preparation of a Holl of Alaska
Natives

Applications, appeals, preparation, and ap-
proval of roll; correction

The document adding a new Part 43h to
Subchapter F, Chapter I, of Title 25 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, published in
the Peperar REGISTER on March 17, 1972, at
37 F.R. 5615, is corrected by changing *‘ap-
peals from adverse decision” to “appeals
from adverse decisions” in item number 9
of the preamble, “5 U.8.C. 533" to “5 U.s.C.

section 553" in the last paragraph of the
preamble, and “as Native as any village or
group” to “as Native by any village or group”
in § 48h.1(g).

HarrisoN LoescH,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.
APRIL 6, 1972,
[FR Doc. 72-5556 Filed 4-11-72;8:47 am)]

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION: SUP-
PORTED BY MAJORITY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Genocide Convention should have been
ratified by the U.S. Government over a
quarter of a century ago. Our neglect has
been shameful.

However, now all obstacles standing in
the path of ratification have been re-
moved. The distinguished Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. Scorr) has intro-
duced implementing legislation, and, at
long last a majority of Senators have
signed an appeal to bring the Treaty for
the Prevention and Punishment of Geno-
cide to the floor for consideration.

Mr. President, a recent editorial in the
New York Times, one of the most respect-
ed newspapers in this country, endorsed
the treaty and concluded by saying:

It is Inconceivable that the Senate once
more will pass up this opportunity to re-
affirm principles so rooted in American law
and the American conscience,

All of us in the Senate must work to
make our commitment to peace stronger
than words. We must move immediately
to ratify the Genocide Treaty.

I ask unanimous consent that the New
York Times editorial be printed in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE CRIME OF GENOCIDE

Determined that such horrors as Hitler's
deliberate and systematic attempt to destroy
an entire people will never be repeated with
impunity, the United Natlons General As-
sembly on Dec. 11, 1946, unanimously af-
firmed that “genocide is a crime under inter-
national law.” Two years later the Assembly
unanimously approved the text of a Conven-
tion on the Prevention and Punishment of
the Crime of Genocide.

The Genocide Convention has been in
force now for more than two decades. It has
been ratified by 756 nations—but not by the
United States Government, which was the
prime mover of the original resolutions.

This American delinquency is a national
disgrace. It impedes the development of in-
ternational law, to which the United States
has long been committed, and ralses dis-
turbing guestions at home and abroad about
American devotion to human justice. The
opposition, which so far has blocked Senate
ratification of the Convention, is based, as
the Senate Forelgn Relations Committee has
noted on irrational, self-deprecating fears

. . as if genocide were rampant in the
United States and this nation could not af-
ford to have Its actions examined by inter-
national organs . .. as if we as a people don’t
trust ourselves and our soclety.”

Prodded by a bipartisan coalition led by
Senators Javits, Scott, Church and Proxmire,
51 Senators have signed an appeal to bring
the Convention to the floor for a vote. It is
inconceivable that the Senate once more
will pass up this opportunity to reaffirm prin-
ciples so rooted In American law and the
American conscience.

BYELORUSSIA AND LITHUANIA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
people of Byelorussia and Lithuania have
achieved their sense of independence and
an organized form of government in the
latter part of the ninth century, AD.
Even in their infant stages of national
conscience and sovereignty, they ex-
hibited the same pride, the same sense
of identity, the same sense of independ-
ence and the same love of freedom they
have now lost but aspire to reconquer
again.

The history of these two nations is a
parallel and rich one. To be sure, it is a
saga of men, women, and children seek-
ing self-determination, seeking their own
national culture, their own sense of iden-
tity and above all, their rightful and
equal place in the community of nations.

In that best spirit whereby nations
live side by side and peacefully, the peo-
ple of Lithuania and Byelorussia in the
14th century created a new state com-
posed of their respective territories
known as the Grand Duchy of Litva.

Such cities as Minsk, Vilnius, and
Smolensk became the centers of culture
and commerce. In 1517, Dr. Fraciasak
Skaryna translated and published the
Bible into the Byelorussian language,
making the Byelorussian nation the
third—after the German and Czech—
to have a printed Bible in their native
tongue. The Grand Duchy adopted the
Byelorussian language as the official lan-
guage of the state and passed laws ma-
ture in equity and justice.

With the weakening of Poland—a tra-
ditionally friendly nation—the nations
of Lithuania and Byelorussia in the 17th
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and the 18th centuries became increas-
ingly subject to the influence of the czar-
ist Russia and gradually disappeared as
sovereign nations.

But their great spirit for national iden-
tity and freedom could not be broken
even in subjugation or even worse in the
remote and bitter cold lands of Siberia.
Continual movements of political liber-
ation and a sense of national identity
could not be destroyed—they continued
through religion, language, and close and
traditional family life

Although subject to many years of in-
fluence from Russia, the national sense of
identity became a reality when the all-
Byelorussian Congress met in December
1917, in the city of Minsk, and on that
historical—and for all Byelorussians, un-
forgettable date—the 25th of March 1918,
proclaimed the Byelorussian Democratic
Republic with a constitution guarantee-
ing all human rights.

Indeed, at least, they were free. This
optimism was short lived. Although rec-
ognized by several foreign nations as a
sovereign state, that freedom proved to be
momentary, for, only a short time after
this victory of nationalist feeling, inde-
pendent Byelorussia was militarily sup-
pressed by the Red army.

The fate of their brothers in Lithuania
is similar. After the end of the First
World War, the nation of Lithuania be-
came a sovereign state, recognized by the
entire community of nations and partic-
ipating in all international organizations.
In 1940, the invading Red army made
ashes of the Lithuanian national strug-
gle.

Despite their tragic fate, if we take into
account the history of these two proud
and generous nations, the final chapter
in their struggle for freedom is yet to be
written.

I join all mankind in sympathy—but
more—in tribute to their great and just
struggle for freedom.

FOREIGN FISHING OFF U.S. COASTS

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, accord-
ing to the National Marine Fisheries
Service report on foreign fishing off
U.S. coasts, the number of vessels
sighted off the U.S. coasts increased for
the fifth consecutive month to over
650, or 100 vessels more than in Febru-
ary 1972. Most of the increase was due
to increased Japanese fishing effort off
Alaska where a total of 330 Soviet and
Japanese vessels now fish. I have been
informed by the National Marine Fish-
eries Service that two Korean vessels are
fishing for groundfish today.

An editorial entitled “U.S. Fisheries
Threatened,” published in the Washing-
ton News, states:

Meanwhile, as Washington dawdles, fleets
of modern fishing vessels from the Soviet
Union, Poland, East Germany, Bulgaria,
Spain, Japan, Italy, Norway, Canada, Ro-
mania, and Cuba are working off the U.S.

The editorial suggests that we should
move promptly to control fishing in a
200-mile-wide zone off our coasts.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:
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[From the Washington News, Apr. 25, 1972]
U.S. PIsHERIES THREATENED

The United States should move promptly
to control fishing in a 200-mile-wide zone
off its coasts.

If it does not, the country’s nearby sport
and commercial fishing grounds will be dev-
astated by fleets of foreign ships with no
interest in conservation.

In this hemisphere, the United States is
one of the few coastal nations that has not
claimed a 200-mile territorial limit or the
right to regulate fishing within that distance.

Ecuador, Peru and Chile did so as far back
as 1952. Ten Latin American countries now
assert 200-mile limits. The latest is Brazil,
South America’'s largest state, which has
extended its control out from 4,500 miles of
coastline. Mexico is about to do the same off
its 6,250 miles of coasts.

Washington's refusal to accept the limits
has caused trouble with hemispherical neigh-
bors and Inflamed their nationalism. Last
year, for example, little Ecuador alone seized
51 American tuna boats and fined them a
total of $2.5 million for fishing without 1i-
censes in its 200-mile zone. (Incidentally,
that’s not bad for a declare-your-own foreign
aid program.)

The administration is putting its hopes in
an International Law of the Sea Conference
to be held next year. Preliminary meetings
for the conference have gone badly. Latin
America is not apt to accept less than a 200-
mile limit, no matter what the conference
recommends.

It's often argued that the United States
must shun such a limit out of fear that other
countries would close vast stretches of ocean
and international straits to American naval
vessels, We don't buy that argument.

In wartime, an enemy will try to close
straits and disrupt shipping regardless of any
law of the sea. In peacetime, it certainly is
possible to separate the issues of fishing zones
and freedom of navigation.

Meanwhile, as Washington dawdles, fleets
of modern fishing vessels from the Sovlet
Union, Poland, East Germany, West Ger-
many, Bulgaria, Spain, Japan, Italy, Norway,
Canada, Romania and Cuba are working off
the U.8.

THE ECONOMIC EXPANSION OR-
GANIZATION ACT OF 1972

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, eco-
nomic issues—the loss of jobs, continu-
ing inflation, and our mounting trade
deficit—have all become increasingly
worrisome problems for Americans. And
for good reasons. We are in an economic
mess that does not show much promise
of getting any better.

Changes in the American economy re-
sulting from Government decisions come
faster and harder in the 1970’s than ever
before. We can no longer take it for
granted that the market economy will
automatically take care of them.

Our mounting trade and balance-of-
payments deficits combined with a per-
sistent 6-percent unemployment rate at
home have caused many Americans to
doubt our future in the world economy.
More and more of our Nation’s business,
labor, and political leaders are recog-
nizing that the same old economic pol-
icies and remedies will not work. The
shift in recent years by organized labor
from its traditional free trade stance to
a more protectionist one, and the intro-
duction of legislation which would se-
verely restrict imports and the activities
of American companies abroad, are im-
portant warning signals that the United
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States can no longer afford to pursue its
traditional policies without coming to
grips with the painful reality of its 6
million unemployed workers.

The pressures generated by our seri-
ous unemployment problems are affect-
ing decisionmaking in other areas of
concern. Political and economic effects
of job losses in a particular region have
been reflected in the allocation of de-
fense contracts and other Government
business on an ad hoc basis. Too often,
Defense Department procurement pol-
icies are a matter of assigning contracts
on a basis of “Whom do we have to take
care of now?"” instead of “Who can give
us the best product at the lowest cost?”
Similarly, opposition to antipollution
programs in certain industrial areas has
been based on the expected unemploy-
ment that would result. Strong pressures
for imposing severe trade restriction have
been created due to losses of jobs in cer-
tain hard hit industries.

These influences on defense and for-
eign policy decisions are not in the in-
terests of this Nation. But high unem-
ployment is not good for Americans
either. What is needed are fair, practical,
timely adjustment mechanisms to re-
spond to unemployment and noncompeti-
tive industries on a national basis.

I believe that the Economic Expansion
Organization Act of 1972 offers such
mechanisms. The act has been drafted
and I will introduce it as soon as techni-
cal points are resolved. By providing
timely assistance to workers, and firms,
the programs I propose will strengthen
communities and contribute to the vi-
tality of the American economy. At the
same time, we must develop safeguards
to insure that this assistance will not
perpetuate mismanagement and subsidize
noncompetitive, outmoded areas of eco-
nomic aetivity nor create worthless
worker retraining programs. Certainly
the Government's loans to Lockheed and
Penn Central contained no guarantee
that these floundering corporations
would again become competitive.

The serious doubts that now surround
the American economy are relatively
new. As we embarked upon the 1960's,
many worried about finding meaning-
ful jobs. Now, as we embark upon the
seventies, most people are content to find
jobs, period. Americans used to be able
to afford the luxury of worrying about
the quality of work, for it was assumed
that the opportunity for work would al-
ways be there. Now that assumption no
longer holds—not for factory workers,
not for skilled technicians—not even for
Ph. D.’s.

Too much of the industrial and tech-
nological capacity of the United States
is standing idle while the Nation is in
desperate need of refurbishing and re-
building. America’'s lakes, rivers and
streams become more and more polluted
every year. Our air grows more foul.
Cities are decayving. Physically, the coun-
try seems to be running down while mil-
lions of hands remain idle.

We have men and women so knowl-
edgeable and innovative that they can
plan and carry out trips to the moon and
back; yet, these same men and women
now lack job security, if they are em-
ployed at all.

May 9, 1972

We have the most advanced technology
in the world; yet we are not mounting
successful attacks to clean our lakes,
purify our air, rebuild our cities or pro-
vide adequate public transit for com-
muters.

Most of our goods are still sought and
imitated throughout the world; yet we
are increasingly buying more foreign
products than we sell abroad.

In short, our economic and social insti-
tutions—both public and private—have
failed. They have failed to generate suf-
ficient technological growth, failed to al-
locate priorities designed to keep the
American economy dynamic and finally,
failed to create jobs for 5 million Ameri-
cans who are seeking work.

We have no systematic way to en-
courage industries to develop along lines
with high soecial priority and a high de-
gree of future success. Much talk is heard
about the need to convert from a war-
time to a post-Vietnam peacetime econ-
omy. The key to any successful defense
conversion program will be the assump-
tion by the Government of the responsi-
bility for allocating civilian priorities.
Only then will the present dislocations
in private industry be eased. And only
then will long-term commitments be
made by industry to convert to new areas
of production.

Technology—our command of it, our
use of it—will determine whether or not
America will remain competitive inter-
nationally and maintain a viable, grow-
ing economy.

The main problem in maintaining the
technological advantage we now hold is
keeping ahead of the competition. Stay-
ing out front will require not only a high
level of ongoing research and develop-
ment programs by private industry, but
the teaching of the new skills required
by labor to perform new tasks.

Actually, we have little choice. We
must take the risks and pay the price.
The production of high technology con-
tent products must be “our bag.” Last
yvear the U.S. trade surplus represented
by high technology products was more
than $9 billion. Compare that figure with
one more than $6 billion deficit in other
manufactured goods. It is clear, then,
that high technology is our strength in
the world economy.

The signs all point to a continuing U.S.
potential for remaining competitive in
high technology content exports in the
foreseeable future. We must insure that
we continue this trend and develop new
products for the future. Accordingly, the
Federal Government must encourage in-
dustry to invest in more high tech-
nology. In the long run it is the surest
investment we can make.

I am pleased that the budget for fiscal
1973 calls for a 15-percent increase for
civillan research and development
amounting to $700 million. Significantly.
the economic report of the President
also stressed two experimental programs
which will be initiated to stimulate
R. & D. investments and applications by
private firms.

This is welcome news, But it is only a
start. We still need new institutions and
concrete programs to give us the time
needed to reshape our economy and
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transform theories and vague goals into
realities.

Effective interim solutions must be
found to east the economic dislocation
that will inevitably result in changes
in Federal spending patterns and in the
conversion of noncompetitive industries.

But when we speak of economic dislo-
cations, we are also talking about people,
their families and their communities.
Economic theories are impersonal. They
do not face up to the human problems
involved in the dislocation of people. Too
often the “people factor” is written off
by economists as frictions, which are pre-
sumed to be absorbed in the long run. As
the British economist Keynes said:

In the long run, we are all dead.

Whether someone loses his job because
of frictional or any other kind of employ-
ment, he and his family are in desperate
circumstances.

It may be argued that if a worker loses
his job in a noncompetitive industry, he
is still free to seek work elsewhere. But
what does this freedom mean in human
terms? How do you expect a 52-year-old
draftsman who has lived in Bridgeport
all his life to take his family and move
them to Phoenix tomorrow, then perhaps
to California a year or so later—and
afterwards to Maine?

The concept of providing adjustment
assistance to both companies and work-
ers is not a new one. It was first dealt
with legislatively in the 1962 Trade Ex-
pansion Act. But actual experience to
date with this legislation shows that it is
too restrictive, too infrequently granted,
and invariably help comes too late to be
of use. Critics of the existing program
are correct in calling this kind of aid
“burial assistance.”

For workers the assistance was sup-
posed to come in the form of extra unem-
ployment benefits, and retraining and re-
location money. For companies the law
specified loans and technical advice and
tax help in modernizing their present
product lines or moving them into new
ones. But 10 years after these laws were
placed in the books, the actual record of
accomplishment is pathetic. Only 20,000
workers have been helped temporarily,
and only two companies, a shoe manufac-
turer and a barber chair producer, have
received any substantial assistance from
the Government. Two industries and 17
individual companies did manage to sur-
vive the blizzard of paperwork necessary
to pass the injury test set forth in the
law but, to date, nothing useful has been
done to help them.

One piano manufacturer in New York
who sought adjustment assistance has
claimed that every time he sent another
batch of figures to Washington to prove
his company had been injured, the bu-
reaucracy responded by asking him for
more figures. He said that this had been
going on for almost a year. This is tragic.
If a company was really on the brink
of going out of business and had to wait
that long for help—it would definitely be
out of business.

Adjustment assistance as it was con-
ceived 10 years ago was obsolete the day
it was enacted. The law demands that
recipients of assistance prove a direct
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relationship between injury due to tariffs
and imminent financial ruin before re-
lief can be granted. Such a requirement
renders the current adjustment aid as
practical as buying life insurance against
being trampled to death by a herd of
musk oxen in midtown Manhattan. The
emphasis today must be put on spotting
in advance those industries and com-
panies which are running into trouble.
Then government can usefully assist be-
fore the company is a financial basket
case—and it can enroll workers into
training programs before their skills be-
come obsolete.

The Government must anticipate prob-
lems and identify industries likely to be-
come uncompetitive. In turn, assistance
must be practical—and quick. Otherwise,
we will always be in a position of doing
too little, too late.

The AFL-CIO has estimated that for-
eign competition has cost American
workers approximately 700,000 jobs be-
tween 1966 and 1969. The chairman of
the Zenith Radio Corp., who testified be-
fore my Subcommittee on International
Trade, asserted that 47,000 jobs have
been lost to imports in the electronics in-
dustry between 1966 and 1870. The
American Footwear Manufacturers Asso-
ciation’s estimates are that imported
footwear products have wiped out 76,250
job opportunities. While these figures
have been vigorously disputed by those
who argue that growth in exported re-
lated industries makes up the slack, job
losses in some of our biggest industries
pose a real challenge, And this is also a
challenge that we in the Congress are
also being asked to face up to by our
constituents.

Another aspect of our unemployment
problem which has endangered great re-
sentment is the “runaway mill"” phenom-
enon—the movement abroad of Ameri-
can production facilities. The key is
cheaper labor costs. As Americans are
attracted to cheaper foreign goods, many
of our industries have not been able to
meet the competition.

What can I tell a 50-year-old work-
man who loses his job after 21 years be-
cause his employer, the Royal Typewrit-
er Co. decides to move from Hartford to
Hull, England, because labor costs there
are only one-third those in Connecticut?
What can we do for him and his coun-
terparts around the country—and their
communities? Right now, other than pro-
viding unemployment compensation and
sympathy there is very little we can do.

Fresh ideas and new concepts are
needed if we are to provide realistic, hu-
mane answers to these questions. New
directions in public policy are needed if
we are to meet the challenges posed to
our Nation's economic well-being both
from within and without.

The Economic Expansion Act offers
speedy, practical assistance to workers
and industries while encouraging inno-
vation and adaptation for the future.
The goals of this act are admittedly am-
bitious. But we must do no less if we are
to avoid trade wars, economic decline
and persistent unemployment. This pro-
posal would:

Facilitate the economic adjustment of
firms and communities adversely af-
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fected or threatened by Government
policies and decisions;

Increase productivity, strengthen the
economy, and thereby improve the com-
petitive position of the United States in
the world economy;

Aid in the modernization of the Amer-
ican economy;

Stimulate technological progress;

Reduce unemployment;

Maintain viable industrial enterprises
in areas of unemployment.

At present we have only bits and pieces
of offices and agencies and departments
planning and administering programs
dealing with economic conversion, ad-
justment assistance, training and job
placement. Also lacking is a single high
level body to spot in advance those in-
dustries and companies which are or will
be soon facing serious difficulties, and to
identify the priority areas for economic
activity in the next 5, 10, or 20 years.
There is no early warning system for la-
bor when jobs are in danger. There is no
way of helping firms before they are in
desperate straits, or retraining workers
before they are lining up for unemploy-
ment compensation checks. Under this
act an independent Economic Priorities
Commission, with its own staff made up
of industry, labor and cabinet represent-
atives will perform those needed func-
tions. In addition, it will advise the new
administration set up under the act in
the types of training and other assist-
ance needed.

Workers today who lose their jobs not
only lose their weekly paychecks, they
are also denied pension rights and health
benefit plans. These plans and benefits
would be maintained. Workers laid off
only a few years short of retirement
often face the most difficulty finding new
jobs. They, therefore, would be able to
begin receiving full retirement benefits
at the time they are laid off.

Too many of our manpower training
programs are teaching skills for jobs that
no longer exist or that will not be offered
in a particular locale. Training programs
must be geared to specific jobs which will
be available when the training is ended.
Moreover there is little point to training
a worker in New York for a job that ex-
ists only in California.

Smaller companies experiencing finan-
cial difficulty need more than low-cost
loans. They should also be able to get
expert technical advice and concrete sug-
gestions as to how to remain competitive
and how to switch to new product lines.
R. & D. seed money should be available
for private projects. At the same time
their employees should be trained to per-
form the new skills needed in the new
operations. Interim emergency financing
should be available to these companies
pending approval of longer run loans.

Shifts in Government expenditures
and programs have caused great disloca-
tion in the economy and have created
serious pockets of employment through-
out the country. Where this occurs the
Government must attempt to remedy
these situations by providing the kinds
of assistance provided for in the act.

The effects of workers, industries, and
communities by decisions to relocate fa-
cilities now vary. Some companies relo-
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cate in a humane, gradual way. Others
seem oblivious to the human considera-
tions. This act would not inhibit reloca-
tion plans by management. But it will of-
fer companies intending to leave a com-
munity realistic incentives for remaining.
If they still decide to move elsewhere in
the United States they would be required
to offer a displaced worker a similar job
at the new facility at a comparable sal-
ary. This is fair and reasonable. In ad-
dition, the costs of moving workers and
their families should be borne by exist-
ing adjustment assistance provisions and
the companies.

If the companies seek to go abroad
they would do so only if the full range
of Government assistance offered is in-
adequate to insure profitable operations
within a reasonable period of time.
Failure to meet both of these require-
ments would subject companies to hav-
ing to defray the costs of assistance to
their laid off employees. These particular
provisions should allay the fears of
workers and communities that they will
be left in the lurch by companies con-
cerned only with their own immediate
interests. Yet a company would still have
the freedom to relocate elsewhere if it
demonstrates its good fatith and sound
reasons for leaving.

Other instances where eligibility for
assistance under this act may be deter-
mined are where increased imports of
competitive articles result in substantial
unemployment, and where shifts in
Government spending have caused lay-
offs, such as in the defense and aero-
space industries.

A concrete example of how this legis-
lation might apply is furnished by the
planned departure of the Royal Type-
writer Co. from Connecticut.

A number of years of operating losses
were recorded at this Hartford facility,
Litton Industry, which had taken over
Royal Typewriter Co., decided to move
the Hartford production facilities to
Hull, England. The move involves a loss
of some 2,600 jobs in the Hartford area.
I discussed this decision with represent-
atives of both Litton and Royal Type-
writer. They explained that labor com-
prised approximately 50 percent of the
total cost of production, and that the
labor costs in Hull, England were only
one-third of those in Hartford.

If this legislation had been in effect,
both the company and the laid off work-
ers would have been eligible for assist-
ance. The workers would have been able
to begin collecting roughly 85 percent of
their previous wages and their health
benefits would continue. Those within 3
years of retirement would have been able
to retire at full benefits. The younger
workers would have been able to enroll
in new or existing training programs to
guarantee their employment upon com-
pletion of these -training courses either
at Royal or elsewhere, preferably in the
Hartford area. The Royal Typewriter Co.
could either accept loan assistance,
technical advice, retraining of some of
its labor force and other benefits in order
to continue operating in Hartford, or it
could still go abroad.

If it chose the latter course it would
have to prove to the satisfaction of the
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administrator of this act that the assist-
ance offered would not have enabled it
to become profitable within a reasonable
time. If the company failed to offer such
evidence, it would be liable for one-half
of the costs involved in the various
assistance given its displaced workers.

In sum, my proposed legislation em-
bodies a new approach to deal with the
new problems facing us in 1972. It in-
volves a coordinated attack by the Fed-
eral Government, with the emphasis on
early warning, and speedy, unencum-
bered help for workers. The focus is on
readaptation and retraining in order to
best utilize our technological, man-
agerial, and manpower resources.

It should be emphasized that my legis-
lation is linked to those areas where the
Government has a direct responsibility
as a result of its own public policy de-
cisions.

Enactment of the legislation I have
outlined will enable us to anticipate
change instead of dealing only with its
effects. It will enable our trade negoti-
ators at the projected 1973 trade talks
with our major trading partners to
negotiate with greater confidence and in
a more relaxed mood. It will enable
working people to feel more confident of
their jobs. The Economic Expansion Or-
ganization Act of 1972 will offer both
labor and industry a means of improv-
ing their respective economic positions
while contributing to the overall health
and vitality of our Nation.

The technical wording of the bill is
now being completed, and it will be in-
troduced shortly. I welcome the com-
ments and suggestions of all interested
parties in perfecting my legislation, and
I will also welcome cosponsors.

I ask unanimous consent that a de-
scription of the substance of each title
of this proposed legislation be printed in
the RECORD.

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

Economic ExPANSION ORGANIZATION ACT OF
1972
DESCRIPTION
Title I—Reorganization

This title deals with the transfer within
the Federal Government of the functions of
existing agencies to the newly-created Eco-
nomic Expansion Administration.

This new Administration will be in the
Commerce Department. The Administration
will absorb all or parts of the following exist-
ing offices:

1. Portions of the Manpower and Develop-
ment Training Administration of the Labor
Department;

2. Functions of the Economic Development
Administration in the Department of Com-
merce relating to economic adjustment;

3. The Research Applied to National Needs
program of the National Science Foundation;
4. Office of Economic Adjustment, DOD;

5. Functions of the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency concerned with the eco-
nomic effects of reduced military spending;

6. Adjustment Assistance functions of the
Tariff Commission and Labor Department;

7. Some functions of the Small Business
Administration, and,

8. Other relevant Federal entities.

The Administrator will be the Chief Execu-
tive of the Administration. He will be ap-
pointed by the President, have appropriate
deputlee and be at the same executive level

May 9, 1972

as other Administrators. He will be author-
ized to establish and support training insti-
tutions and to certify existing institutions.
Wherever possible he will coordinate his ac-
tivities with local and state bodies.

A new Commission is to be created, with
appropriate stafl support appointed by the
FPresident composed of nine members, three
from labor, three from industry, and the Sec-
retarles of Commerce, Treasury and Labor
with the Secretary of Commerce as Chairman.
The Commission will study and determine
economic priorities in civilian areas and es-
tablish guidelines to assist the Administra-
tion in determining those areas of economic
activily towards which programs under the
Act should properly be directed. The Com-
mission will also suggest new measures for
conversion and adaptation of defense or non-
competitive facilities to areas of greater eco-
nomic viability and productivity.

The Commission will also identify in ad-
vance specific areas of economic activities
and industries which are becoming inefficlent
and noncompetitive and consult on a con=-
fidential basis with these companies, and in-
vite applications to the Administration for
benefits under the Act. It will also make
recommendations as to the disposition of
Federal R&D funding to various areas of eco-
nomic activity.

Title I1—Assistance to Workers

Present adjustment assistance mechanisms
to assist unemployed workers under provi-
sions of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 will
be expanded by:

Increasing the amount and availability of
benefits to displaced workers by placing a 60
day time limitation on a final determination
of eligibility with immediate interim bene-
fits to be provided at the discretion of the
Administrator. The percentage of the aver-
age wage rate In a particular industry used
as a basis for benefits to recipients will be
raised by 85%. Benefits shall be paid con-
tingent upon participation by the beneficiary
in retraining and other programs under this
Act. They will also be available during the
period between movement from one job to
another or a retraining program to a job,

The Administration will assume the costs
of continuation of health and retirement
programs for workers in retraining programs
and provide for speeded up retirement, pen-
slon, and social security benefits for other-
wise eligible displaced workers who are with-
in three years of retirement under their pre-
vious coverage.

Other existing benefits under the TEA, such
as moving costs, will continue to be pald.

Individual workers, groups of workers and
unions will be eligible to make applications
for benefits and participation in the training
programs.

Workers still employed but who can dem-
onstrate to the satisfaction of the Adminis-
trator that they are threatened by loss of
employment in the future will be eligible for
retraining programs. The Administrator to
his best ability will offer retraining programs
teaching skills needed for the priority areas
of economic activity provided for in Title
IV and skills needed in the same locale or
region,

All the foregoing programs of assistance
will supplement existing unemployment in-
surance, adjustment assistance, and general
relief programs wherever possible, and In no
instance will exceed the amount of compen-
sation previously paid to an individual
worker.

Title 1II—deals with assistance to companies

Companlies deemed eligible for assistance
under the criteria set forth in Title IV of the
Act will be entitled to make application for
for the following forms of assistance from
the Administration:

Interim financing pending the approval of
longer term loan assistance;
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Loan terms more favorable than existing
commercial rates;

Technical assistance and plans for prod-
uct conversion;

Research and development assistance for
projects approved by the Administration
creating new employment opportunities, in-
ecluding grants and contracts to private com-
panies to create new jobs; and

Retraining for some or all of its workers
to perform new skills needed in its new ap-
proved operations,

In addition, the Administrator may from
time to time recommend specific tax bene-
fits for participating companies whose par-
ticular circumstances warrant such preferen-
tial treatment. The Administrator will also
seek to gain the cooperation and assistance
of local communities and states in assisting
companies to retain production facilities, as
well as developing programs of technical as-
sistance to communities enabling them to
absorb the effects of economic dislocation.

All, or some, of the above assistance may
be granted at the discretion of the Adminis-
tration even if partial relief is avallable un-
der existing statutes and remedles designed
to protect firms from varlous forms of in-
jurious import competition.

Title I—Eligibility requirements
for assistance

The Administrator will be responsible for
determining the eligibility of workers and
companies. A company or worker of class
will be deemed eligible when the Administra-
tor determines that unemployment in a re-
gion or locality cannot be eliminated with-
in a reasonable period of time, and when,
in addition to this requirement, any one or
more of the following criteria are met:

—when a company intends to relocate an
important portion of its productive facilities
at a single plant to a location outside of the
U.S. or its territorles and possessions;

—when substantial unemployment at a

particular plant or in an industry results

from increased
articles;

—when changes in government procure-
ment patterns and in federally-supported
programs create substantial unemployment
in a particular plant or industry; and

—whenever in the Administrator’s judg-
ment the unemployment i1s a result of policy
decisions of the U.S. Government.

Another portion of Title IV deals with the
defraying of the costs of assistance by com-
panies under certain circumstances.

A company relocating facllities elsewhere
in the U.S., or in its territories and posses-
sions, and otherwise eligible under this Act,
will be required to make payment to the
Administration of a sum egual to one-half
of the costs of workers retraining and other
assistance provided to its displaced workers
if the company falls to offer the right of
first refusal of employment at its new loca-
tion to all its workers at a wage and benefit
rate equal to at least the previous levels.

A company relocating its facllities from a
domestic location to a location outside of
the U.8. or its territories and possessions
shall make the same payment of one-half of
the costs to the Administrator if the Admin-
istrator finds that the company's fallure to
apply for all or some of the assistance pro-
vided under this Act was unreasonable and
not warranted by unusual circumstances or
the absence of adequately skilled labor at its
old location.

In no case would a company seeking to re-
locate facilities abroad be liable to make such
payments if it can demonstrate that the as-
sistance offered under the Act would be in-
sufficient to enable it to operate profitably
within a reasonable period of time.

CXVIII——1033—Part 13

imports of competitive
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INTERDICTION IN THE VIETNAM
WAR

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the continu-
ing refusal of Hanoi either to negotiate
an end to the war in Vietnam or to halt
its invasion has forced the President as
Commander in Chief to take further
steps to protect the 60,000 American
military support personnel in South
Vietnam and to prevent a Communist
takeover of South Vietnam by force.

The American people should rally
around the President in his efforts to
bring the costly and inflammatory war in
Vietnam to the earliest possible termina-
tion with honor and hope for all sides.

As President Nixon fold the Nation last
night, it would be politically easy for him
to order immediate withdrawal of the re-
maining U.S. forces in Vietnam.

But President Nixon knows that to
turn tail and run would not bring the
peace we all long for. It would not in-
sure the return of our men who are
prisoners of war in North Vietnam. It
would not bring an end to the bloodshed
in South Vietnam. It would not enhance
the chances for world peace.

Therefore, the President is endeavoring
to bring an end to the North Vietnamese
invasion of South Vietnam by choking
off the inflow of war materiel and inter-
dicting the supply lines that feed the at-
tack that jeopardizes our 60,000 Ameri-
can troops and that endangers the 17
million people of South Vietnam.

The mining of Haiphong Harbor is a
measure I have long advocated. By af-
fording 3 days’ notice to ships of third
countries supplying war machines to
North Vietnam through this and other
ports, the United States has given fair
warning to those who insist on fueling
(s)lutﬂght aggression and armed inva-

on.

At the same time, the United States is
giving Hanoi yet another opportunity to
“cool it” in Vietnam and engage in mean-
ingful talks on a cease-fire and a return
of POW’s.

In view of the President’s offer to with-
draw all U.8. forces within 4 months
after an internationally supervised cease-
fire and after return of POW's at a ratio
of 10 enemies for 1 American, it is sense-
less for Hanoi to continue the blood-
letting in Indochina.

Should Hanoi agree to a cease-fire, it
would spare its people, who have already
suffered more than 800,000 men killed
in this war, further loss of its husbands,
fathers, and sons. The leaders of North
Vietnam could then assume the posture
of peacemakers.

This same mantle of “peacemaker”
could fall upon the leaders of the Soviet
Union, who now stand exposed as con-
doning the use of the major weapons
they supply, not for defense of North
Vietnam, but for invasion of a neigh-
bor.

I regret very much that the leaders of
North Vietnam persist in waging war
against their neighbors. I regret very
much that they cannot perceive a greater
place in history for themselves by spar-
ing their own people further suffering
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and by offering their young men a better
future than war.

I regret very much that the leaders of
the Soviet Union cannot—or will not—
confine their military assistance to de-
fensive purposes and that the Soviet
leaders cannot—or will not—exert influ-
ence on the leaders of North Vietnam to
agree to a cease-fire and prisoner ex-
change.

I regret very much that Hanoi, Mos-
cow, and Peking persist in supporting the
rule of force over the prineiples of self-
determination, territorial integrity, and
peaceful settlement of differences.

All those who deplore, as I do, the more
than 20,000 civilians casualties in South
Vietnam and the more than 700,000
South Vietnamese rendered homeless by
the wanton and indiscriminate bombing
and shelling of towns and cities by the
North Vietnamese invaders should today
be exerting pressure on Hanoi and the
Soviet Union to accept the cease-fire and
prisoner exchange offer of President
Nixon.

Those other nations of the world
which, for these past 6 weeks, have re-
mained silent in the face of North Viet-
nam'’s invasion had better wake up. The
entire world has a stake in events in
Vietnam. If a confrontation of super-
powers is to be avoided, these other na-
tions must now become active and vigor-
ous in trying to arrange an internation-
ally supervised cease-fire and prisoner
exchange in Vietnam,

What is at stake now is not just the
safety of U.S. men still in South Vietnam
and U.S. prisoners of Hanoli, though they
are uppermost in our minds. What is at
stake now is not just the Presidential
election in the United States next
November.

What is at stake may well be world
peace itself,

So those who have been on the side-
lines far too long, those who have avoided
even a role of moral suasion to end the
Vietnam invasion, those who think “It
can’t happen to us” had better wake up.
The bell that tolls in Vietham may
already be tolling for them.

Every nation and every people in the
world who believe they should have the
right to determine their own destiny
without outside interference.

Every nation and every people who
believe they have the right to retain their
territorial boundaries and to defend
against those who would take their terri-
tory by force.

Every nation and every people who
want the world to avoid a confrontation
of the superpowers should now exert the
force of moral suasion toward accept-
ance of President Nixon’s cease-fire and
prisoner-exchange proposal.

To do otherwise may well jeopardize
their own future.

One cannot help drawing the parallel
with the tragic years before World War
IT, when nations furned aside as Hitler
invaded one nation after another. The
consequence of indifference was not
peace but World War II
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Mr. President, our men in Vietnam
are showing great courage. Our Presi-
dent is showing great courage.

Now let all Americans—and all peace-
loving people in the world—show similar
courage in standing up against brutal
aggression and in insisting on a cease-
fire, internationally supervised, and a
prisoner-of-war exchange in Vietnam.

MAGNIFICENT CHOICES FOR SPLEN-
DID AMERICAN AWARDS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
times in which we exist prove daily that
we must employ a continuing sensitive
adjustment on all fronts, economic, so-
cial, political, and psychological in our
new and promising relationships with
the peoples of the world.

Helping America travel that direction
are some splendid Americans. I call them
that because they are doing & meagnifi-
cent job of contributing to the survival
of new countries in Southeast Asia,
countries which are being ripped apart
by war.

These splendid Americans I am talk-
ing about were honored for their out-
standing achievements in the field of
human endeavor at the Thomas A.
Dooley Foundation Seventh Annual
Splendid American Awards dinner at the
Plaza in New York City on March 29,
1972, This fine event coincided with the
10th anniversary of the foundation
which is dedicated to aiding the be-
leaguered peoples of Laos, Vietnam,
Cambodia, and Nepal.

I am genuinely pleased that the Hon-
orable Perle Mesta, former Ambassador
to Luxembourg; Lowell Thomas, world-
famous explorer and news commentator;
and Mr. and Mrs. DeWitt Wallace, of
the Reader’s Digest, were honored for
engendering a splendid American image
abroad. Their individual efforts and con-
cern in promoting true friendship and
humanitarian endeavor among peoples of
the world for the poor, battered human
beings who are refugees in Asia are recog-
nized through these awards which were
presented by William J. Lederer, author
of the book “The Ugly American” and
vice chairman of the Dooley Foundation.

The recipients are great people, and
I admire them. The Reader's Digest, one
of our largest circulation magazines of
considerable influence, and its founders,
Mr. and Mrs. De Witt Wallace, were hon-
ored for special efforts in making known
to the world the continuing efforts of
the foundation to keep moving the late
Tom Dooley’s medical work in Asia.

I call attention, too, to the telegram
I dispatched to Samuel F. Pryor, my good
friend and former Pan American Air-
ways executive on March 29:

Please convey my warmest congratulations
to the reciplents of the Splendid American
Award: the Honorable Perle Mesta, Mr. Low-
ell Thomas, and Mr. and Mrs. De Witt Wallace
of the Reader's Digest.

T also applaud the stewardesses from the 29
national and international airlines for the

voluntary services so generously given to the
Dooley Foundation programs in Southeast

Asia. Sincerely, Hubert H. Humphrey.

The story of the foundation does not
stop with the great work of such con-
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cerned Americans as Perle Mesta, Low-
ell Thomas, and the tremendous commu-
nication offered by Mr. and Mrs. Wallace
through the Reader’s Digest. There is
more. It is the story of young people, the
stewardesses of our U.S. and interna-
tional airlines, who make it possible for
these dedicated young girls to spend their
vacations, with free travel contributed
by Pan American Airways, in Southeast
Asia, giving their compassion and per-
sonal attention fo the anguished poor,
the homeless, the helpless, in these Asian
countries. It means that the Tom Dooley
Foundation 50- to 100-bed hospitals and
jampacked refugee centers in these coun-
tries get lots of Americans and world
citizens involved at a personal level, with-
out any significance to politics or re-
ligion. It shows that young Americans
care and want to help alleviate the grief
and suffering of war by millions of un-
derprivileged who face each day with
little hope of any real medical care in
their lifetimes.

Sam Pryor, who has won the Splendid
American Award previously, has traveled
to Southeast Asia and witnessed for him-
self the destruction, the poverty, the dis-
ease. He continues to work, more deter-
mined than ever, for the Dooley Foun-
dation and the people in those faraway
lands. He is a splendid American, no
doubt about that.

I was not able to go to the Splen-
did American Awards dinner in New
York but there were a lot of people think-
ing of that affair and what it means to
the spirit of Tom Dooley. Vice President
Spiro T, AGNEW wired:

My warmest congratulations go to Mrs.
Perle Mesta, Mr. Lowell Thomas and Mr. and
Mrs. De Witt Wallace of The Reader’s Digest
Magazine for having been selected to receive
the 1972 Splendid Americans Awards present-
ed by The Thomas A. Dooley Foundation. The
conviction that each of us shares a respon-
slbmty for bettertng our nation and our
world is a precept on which America has
grown. The out.atandlng individuals we honor
here tonight have carried forth this spirit
by promoting good will and understanding
both at home and throughout the world. Pay~
lng tribute to their positlve and patrlotlc
efforts is a pleasure I share with the mem-
bers of this distinguished Foundation as
well as with all Americans. Best wishes. Sin-
cerely, Spiro T. Agnew.

Senator Jacos J. JaviTs also addressed
the foundation with a telegram. It read:

It is a pleasure to extend greetings to all
attending the Splendid American Awards
Dinner of the Thomas A. Dooley Foundation
and to join you in honoring Perle Mesta,
Lowell Thomas and Mr. and Mrs. DeWitt
Wallace of The Readers Digest, My only re-
gret is that I am unable to attend and per-
sonally extend my warmest regards and re-
spects t. these outstanding Americans. But
I hope this message expresses my most sin-
cere sentiments. I wish also to take this op-
portunity to commend The Thomas A. Dooley
Foundation for their outstanding humani-
tarian and medical services to the people of
Asia. Indeed, you lessen their suffering. Spe-
cial regards also to Edward Carlson and Sam-
uel Pryor. Jacob J. Javits, USS.

His Holiness, the Dalai Lama of Tibet,
ai-:so sent word to the foundation dinner.
His communication read:

The contribution made by Lowell Thomas
through his travels in various parts of the
world have helped to create better under-
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standing among different peoples and we
particularly remember his contribution in
making the Tibetans and their case known to
the world. Therefore on this occasion when
the Dooley Foundation is honoring him we
too, wish him the very best. The Dalai Lama,

All this recognition for an extra-
ordinary foundation is richly earned. It is
providing medical help, guidance, leader-
ship and striving to eliminate disease,
neglect, and in its own tremendous way,
a peace across the lands.

The man who took the flag from the
hands of the fallen and legendary Dr.
Tom Dooley is a man who I know enjoys
guiding the foundation, his hospitals with
the stewardess volunteers, the civilian
volunteers, his magnificent medical staff.
He has our prayers and the continuing
contributions of people all over the world.

Dr. Verne Chaney knows the face of
war.

He was a battalion and regimental
surgeon with the 2d Infantry Division in
Korea; in fact, one of the most highly
decorated doctors of the war with the
Silver Star, the Bronze Star for Valor,
the Croix de Guerre, and Purple Heart
among his medals, He was at Heartbreak
Ridge and was wounded himself by mines
rigged to the enemy dead. This man later
treated Eskimos in Labrador and New-
foundland and later natives in Haiti be-
fore working with the late Dr. Albert
Schweitzer in Africa and eventually join-
ing the late Dr. Tom Dooley’s programs
in South and Southeast Asia. He's
traveled far to help mankind.

There is no doubt in my mind that Dr.
Verne Chaney typifies the most splendid
American of all. He is helping other peo-
ple get well and live. He is giving the peo-
ple of south and Southeast Asia another
chance. He is doing what is necessary.
These stewardesses and his medical staff
are doing what is necesary. They teach
public health eyeball to eyeball. They use
puppet shows, they teach English, they
care for people in hospitals, leprosariums,
and orphanages. They are splendid
Americans, each and every one.

Dr. Chaney says that:

The tragic flaw in our soclety today s that
we have developed a pattern of evading truth
and reality. This Is true whether we talk
about war, politics, poverty or problems of
the developing world. Each and every one of
us is becoming an island progressively in-
sulating and protecting ourselves from the
unpleasant truths about us. One of those
truths s the staggering health needs of 907
of the earth's population on whom is an-
nually spent less than $2.00 per capita. Good
physical and mental health is the common
denominator to every equation of human en-
deavor. The goal of the Dooley Foundation is
to pursue answers to at least some of the
problems in bringing a better quality of life
to the less privileged of the world.

Problem-solving can only be achieved by
our return to truth.

Dr. Chaney is a wise man. God bless
men like him and those who follow in
his footsteps.

RUMANIANS CELEBRATE THE
10TH OF MAY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
10th of May is the national holiday of

the Rumanian people, commemorating
three great events in Rumanian history.
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On May 10, 1866, Charles, Prince of
Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen, a scion of the
southern and Catholic branch of the
Prussian royal family, was proclaimed
Prince of Rumania in Bucharest. With
the coronation of Charles I, years of in-
ternal rivalry and unrest were ended,
and the principality entered a period of
tranquility.

Eleven years later, on May 10, 1877,
the Rumanians allied with the Russians
to defeat the Turkish Sultan. With the
end of the Russo-Turkish War, Rumania
proudly proclaimed her independence
from the aging Ottoman Empire. This
prociamation of independence, fought for
on the battlefields, was consummated
in 1878 when the Congress of Berlin
granted Rumania official recognition as
an indepenient state.

The third great event in Rumanian
histery to fall on the lucky 10th of May
came just 4 years after independence. In
1881, Charles I was crowned, by the will
of the people, the first King of Rumania.
The principality was elevated to the
rank of a kingdom, and Rumania entered
a period of prosperity lasting over 6
decades.

For over 100 years the people of Ru-
mania have proudly celebrated the mo-
mentous achievements of the 10th of
May. But today these courageous people
must restrain their joy as their day of
independence goes unrecognized by the
Communist regime. Therefore, it is only
fitting that we, who are fortunate to live
in the free world, help to commemorate
Rumania’s national holiday. While we
cherish our own liberty we salute the

people of Rumania who silently celebrate
their own past struggle for independence.

THE FATE OF THE USIA

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want to join Senators who supported the
McGee amendment to restore those funds
which had been cut from the USIA
budget.

I am not one who is for high budgets
for the sake of high budgets, any more
than I am for the sake of slashing ex-
penditures just for the sake of slashing
them. In the case of the USIA budget
as reported by the Committee on For-
eign Relations, I was uncertain of the
reasoning for the committee’s action.
I would have hated to see an arm of our
foreign policy, which has been so con-
structive in the past, be weakened with-
out sufficient justification. I would have
hated to see an institution like the Voice
of America, a universally respected and
widely listened to American advocate
throughout the world, be reduced to a
plaintive murmur. VOA reaches an
audience of roughly 50 million weekly.
No one forces the listeners to turn on
their radio stations to a VOA program,
but the original authorization bill might
have forced them to turn it off.

Had we so completely lost our perspec-
tive as to think that a radio station, and
the other media work of the USIA, are
a dangerous provocative weapon which
raises hostility throughout the world?

The USIA certainly has faults, but
these can be corrected without budget
slashing. The main thing is that the
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USIA is a spokesman abroad for this Na-
tion and the effort to sustain America’s
image must not be neglected—the U.S.
story must be told. For these reasons, I
opposed the reductions in the committee
bill, and strongly supported Senator Mc-
GEee’s amendment.

I ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from the Washington Post on the
“Sad Story of the USIA" be printed in
the RECORD.

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

THE USIA's SBAD STORY

The United States Information Agency,
whose mission is telllng America’s story
abroad, is having more than a little trouble
telling its own story on Capitol Hill. The
Foreign Relations Committee voted 9-4 to
cut its $200 million budget request to $155
million, a major one-year stroke. The full
Senate s to vote on the authorization soon.

Now, some whisper that the cut s Senator
Fulbright's revenge: over his protest, and in
plain violation of the law, a USIA film made
for forelgn exhibition was screened on a
domestic political show. On that show, the
filmmaker, Bruce Herschensohn, called Mr.
Fulbright “naive and stupid.” He then re-
signed, unrepentant, and was given the
agency’'s highest award by its director, Frank
Bhakespeare.

In fact, we do not doubt that Mr. Ful-
bright was reacting first of all, and openly,
to USIA’s refusal to provide the committee
with its “counfry program memoranda.”
These papers probably would have served the
agency's budgetary purposes handsomely but
they were withheld by Mr. Nixon in order to
protect his position, in this and larger mat-
ters, on the issue of executive privilege. In
the near background, of course, was Mr.
Shakespeare’s well publicized intent—
offensive, and properly so, to Mr. Fulbright—
to make USIA an arm of militant antl=-
Communism in a period otherwise ostensibly
dedicated to detente.

The point is that Foreign Relations wielded
its axe “in large part,” as {ts report ackknowl-
edged, to force the President’s hand on execu-
tive privilege. It slashed USIA's media pro-
grams an even 30 per cent across the board,
without any real effort to judge them on
their merits or even to discover whether they
actually bore the political imprint of Frank
Shakespeare. We note, with some astonlsh-
ment, that the material In the committee
report bearing on program merits came ex-
clusively from a study made in 1953.

Especially distressing to us were the bites
taken out of the Voice of America. Its news-
casts, which American commercial media are
in no position to duplicate—a point of legiti-
mate concern to Mr. Fulbright—have re-
talned thelr reputation for professionalism
through the Shakespeare years. Such broad-
casts express a centrai and continuing Ameri-
can Interest in the open international flow
of information and ideas. They would be re-
duced now to a weekly 454 hours, just behind
Albania's 480, though, to be sure, ahead of
Portugal's 440. (The Russian figure is 1803.)

We are not without sympathy for con-
gressional efforts to extract from the execu-
tive branch enough information to make
legislative oversight more meaningful. If Mr.
Nixon had taken a more relaxed and respect-
ful view of legitimate congressional require-
ments, he would not now have a good share
of his foreign-information programs being
held hostage in the Forelgn Relatlons Com-
mittee. The Fulbright-Shakespeare chemis-
try, to say nothing of the Fulbright-Nixon
chemistry, is not exactly good. Moreover,
USIA has long been recognized as ripe, over-
ripe for reform. At the least, a sage director
would have en ed in some preemptive
budget-cutting of his own.
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As these varlous questions, particularly
executive privilege, are worked out, however,
it seems to us essential that the Congress
should provide itself with the materials for
selective judgment on the USIA's various
programs before cutting them indiscrimi-
nately with a single swing of the axe.

THE NATURAL GAS SHORTAGE

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the is-
sue of whether or not we will construct
a trans-Alaska pipeline to bring this Na-
tion’s o0il to American markets is one
which touches us all. It is not just an
Alaska-oriented question.

For technical reasons, the oil must be
taken from the ground before the natu-
ral gas. So before we can meet the short-
age which exists throughout the Nation,
and right here in Washington, we must
provide for the North Slope oil.

Nothing brings an issue closer to home
than to find that one’s job or business
depends on it.

The current issue of Flamette, the em-
ployee’s publication of the Washington
Gas Light Co., contains a front-page edi-
torial about the natural gas shortage. It
states clearly that the future of Wash-
ington Gas and its employees depends on
a reliable source of supply of fuel, and
the construction of trans-Alaska pipe-
lines is vital in meeting this goal.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the REcorb.

There being on objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

ABOUT THE NATURAL GaAS SHORTAGE—YOU CAN
HevLp

The future of each of us here at Washing-
ton Gas is, of course, tied to our Company’'s
ability to continue to provide our present
customers with both a dependable supply of
natural gas and reliable service. The Com-
pany also must be able to look to a future
with an assured supply of fuel that is ade-
quate to allow growth through a constant,
reasonable addition of new customers.

Of vital importance to the meeting of these
goals are the development of the Northern
Alaskan oil and gas finds and the construc-
tion of trans-Alaskan pipelines to bring these
sorely needed fuels to the continental U.S.

Recently, on the mnationally televised
“Today"” program, Secretary of the Interior
Rogers C. B. Morton asked for letters from the
American people expressing their opinions on
the lssuance of a permit to build a trans-
Alaskan il pipeline. Currently an injunction
issued two years ago by a Federal Court pre-
vents the Secretary from issuing such a per-
mit. Members of the organizations which ob-
talned that injunction have been vigorous
letter writers and are likely to continue to be
50 in accepting Secretary Morton’s invitation
to express their opinion.

Concern about the ecological impact of the
construction of the plpeline has been ex-
pressed by those who oppose it, Our Company
and our industry are equally concerned, but
they believe that plans for the pipeline in-
clude those safeguards needed to provide a
safe system. They believe, too, that the en-
vironmental benefits of the clean energy (low
sulphur oil and clean natural gas) that will
come from the development of the Northern
Alaska gas and oll finds will greatly offset
any minimal adverse effect on the vast Alas-
kan wilderness.

Our first-hand knowledge of the current
gas supply situatlon right here at our own
Company certainly emphasizes for us just
how vital is our Nation's need—now—for
these supplies of gas and oll available from
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Northern Alaska. It is essential then that a
permit for the trans-Alaskan pipeline be is-
sued promptly so that the avallability of
these energy supplies to us can become a
reality.

Here, then, is the opportunity for you to
take a personal hand in shaping your future,
as well as that of your Company and your Na-
tion. Express your views today in a letter ad-
dressed to:

The Honorable Rogers C. B. Morton, Secre-
tary of the Interior, Washingon, D.C. 20240.

Certainly, too, your senators and your con-
gressmen also would appreciate knowing your
views on this vital matter.

MICHAEL JOHNSON: LABOR'S AC-
TIVIST FOR RELIEF AND RENEWAL

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
March 26, 1972, it was my privilege to at-
tend a Histradrut dinner in Philadelphia,
Pa., honoring Michael Johnson, execu-
tive vice president of the Pennsylvania
AFL-CIO.

Mike is one of those remarkable and
deeply committed human beings whose
work for the benefit for people in need
merits the respect and gratitude of his-
tory and offers the promise of home in
the future. I treasure his personal friend-
ship. But I value equally the inspiration
of his determination and drive. To use
Mike’s self-descriptive words:

I was Infected with a nagging, persistent,
and almost pervasive notion that the time
lost in helping those in need of help was
time lost forever.

He is impatient with poverty, with sick-
ness, with the denial of educational op-
portunity for a child or youth—as we
all ought to be, when there is so much
that can and must be done now to ad-
dress these critical problems.

Michael Johnson has been honored by
the establishment of a scholarship pro-
gram in his name in connection with the
outstanding programs of the Israel trade
unions, through Histradrut, to accom-
plish, in Mike’s words, an “almost un-
believable reclamation of human life.”
Receiving major support from the Amer-
ican Jewish community, these programs
have provided vital health, education,
and social welfare resources and services
to people long condemned to a life of
denial.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the remarks of Michael Johnson
on this important occasion be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS BY MICHAEL JOHNSON, HISTRADRUT
DINNER, SUNDAY, MARCH 26, 1972, PHILA-
DELPHIA, Pa.

Tonight, many generous, indeed lavish,
thmgs have been sald about me—and my
role in the area of my chosen activity—the
Labor Movement. To suggest that I am not
deeply touched would be less than forthright.
For even if all of that which has been sald
were to be untrue, I have relished so much
hearing it sald.

After all—I know somath.\ng about these

testimonial dinners, having attended so many
as & member of the audience and in several
instances having helped to produce them
on behalf of other honorees and meritorius
causes.

But I am human, and as such I probably
am vulnerable at least on the score of want-
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ing a lifetime of activity in the labor scene
not to go unnoticed.

Accordingly, I offer profound thanks on
behalf of my family and myself for these
generous, personal tributes desperately hop-
ing that at least some of the compliments
are true.

And with respect to those wonderful things
sald by those who have preceeded me, any-
thing which may be true certainly applies
not to me alone—but to the very many who
in my admittedly long career have made pos-
sible any and all of the accomplishments
credited to me. For I have since learned that
it takes many hands, many hearts, many
minds and the courage of the many to ac-
complish anything on behalf of people. My
good fortune is that I have been permitted
by a kind fate to play a small role in this
great drama.

Permit me, however—a personal observa-
tion—since I am being singled out here to-
night—the expression of a personal creed
which may not again have the opportunity
to articulate.

What I believe in and what I have worked
for are not essentially so different from the
beliefs and aspirations of others. I have
shared with so many of you a dream that
life should be made better for many who
have been ill-fed, ill-housed, and ill-clothed.

But a long time ago I was infected with
a nagging, persistent and almost pervaslve
notion that the time lost In helping those
in need of help was time lost forever; that
the weeks and months lost in bringing health
care to the sick and infirm were never to be
regalned; in fact, every single day lost to
the youth who needs meaningful education
and preparation for a productive happy life
is irretrievable and that in the face of such
deprivation, this youth is incontrovertably
limited to fewer and fewer opportunities to
rise from the mire of disadvantage in which
he finds himself engulfed.

At the same time there grew in my heart
and mind an unshakable conviction that
every man, every woman and every child
had a God-given right, a birthright if you
will, to fulfill himself to the utmost of his
own potential. And that anything that pre-
vented such fulfillment was a Wrong—an un-
justice—and yes, a crime,

Thus, I have been driven to seek imme-
diate and meaningful action—to spurn delay
as an enemy of the people—and to reject
gradualism as a fraud which breeds fallure,
deception and at best a guarantee that the
unjustice will remain.

Perhaps some of my colleagues and others
can better understand my own impatience
and unwillingness to settle for a token or a
symbol of the total task which needs to be
done today.

For I have been seeking, with your help,
to bring new hopes to those entrapped by a
deep, deadening poverty from which they
cannot escape; I have been struggling to-
gether with so many of you to liberate multi-
tudes from the bonds of pervasive ignorance
from which they appear unable to free them-
selves—to unchain those fettered by shackles
of iliness and disease which appear to have
become their inevitable fate.

For all of them I have wanted—and still
want today—the immediacy of relief and re-
newal which are clearly available and possible
in a soclety so highly capable of man-wrought
miracles.

And because our human fallures have not
remitted, and so much more needs to be
done—I can tonight only pledge and rededi-
cate those diminishing energies and abilities,
which I still retain, to the task of seeking for
today the solutions which others may be
willing to schedule for tomorTow.

In Israel, where so much has happened—
all oriented toward the development of the
single individual—where thousands have
been virtually rescued from unspeakable
demonstrations of man’s inhumanity to
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man—where so many other thousands have
been transplanted from cultures, centuries
old, stepped in deprivation, hunger and de-
nial as a way of life—I have perceived move-
ment toward human reclamation as astonish-
ing as the transformation of arid, barren
desert lands into fertile gardens.

I see, in Israel, the same unwillingness
to settle for gradualism, for tokenism; an
unwillingness to do tomorrow that which
could and should be done today.

And in this awesome, almost unbelievable
reclamation of human life—of the individual
himself__T know the role which Israell Trade
Unions—through Histradrut—have played.

Can I be less than overwhelmed by the
Enowledge that now a small portion of this
great effort through a scholarship program
shall bear my name?

I am therefore doubly grateful for your
collective generosity in not only tendering
to me such high acknowledgment this eve-
ning—but in assoclating my own name and
identity with the sacred effort to help young
Israeli men and women to fulfill themselves
as a right of birth and being alive.

Finally, with these words I hope that many
who have been dealt with harshly, in my
hurried anxiety to accomplish something to-
day rather than tomorrow, will soften their
judgments. I ask your forebearance.

And as I close, let me borrow a prayer
from my grandfather—a gentle, profound
scholar—who, as you took leave of him, would
say:
“May the good Lord permit you to depart
in peace—May He permit you to return in
Peace. And may he ordain that when you
do return—you will once again find me here.”

Sholom!

THE PLIGHT OF SOVIET JEWRY

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, last Tues-
day I placed a telephone call to a young
Jewish Russian citizen in Moscow—

Gavriel Shapiro. Mr. Shapiro has been
trying to get an exit visa to go to Israel
for the past year and one-half. He is
27 years old and a graduate chemical
engineer from the Moscow University.
Since applying for an exit visa, he has
been forced to take four different jobs,
and each time his employer learns of his
desire to go to Israel, he is fired from his
job, In our telephone conversation, Mr.
Shapiro recounted several alarming fac-
tors to me.

On Thursday, April 27, 11 activist
Jews, including Shapiro, all of them
scientists, were told to report imme-
diately for induction into the Red Army.
They feel that this is a move by the
Soviets to remove them from Moscow
during the President’s visit. Each had
asked previously for a meeting with the
President, or his representative, so that
they could apprise him of the current
situation of Soviet Jewry. Shapiro and
nine others are officers in the Soviet
Army reserve. Mr. Shapiro has passed
his army physical and has been told he
would be called into the service “as the
need arises.” On Thursday, April 27, he
and the others wrote a plea to U.N. Sec-
retary General Kurt Waldheim telling of
their current plight and appealed to
Waldheim and others for help. Since last
Friday, Shapiro and 13 others have gone
into hiding. Each day others are added
to the list,

The father, Jacob Shapiro, in daily
conversations from Moscow, has re-
counted to a frusted constituent of mine
the terror the family has been under-
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going since last Friday. The Shapiro
family has been visited at all hours of the
night and harassed constantly by tele-
phone-calling from representatives of
the Soviet militia as well as the KGB-
Soviet secret police. The elder Shapiro
was warned by the authorities that if his
son does not report for active military
duty at 9 o'clock tomorrow morning he
will be immediately placed on trial,
prosecuted, and sentenced to 7 years of
hard labor in Siberia.

In a telephone conversation yesterday,
Shapiro’s father released a letter ad-
dressed to the Senate of the United
States. This plea was written by him in
behalf of the 13 other parents and wives
of these brave men. I ask unanimous
consent that Mr. Shapiro’s letter and an
article published in the Washington Post
this morning be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

To: The U.S, Senate

GENTLEMEN: Agents of the KGB are under-
taking a treacherous campalgn to terrorize
all the young Jewish men with higher edu-
cation who have presented documents to go
to Israel. They will be inducted into the
Soviet Army.

The police brought military induction
notices to my son, Gavriel as well as to thir-
teen others. These notices stated that these
young men must report immediately to their
regional military committees. The police are
presently looking for these young men all
over Moscow and have been coming to our
apartment at all hours of the night looking
for my son who has already gone.

The situation is very dangerous for these
young men. They are threatened with im-

prisonment for up to seven years. These
fourteen young men are struggling for emi-
gration—today and the future.

It is necessary to take the most effective
action in their defense. Trials must be pre-
vented.

World! Do not be silent!

Jacos BHAPIRO.
P.8.—Please convey my message to Presi-
dent Nixon and to Mr. Eurt Waldheim.

Erevexw Sovier JEws Hipe To Avoip GOING TO
ARMY

(By Robert G. Kaiser)

Moscow.—Eleven young Jews, several of
whom hoped to stage a demonstration during
President Nixon's visit to Moscow, later this
month are in hiding to avoid being called
into the army, Jewish sources here report.

All 11 Jews are sclentists in their late 20s
and 30s, all have applied for permission to
emigrate to Israel and all have been denied
that permission, these sources say. They are
regarded as activists in the Jewish movement
here.

In Washington, a spokesman for the
Washington Committee for Soviet Jewry sald
that telephone calls to the SBoviet Union dis-
closed a similar pattern of pressure on Jewish
activists In a number of citles outside
Moscow.

[In Tallln, Estonia, and EKauna's, Lithu-
ania, two men were unexpectedly called to
military duty, while a Jewish activist in
Sverdlovsk had gone into hiding the spokes-
man said.]

Alexander Y. Lerner, a professor whose 28-
year-old son is one of the 11, sald the group
included many of the most useful members
of the Jewish protest movement, as well as
those “who are brave enough to make some
manifestation during President Nizon's
visit.”

Four of the 11 had actually applied for
official permission to stage a demonstration
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during the Nixon visit carrying signs reading
“Let my people go.”

A group of Jews including Lerner wrote
Mr. Nixon asking to meet him here. Lerner
sald that he didn’t really think this would
be possible, but he does hope to meet a
member of the presidential party in Moscow.

STRANGE SITUATION

He also says there will be a public demon-
stration while Mr. Nixon is here, but other
Jewish activists say there will be no demon-
stration, because that could only lead to
trouble. Activist Jews in Moscow often dis-
agree on tactics.

News of the 11 men hiding from the army
is already well known in activist Jewish cir-
cles in America and Europe—a fact which
reveals something about the strange situa-
tion in which Jewish protesters here now
find themselves.

Russian Jews got the news to the West by
long-distance telephone. “Every day,” Lerner
explains, “I get calls from Los Angeles, Chi-
cago, Florida, New York—everywhere . . .
Today, I heard from Ohlo, New York, Lon-
don—twice from London—Canada.”

The callers are Jewish activists in those
cities, who apparently have no trouble get -
ting through Soviet switchboards to talk to
dissident Jews here. Lerner is only one of
many Jews receiving these calls.

This correspondent first learned of the 11
Jews in hiding in a telegram from The
Washington Post in Washington. Americans
who had been talking to Moscow by phone
contacted The Post.

These phone calls suggest the dependence
Soviet Jews often feel on the outside world.
This sense of dependence has grown since
the small band of dissident Jews here learned
that President Nixon was coming to Moscow
May 22, “President Nixon must help us,” Ler-
ner said.

He also criticized the Voice of America for
not carrying enough news about Jewish dis-
sidents in the Soviet Union.

SMALL GROUP

The 11 young men in hiding are part of a
relatively small group of Soviet Jews who
have been denied permission to emigrate to
Israel because of their jobs, educations or
both. (Generally, emigration continues at a
fast rate. More than 9,000 Soviet Jews have
left for Israel so far this year.)

Lerner, a small, chain-smoking man of 568
who speaks English with a gravelly voice, is
one of these himself. An expert on cyber-
neties with an international reputation and
a dozen books to his credit.

* * = Lerner says he was told by Soviet au-
thorities “We cannot give such a gift (as
him) to Israel...

Lerner has been refused an exit permit
three times since last fall when he first ap-
plied—and lost his job.

Others who have been denied exit visas
include former employes of sensitive orga-
nizations, or others who had access to state
secrets. This has been literally interpreted,
so that some former Aeroflot pilots, for in-
stance, have been deniled visas.

POLISH CONSTITUTION DAY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, in
May of 1959, I had the privilege to ad-
dress some 100,000 Americans of Polish
descent in the city of Chicago during
the commemorative services observing
the 168th anniversary of the Polish Con-
stitution.

Again, I join all Americans of Polish
descent in recognition of that historic
event of May 3, 1791—an event signifi-
cant to all mankind.

To the Poles and their descendants, this
is the national holiday, for it recalls a
priceless heritage of humanitarianism,
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tolerance and democratic principles con~
ceived by the people of Poland at the
time when most of Europe lived under
unconditional tyranny.

The May 3, 1791, Constitution was the
first liberal constitution in Europe and
only second in the world, after the Con-
stitution of the United States. Following
the American pattern, it established three
independent branches of government and
secured all the basic human rights which
we so dearly hold in the United States.

Neither partition nor persecution has.
been able to stamp out the flame of lib-
erty in the hearts of the Polish people.
Their struggle for justice and freedom
will continue in Poland and elsewhere in
the world, just as 200 years ago when
those two great Poles—Generals Kosciu-
szko and Pulaski—contributed so much
to our great cause and to the success of
Washington’s armies.

Poland has been called a pioneer in
European liberalism. Certainly, freedom-
loving peoples everywhere in the world
must take satisfaction and inspiration
from this passage in the Constitution of
May 3, 1791:

All power in elvil soclety should be derived
from the will of the people, its end and ob-
Ject being the preservation and integrity of
the state, the clivil liberty, and the good or-
der of soclety, on an equal scale and on a
lasting foundation,

Freedom-loving people everywhere
deeply regret and abhor the fact that al-
most two centuries later this great docu-
ment is not a living reality for the Pol-
ish people. Nonetheless, the Constitu-
tion of Poland of 1791, so much like our
own charter, stands today as a beacon of
light and hope in the darkness and pes-
simism of Soviet oppression.

While I now salute the authors of this
great document of liberty—men like Po-
tocki, Kollotaj, Malachowski, Niemce-
wicz and Krasinski—above all, I salute
the people of Poland everywhere.

CHROME IMPORTS FROM
RHODESIA

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this week
the Senate is expected to decide whether
we will revoke our action taken last fall,
action which allowed this country to
violate a United Nations ban on chrome
imports from Rhodesia.

At the time the Senate approved sec-
tion 503 of the Military Procurement Act
of 1971, a number of us opposed such a
move in that we felt it was ill-advised
for us to become an international law-
breaker. In addition to turning on an old
ally—Great Britain—we were in a posi-
tion of alienating the black African na-
tions by our action.

Last Thursday, May 4, Bishop Muzor-
ewa, of Rhodesia, was in our Nation’s
Capitol rallying support on behalf of my
amendment to the State Department-
USIA authorization bill which would
turn around last fall's action by this
body.

In a statement issued by the Bishop,
he raised some very poignant and soul-
searching questions. The bishop stated
that his people were:

Asking you to place moral weight, of this
great naticn, on the side of human freedom
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international law and order by reinstating
the sanctions against Rhodesla.

The bishop further stated:

America has never been a colonialistic
power in Africa. She has eliminated the cruel
system of slavery and moves every day to-
ward complete commitment to a non-racial
society. We do not think the action to break
the U.N. sanctions against Rhodesla s sup-
portive of Human Rights. The action of your
government to break sanctions and to begin
to import chrome was a severe blow to our
struggle for freedom.

Economic sanctions provided us with the
only tool we have in our non-violent Chris-
tian struggle for a free Rhodesia. We ask that
you help us and in the process contribute to
the moral rearmament of Rhodesla and the
U.s.

Bishop Muzorewa represents the voice
of moderation in his people's struggles in
Rhodesia. If a nonviolent approach to
his people’s problems is to continue then
this country cannot take actions which
can only lead to promoting an atmos-
phere of violence. I believe the action of
the Senate last fall only served to hasten
the day when the Africans of Rhodesia
feel that violence is their only solution.
And we must assume much of the blame,
should that day ever come, unless we
take immediate steps to redress a wrong
and ill-advised decision on our part.

I ask unanimous consent that Bishop
Muzorewa’s statement be printed in the
RECORD.

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

STATEMENT OF BIsHOP MUZOREWA, MAY 4, 1972

The Rhodeslan government proclaims to
the world that it is “preserving civilized
standards.” It compares its declaration of in-
dependence in 1965 to that of the American
Colonies in 1776. But we all know that the
difference is that America was seeking for
freedom, but over there intention was to en-
slave the Africans. What are the “clvilized
standards” which are being preserved in Rho-
desia today? Here they are:

The 5% of the population which is white
maintains total political control over the 95%
of the population which is black.

Whites elect' 50 members of Parliament
while Africans elect 8 under a highly restric-
tive franchise, and the other B are elected by
chiefs.

Every African opposition party formed in
the last 14 years has been banned.

Hundreds of Africans have been arrested,
placed in detention centers indefinitely un-
der laws that allow for no trial, no statement
of charges, and no appeal.

Thousands have been imprisoned under a
wide range of vague laws that are interpreted
to cover almost any kind of behaviour. For
example, Section 24 of the Law and Order
Maintenance Act of 1962 states that any per-
son who “behaves in a manner which is likely
to make scme other person apprehensive as to
what might happen . ..” can be imprisoned
for up to ten years.

Half the land, 45 million acres, is reserved
for the use of a small number of white farm-
ers, while Africans are assigned to the other
half, located in dry or mountainous areas.

Thousands of unemployed compete for jobs
that provide only a bare subsistence aver-
aging $26 a month while whites average $300
a month.

The government spends an average of £30
a year for African education while it is spend-
ing $300 for white children, per child a year.

The greatest tragedy of all is the crippling
of human dignity by a system that constant-
1y denies the sacred value of the individual.
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The 51 million blacks who live as allens
and as 3rd class citizens in the land of their
birth along with a few white allies continue
to challenge the call upon the free world,
especially American people, to support them
in their struggle for freedom. This nation has
traditionally stood for democracy, freedom
and the dignity of man.

We are asking you to place moral weight of
this great nation on the side of human free-
dom, international law and order by re-
instating the sanctions against Rhodesia.

America has never been a colonialistic
power in Africa. She has ellminated the cruel
system of slavery and moves every day to-
ward complete commitment to a non-racial
society. We do not think that the action to
break the U.N. sanctions agailnst Rhodesia
is supportive of the ideals of the American
Bill of Rights or the U.N, Declaration of Hu~
man Rights. The action of your government
to break sanctions and to begin to import
chrome was a severe blow to our struggle for
freedom.

Economic sanctions provided us with the
only tool we have in our non-violent Chris-
tian struggle for a free Rhodesla. We ask that
you help us and in the process contribute to
the moral rearmament of Rhodesia and the
Us.

All intelligent people know that the
struggle for freedom everywhere is serious and
strenuous, and even prolonged. But we be-
lleve that a government by the consent of the
majority of the people is inevitable in our
country. Would the U.8. want to be counted
as having been on the side of oppression and
minority rule? If there should be demand of
reparation would the U.S. not be embarrassed
if she was one of the nations asked to make
restitution for having participated In any
way in the oppression of a once hopeless
people?

The hands of the clock of Rhodesia are
pointing toward freedom. Would America set
those hands back? I do not believe s0. We ask
that you all help us by imposing strong eco-
nomic sanctions on Rhodesia now.

THE PRESIDENT’'S CHOICE OF
INTERDICTION

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, President
Nixon has made a courageous choice. It
is one best calculated to bring about a
negotiated settlement of the war and to
offer the best chance for longer range
peace in Southeast Asia and stable re-
lations between the world powers.

The cynical disregard of peace over-
tures made by the United States and
South Vietnam on the broadest basis,
accompanied by the continued raw ag-
gression of North Vietnamese forces, ne-
cessitated the confrontation brought
about by the President’s chosen course
of action, and all Americans should back
him in it.

Obviously, the strong support and ap-
proval of the Soviets has been and con-
tinues to be essential to the current
North Vietnamese invasion. That inva-
sion had eliminated any possibility of
peace without subjugation and elimina-
tion of the South Vietnamese.

The only alternative available to the
President, other than the utter aban-
donment of millions to whom we have
made a de facto commitment, would be
to provide counterweapons such as me-
dium or heavy tanks and long range ar-
tillery. This we have avoided because it
would bring about an escalation of the
war.
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The choice of interdiction by the Pres-
ident is within the clear authority to
defend American forces and those of our
allies. It should signal to the Russians
that a negotiated settlement must be
sought. As the President pointed out, it
also represents the best chance we have
of obtaining a return of our war pris-
oners.

I believe it is now up to the Russians
to join with us in a responsible role to
bring about an end to the flow of war
materials and of hostilities in both North
and South Vietnam. The progress made
recently in other meetings with the So-
viet Union indicates a good chance that
it can succeed.

JOBS FOR YOUTH: COMPREHEN-
SIVE ACTION DEMANDED

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
recent adoption by the Senate of the
second supplemental appropriations bill,
H.R. 14582, as amended, included a
vitally important response to the criti-
cal problem of extensive youth unem-
ployment in the poverty areas of our
cities.

In a highly commendable action, the
Senate Committee on Appropriations
had recommended a supplemental ap-
propriation of $247 million for man-
power training services, including $223.9
million for the Neighborhood Youth
Corps summer job program. This is the
largest supplemental ever recommended
by the committee for this vital program.
providing for 947,928 job opportunities
on a 9-week basis for poor youth in
America’'s cities.

I strongly urge that Senate and House
conferees on this appropriations meas-
ure sustain the action of the Senate in
approving these additional funds to
meet serious needs of the cities and to
provide badly needed jobs and income
for several hundred thousand young
men and women. And I urge the ad-
ministration to assure the full-scale op-
eration of this essential summer job pro-
gram without delay.

The Senate action goes far foward
meeting the level of available and re-
quired jobs for youth that has been
documented by the National League of
Cities and the U.S. Conference of May-
ors—almost 1 million wage-earning
slots, but on a 10-week basis as the pro-
gram has been operated prior to last
summer. It had been my privilege to
join with Senator Javirs and 25 other
Senators in supporting this urgent re-
quest by these national urban organiza-
tions before the Senate Appropriations
Subcommittee on Labor and Health,
Education, and Welfare and Related
Agencies, and I am gratified that the
committee fully recognized the merit of
our strong appeal.

This level of need that can be effec-
tively met by our cities compares di-
rectly with the administration’s pro-
posal simply to maintain last year's level
of work opportunities, under the New
York City summer program, of 609,300
slots and on the shorter basis of 9 weeks.
It was only under intense congressional
pressure that the administration agreed
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to increase appropriation requests to
achieve this level of jobs for youth last
year, although it was short of the goal
initially called for by Senators NELSON,
Javits, myself, and others. Since then,
the administration has not hesitated to
take full credit for increasing the level
of job opportunities for youth over that
of previous years.

I would welcome this new-found pride
of accomplishment by the executive
branch in this area of serious human
need. But I am deeply concerned that
this administration may still be failing
to recognize that simultaneously there
has been an escalation in the crisis of
unemployment among America’s youth,
particularly among young persons in the
urban and rural ghettos of poverty.

THE CRISIS OF YOUTH UNEMPLOYMENT

The rate of joblessness among teen-
agers stands at a disastrous level of 17.9
percent—more than three times the na-
tional level of unemployment that itself
1s economically and morally unconscion-
able. But the crisis of joblessness has
been felt most sharply among nonwhite
yvouth under age 22, living in poverty
neighborhoods, where the unemploy-
ment rate has soared to 34.3 percent and
to 42 percent among young black men
aged 16 to 19.

Now, this is the problem as it already
exists. But what about the millions of
young men and women, presently in high
school or college, who will be looking
for temporary or permanent jobs this
summer? And what action is being taken
now to enable an expected 3 to 4 million
young persons each year over the com-
ing decade to find full-time work?

It has been estimated that 2.3 million
high school graduates and college stu-
dents will be looking for temporary jobs
this summer. Consider the impact this
will have on the 1.3 million youth and
400,000 Vietnam-era veterans looking for
a steady job right now. Then add to this
cadron another 1.2 million high school
and college graduates this June who will
be seeking permanent employment.

Even the staggering rate of unemploy-
ment among black youth in the urban
ghetto does not tell the full story of
frustration, despair, and lives crippled
by the denial of regular work opportuni-
ties at a decent wage, in our areas of
poverty.

Two disturbing indicators that this is
a problem of major proportions have
been sharply focused in recent weeks in
surveys by the Census Bureau and by
the staff of the Senate Subcommittee on
Employment, Manpower, and Poverty,
of the unemployment situation in low-
income neighborhoods in 51 of our
larger cities. First, it is estimated that
the true unemployment rate in these
neighborhoods—adding those seeking
full-time work or discouraged in their
search for jobs—is nearly double the
high level of 9.6 percent reported for
1971 by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Second, the subemployment rate—a
more accurate indicator of the actual
depression economy existing in the city
ghetto of poverty, reflecting not only
those out of work, but also those who
have given up trying to do better than
their ill-paid, part-time jobs, and full-
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time workers paid less than $4,000 a
year—may be over 30 percent. One out
of every three families lives in poverty,
for lack of decent-paying jobs in the
area, and two out of three families earn
less than what the Government has
defined as a “low adequate budget” of
$6,960 per year.

YOUTH IN POVERTY: NEIGHBORHOOD YOUTH

CORPS JOB PROGEAM REFORMS

Last year, I undertook an important
new initiative to meet the critical need
of jobs for young men and women hand-
icapped by the double barriers to op-
portunity—racial and economic discrim-
ination. It has been my privilege, as
Vice President and Chairman of the
President’s Council on Youth Oppor-
tunity, to work directly with State Gov-
ernors and city mayors in launching
vital new programs to overcome these
barriers throughout the Nation. Out of
this extensive firsthand experience with
the harsh reality of lives crippled by
poverty, I was determined that more
could and should be done.

Therefore, in April 1971, in testimony
in the Senate on the economic oppor-
tunity amendments bill, S. 2007, I pro-
posed a fivefold expansion of the
Neighborhood Youth Corps out-of-
school program to provide for 250,000
job opportunities. And I called for a re-
orientation of this program to involve
teenage youth in vital projects of com-
munity improvement and publiec services.
I emphasized the importance of enabling
our young people to work directly in cre-
ating a more livable, decent environ-
ment in depressed neighborhoods, as,
for example, in projects to develop and
maintain parks and playgrounds, to
clean up streets and vacant lots, and to
provide recreational programs for chil-
dren and other community services. And
I insisted that this be a comprehensive
program to genuinely help teenagers who
have dropped out of school, by also pro-
viding them opportunities to continue
their education to obtain good jobs at a
decent wage.

The antipoverty bill subsequently
passed by the Senate included a pro-
vision for an additional authorization of
$500 million to create 100,000 more work
and training opportunities in the New
York City out-of-school program. But
the administration not only vetoed this
bill, but also reduced enrollment slots
in this program to 49,000 in its budget
request for fiscal 1973.

I firmly believe that Congress must
reverse such inexcusable, regressive
actions by this administration in the face
of critical human needs across this Na-
tion. We must not continue to deny hun-
drens of thousands of young people vital
opportunities to make something worth-
while of their lives.

A MAJOR EXPANSION OF FUBLIC SERVICE JOBS

We must also launch a frontal assault
on substantial unemployment afflicting
younger and older workers alike. That is
why I have introduced the Employment
Opportunities Act of 1972, S. 3365, to
provide for more than five times the level
of public service jobs currently created
under the Emergency Employment Act.
The provision of 148,000 jobs under this
act, when more than 5 million Ameri-
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cans are out of work, has been almost
meaningless in addressing the crisis of
youth unemployment. Only some 12 per-
cent of these jobs are held by young
people under age 21.

The time has come for the Federal
Government to become the employer of
first opportunity, to restore the con-
fidence of the people and their hope in
America’s future. What this administra-
tion must recognize is that the immediate
need across America is for jobs—jobs
that are of vital importance to our com-
munities struggling to provide adequate
publie services; jobs to restore hope and
confidence; jobs to stimulate consumer
purchasing power; jobs to enable thou-
sands upon thousands of families to
obtain food and clothing, health care,
and to rebuild the savings wiped out over
3 year of recession.

But we must also act decisively to help
the young person facing a summer of
uselessness and continued poverty, often
moved by the senselessness of this en-
forced idleness to accept the equally
less violence of the youth gang.

We waste one of our most vital na-
tional resources when we leave on the
street corner the youth with a vision, a
commitment, a determination to know a
better life for himself and his community,
and to work toward the achievement of
a more just and decent society.

AMERICANS FOR DOMESTIC DEVELOPMENT

I have proposed the establishment of
& major new service corps, Americans
for domestic development, to utilize the
idealism and impulse for service of Amer-
icans of all ages to meet the human needs
of the Nation. We must make the decade
of the 1970s a decade of dynamic
domestic development. We need to con-
centrate not only on the problems of
poverty in Amerieca, but on the countless
unmet domestic needs that the present
administration has neglected—needs in
education and health care, in conserva-
tion and recreation, in erime prevention
and the rehabilitation of drug abusers,
in child day care and tutorial programs,
in helping hard-pressed local govern-
ments design and execute a wide range
of programs for people.

‘We need a service corps that can ad-
dress these problems through loecally
based and effectively organized projects,
with Federal assistance and constructive
monitoring of operations. Members of
A.D.D. would be allowed to serve in com-
munities where they live and where they
want to make a contribution, and this
contribution can be on a full-time or
part-time basis. They should also par-
ticipate in the decisionmaking levels of
Government.

Such a service corps can enable young
people to be effectively involved in on-
going programs to address the problems
I have outlined, and to earn a decent in-
come. There are thousands of important
tasks that young people can and should
be performing, because they have skills
and direct experience as well as com-
mitment: work as hospital assistants,
teacher aides, camp counselors, and rec-
reation program directors, or manning
information centers on community serv-
ices and contacting appropriate Govern-
ment agencies to get help for people in
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need, or counseling other youth and
working with street groups, and under-
taking vital environmental improvement
projects in both the city and rural areas,

The Americans for Domestic Develop-
ment program can be tied in with my
proposal for the expansion and reorien-
tation of the Neighborhood Youth Corps
job programs to provide not only exten-
sive opportunities for job training that is
relevant to the current labor market, and
for work experience at a decent wage,
but also remedial education services and
flexible programs for continued educa-
tion for youth who have dropped out of
school.

We should also provide Federal assist-
ance to help meet the operational costs
of locally organized programs to provide
young people with odd-job employment
opportunities. Many programs of this
kind are already being run by the Nation-
al Alliance of Businessmen, community
action agencies, Jaycees, city govern-
ments, and the Urban League. Federal as-
sistance toward meeting direct program
operation costs, can enable these pro-
grams to meet the needs of many more
thousands of youth seeking part-time
employment. This assistance would be
tied to the requirement of the main-
tenance of this local effort, and the as-
surance of safe working conditions and
a fair wage in the private-sector jobs that
these programs locate for young people.

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR AMERICA’S

INVISIELE YOUTH

But it is also high time that Federal
leadership focus attention on the needs
of America’s invisible youth—the more
than 8 million young Americans not in
college, but in factories, on farms, in of-
fices, or at home. They should now have
a fair share in the educational subsidies
and privileges enjoyed by college stu-
dents. I have proposed a Federal program
of scholarship funds and educational
loans so that these young men and wom-
en who must work by day can attend
night courses at a community college or
university.

I firmly believe that education beyond
high school in America is a right—not a
privilege. It is essential if a young person
is to improve his employability skills and
compete effectively in a changing labor
market that is demanding ever higher
gualifications.

INTERNS FOR POLITICAL LEADERSHIF ACT

We must also now enable youth to be
directly involved in the decisions and
operations of all levels of government as
part of a higher education that is rele-
vant and comprehensive. Working as in-
terns in the offices of elected officials in
local and State government, and at a
reasonable rate of compensation during
this work experience, they can learn at
firsthand the strengths and problems of
government that must strive to be both
representative of and responsive to the
people. Directly participating in the
policy-determination process and in the
provision of services to constituents, they
will obtain a firsthand experience by
which to evaluate their career plans. And
government will benefit greatly by the
experience of the commitment and in-
novative thinking of youth.
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It was for these reasons that I intro-
duced the Interns for Political Leader-
ship Act last year, to establish such pro-
grams in cities and State capitols across
the Nation. This legislation has sub-
sequently been passed by the Senate, and
provides a model of what I believe must
be done if youth are to believe that they
have a direct voice in American democ-
racy. City councilmen and State repre-
sentatives have expressed their full ap-
proval of the results of pilot programs in
numerous areas, at the same time noting
a serious need for this assistance.

MAXIMUM USE OF DEFENSE TRAINING
FACILITIES

Finally, I believe that an immediate
examination must be made of further
job training resources for Vietnam-era
veterans and young men and women—
resources purchased with Federal tax
dollars but not being fully utilized. For
example, we should look to the full
utilization of Department of Defense
training facilities, equipment, staff, and
programs, fcr job training and work
experience, as the military need for these
facilities and programs is reduced or
terminated.

Why could not these facilities be
shared with or leased by State and lo-
cal governments for job training centers
for younger and older workers, with
program costs being shared by the Fed-
eral Government? Various pilot proj-
ects of this nature have been undertaken
over recent years—as, for example, in
Job Corps programs—but much more
can and should be done on a sustained
basis.

I suggest that the Department of De-
fense, while retaining ownership of
these facilities where necessary to the
national defense, be enabled to under-
take appropriate contracting and reg-
ulatory procedures for the transfer or
sharing of these governmental assets
with State and local governments, both
to promote the employment of military
personnel in fransition to civilian
status, and to enable unemployed per-
sons in the surrounding region to learn
new skills where serious shortages exist
in the labor market.

NATIONAL LEADERSHIF DEMANDED

All these proposals represent vital new
directions that I am determined to see
taken in meeting the critical need of
youth for jobs—jobs with a purpose, jobs
that need to be done to strengthen the
economy and improve our communities,
and jobs that must be provided now.

The need for action is urgent. The
demand for decisive national leadership
to address the crisis of youth unemploy-
ment should no longer be avoided.

THE ANTIDRUG DRIVE

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Presidenf, on
March 28, 1972, the New York Law Jour-
nal publish an article entitled “Kew-
NEDY: Antidrug Drive Needs Total Ef-
fort,” written by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts. The statement clearly out-
lines the urgency of our national drug
abuse epidemic, and it explains why the
Nation must begin immediately to elimi-
nate the sickening tragedies caused by
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the abuse of narcotics and other drugs.
As chairman of the Subcommittee on Al-
coholism and Narcotics, I am pleased
that Senator KENNEDY has expressed his
concern and interest in this terribly vital
national issue.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the statement of
Senator KEnNeEpy published in the New
York Law Journal of March 28, 1972.

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

KENNEDY: ANTIDRUG DRIVE NEEDS
ToTAL EFFORT
(By Epwarp M. KENNEDY)

America in the T0's is a drug society. To
get to sleep we pop a pill. To wake up we take
another pill. Headaches, colds, aches and
pains are compelling reasons for taking more
drugs. We take drugs to control our birth
rate and we take drugs to keep from eating
too much. We even have rituals for taking
certain drugs so that we don't realize or look
upon them as drugs. During the coffee break
we get our daily intake of caffein; cigarettes
satisfy our passion for nicotine, and the cock-
tail party meets our demand for alcohol.

Ordinarily, most of these drugs are totally
safe. Aspirin and coffee surely don't pose a
health threat under normasal use. While birth
control pills may have side effects, they, too,
are generally safe. Other drugs are perhaps
safe in limited use, but some are easily sub-
ject to abuse, like alcohol. Some drugs,

though inherently dangerous and destruc-
tive even in ordinary use, like nicotine, are
still somewhat controllable and pose litile
threat to the stability of soclety. But, the
building crescendo about a drug epidemic

concerns a singularly lethal and debilitating

drug—heroin. And the widely broadcast con-

cern about an epidemic is stimulated by the

mounting toll of lives that heroin ruins.
NONE ARE SPARED

Heroin addiction and abuse are everywhere.
Parents in the comforting affluence of Bev-
erly Hills complain as much as mothers whose
children are forced to play in the squalor of
South Chicago. In Washington, D.C., one
fifth of all young men between twenty and
twenty-four are estimated to be heroin ad-
dicts. Experts claim that New York City, the
nation’s drug capital, has more than 100,000
addicts. Wesley Uhlman, the Mayor of Seat-
tle, believes there may be as many as 2,000
addicts in his city. Medical authorities put
the number of addicts at 5,000 in Phoenix.

Heroin is a plague ravaging all of our cit-
izens. People are filled with terror at home
and in our streets because the victims of
heroin stalk the urban byways for money
and goods to sate their craving. Each of us
is in danger of becoming a casualty of the
frenzy of the addict stealing for his habit.
In a community of two million citizens, at
least $200 million is “ripped off" each year
to support heroin addiction. In 1970, more
than 2,000 deaths were caused by drugs. And
the average age of users keeps dropping each
year.

What can we do about this epidemic? Can
it be stopped before it gets out of hand? Or,
is it out of hand already? As I see it, there
are two alternatives. We can panic. In our
panic we will only produce cosmetic changes
that are superficial and insincere. Or, we can
really seek to resolve the basic causes of the
problem.

HEROIN AND GUNS

In a startlingly ironlc way, the widespread
abuse of heroin compares with the nation-
wide mystique for guns. Today, fear, appre-
hension, mistrust, anguish and pain are the
dreaded products of our nation’s history with
firearms. In early times guns were a necessity.
They were used to clalm a new nation; to es-
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tablish a new life. Thus, through the years
America has nurtured and worshipped the
“power of the barrel.” Today, guns are still
an integral part of our soclety. But they are
s0 abused and misused that among the na-
tions of the world, America stands in the
bloodiest pool of deaths by gunfire,

We have somehow managed to weave into
the fabric of our new world culture a similar-
1y mystical dependence upon drugs, so that
the switch from caffein to codein or from
nicotine to marijuana is really no switch at
all. Rather, it is quite a predictable outcome
for a population that insists on making life
seem like a perpetual happy hollday where
a pill eures all.

So far, even the way we have tried to deal
with the drug problem is not unlike our
approach to the gun problem. “Guns don't
kill, people do" cry the critles of gun con-
trols, Upon that kind of misguided phlilos-
ophy we have enacted a plethora of laws
to punish people who maim, Intimidate or
kill with guns. But we have devised no ef-
fective method to control the avallability
of these deadly devices that caused 10,200
murders in 1970.

CUT OFF THE SOURCE

Shamefully, and perhaps blindly, America
has adopted a singularly unenlightened poli-
cy about the misuse and abuse of narcotics.
Our national, and indeed our local, policles
dealing with narcotics substances seem to be
founded on the notion that “heroin doesn't
steal, people do.” And so, we have acted to
lock up the user, while the flow of heroin
and other narcotlcs remains almost unabated,
Let's cut off the supply at the source and
pursue drug traffickers relentlessly.

In July, 1969, the Administration an-
nounced its “commitment” to combat the
drug menace. That announcement included
all the right words about a balance of law
enforcement, education, rehabilitation, and
research. But two days later, when the Sen-
ate received the Administration bill, it was
one dimensional. That bill was all enforce-
ment and no rehablilitation, no research and
no education. Moreover, the Administration
blocked attempts of those of us who sought
to add these other three dimensions. And
80 it is, that we seem doomed to suffer from
the full visions of the past when dealing with
the modern threat of a narcotics epldemic.

We seem compelled to continue believing
that it is proper to place anyone who has
had anything to do with drugs in jail. But
what good is it to arrest drug users if we
don’t have the facilities to deal with them

and if they are going to end up back on
the streets and back on drugs. We do the
same with those arrested for gun crimes.
They also wind up back on the streets with
a gun back in their pocket,

NATIONAL SUICIDE

To those who take the position that guns
will always be with us, I submit that we
must sustain an unending campaign to rede-
velop the proper role of firearms in our lives
because the current place that guns have in
American life is tragically and needlessly
destroying the quietude of our family and
community life. At the same moment, if we
are to accept the claim that narcotics will
always be a part of our life, then we must
also seek to develop its proper role in our
soclety. Unless we do so, there may be a grue-
some nationwide contest to eradicate our-
selves with either a shot of heroin or a shot
of lead.

Yet, it seems clear that we have & chance
to halt the madness of drug abuse, even
though the problem continues to grow at a
staggering rate. Our most important task,
however, is to recognize that the answer is
as complex as the problem. It is not sufficlent
Just to seek the elimination of heroin or
other narcotics from our soclety. We must
devise a fundamentally rational and coordi-
nated attack so that new people will be
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prevented from getting caught up in the
heroin morass; those who are already part
of 1t must be rescued, and others whose greed
contributes to the spread of the problem
must be effectively deterred.

Drs. Dupont and Katon, in Washington,
D.C.’s narcotics treatment program, call for
a national commitment to end the current
spread of narcotics abuse. They warn that
even with a well-structured treatment pro-
gram there is a particularly cruel problem
to be faced.

“When a program is functioning well, the
heroin addicts will come and come and
come,” they sald. “There won't be enough
money to treat them all. The program must
either establish a waiting list or dilute serv-
ices to an unacceptable level. The involved
physiclan will be forced into the role of pro-
gram advocate and contender for inadequate
public or private funds. He will begin to fight
with national granting programs such as the
National Institute of Mental Health and the
Office of Economic Opportunity. He will do
battle with his local and state government.
He will compete for funds with other health
programs. The reason for this is as cbvious
as it is tragic: nowhere in the country has
the leadership fully grasped addiction and
nowhere is enough money avallable.”

Obviously, the only sensible answer is to
pursue the drug problem with the same per-
sistence that plunged wus into justifying
blowing up the tiny island of Amchitka, or
building gigantic aircraft that refuse to fly,
like the C-56A. But, to do that will involve a
commitment on the part of all of us to think
with open minds and to act with sense and
balance.

I am privileged to serve on the Senate sub-
committees—the Judiclary subcommittee to
Investigate Juvenile Delinquency and the
Labor and Public Welfare subcommittee on
Alcoholism and Narcotics—which are jointly
responsible for the development of programs
on drug dependence and drug abuse. On the
basls of my experience on these subcommit-
tees, and with information I have obtained
as chairman of the Health subcommittee, it
is clear that we must and can develop a com-
prehensive approach to the drug problem.

In 1970, I joined with Senator Harold
Hughes and other members of the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee to introduce an
amendment to the Controlled Dangerous
Substances Act that would have established
a new “National Institute for the Prevention
and Treatment of Drug Abuse and Drug De-
pendence” in the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation and Welfare. That amendment pro-
vided for the emplacement of a centralized
system to control government drug problems.

Prevention, education, training, treatment,
rehabilitation, and non-enforcement related
research would all be in one highly visible
place. The system would have a mandate to
ensure that the federal drug effort is effec-
tively utilized; it would make sure that all
government programs are funded and it
would coordinate the many existing projects
with each other.

THE ESSENTIAL COMPONENTS

Through testimony received by our com-
mittees we know that the three dimensions
of research, rehabilitation and education are
essential components that must be available
to complement any aspects of enforcement
that are implemented to stem the appalling
increase in drug abuse. I firmly support ade-
quate enforcement procedures that will seek
out and prosecute importers, illegal manu-
facturers, distributors and others, who make
big business and big profit from destroying
lives with heroin. It is clear that enforcement
is ineffective when it operates without the
benefit of adequate treatment, education or
research. For those who are users, but not
pushers, the emphasis should be prevention
and rehabilitation, not simply throwing them
in jail.
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Dr. Vincent P. Dole, the renowned ploneer
in methadone treatment procedures recog-
nizes two elements in resolving an addict's
dependence on heroin.

First, the users craving for heroiln must
be eliminated at the same time that moves
are taken to end the criminal activity re-
quired to finance his habit.

Second, society demands that the individ-
ual replace his social defects with soclally
productive work, like returning to school,
seeking job training or job placement and
reestablishing a “normal” family life,

But, says Dr. Dole, to insist that success
in social rehabilitation should be the meas-
ure of efficacy of methadone treatment is
like basing the efficacy of insulin treatment
on the diabetic's ability to get a job rather
than basing it on the ability of insulin to
control blood sugar.

DECISION MUST BE MADE

Agaln, as with our attitude toward guns,
we tend to be more concerned about affect-
ing the behavior of users than with eliminat-
ing the source of the problem. Heroln should
never enter this country. Since it does, let’s
offer help to those who become slaves to its
power. It makes no sense to walt until a per-
son has already become a drug abuser before
trying to do anything about him. We must
decide what it is we need to know about the
causes, mechanisms and potential cures of
drug abuse. And then we must stimulate and
finance the best and quickest research. Right
now our research is haphazard and reactive.
Dissemination and analysis of results are slow
and slipshod.

We must have an education program
which prepares parents and children to han-
dle the challenges and temptations which
drugs present. These efforts must be honest
and stralghtforward. They must not deceive,
or they will be ignored. They must not mere=
ly frighten, they must explain. They must
admit lack of knowledge where there is a
lack of knowledge, and describe risks where
there are risks. Legislation presently pending
in the Senate that is designed to strive to
meet these goals will hopefully be approved
in this session of the Congress.

MANY THINGS TO BE DONE

There are so many things that need to be
done. We could identify large numbers of
addicts through analysis in our general jail
intake process. We can tap the boundless
dedication and energy of ex-addicts—who
want to help cure new addicts, and have done
80 successfully. We can experiment more
broadly with methadone which seems to hold
great promise for allowing many addicts to
resume normal llves, if used under proper
controls. And we can do something about the
tragic lack of bed space in detoxification
facilities so that we can begin to work on
addilet’s vocational, emotional, financlal, and
other problems in a drug-free environment.
Obviously, the same rehabilitation approach
is not the best one for all drug abusers.
We must develop a whole matrix of ap-
proaches to match the cure with the individ-
ual problem.

I am hopeful that the direction of the
Commission Report on Marijuana Usage,
along with new legislation will begin to estab-
lish the national commitment that has been
talked about for so many years.

J. EDGAR HOOVER

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, J.
Edgar Hoover has been for better than
40 years one of the central fizures of our
time—a man of unquestioned ability,
personal integrity, and professional com-
petence.

The FBI bears the mark of his strong
personal leadership. Few men in our time
have made such a strong impact on
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American public life. Presidents with-
out regard to party have placed their
trust and faith in him and the organiza-
tion that he directed.

Inevitably, a man of such strong will
and powerful position was subject to
controversy. His dedication to the Nation
and the law will be living monuments to
his illustrious career. In his death the
Nation has lost a great patriot and an
outstanding public servant.

SPACE AGE TECHNOLOGY SPURS
AMERICAN EXPORTS

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, one of the
points that received emphasis at this
yvear's hearings on the NASA authoriza-
tion for fiscal year 1973 was the impor-
tance of high technology exports in
America’s balance of trade. The aero-
space industry alone provides some $4
billion in exports annually while only
some $350 million are imported. Ad-
vanced technology developed through the
military programs and NASA are largely
responsible for our balance of trade sur-
plus in this area.

What does this mean in terms of jobs?

It is a fact, that each $1 billion of aero-
space exports represents jobs for some
60,000 to 65,000 of our fellow Americans—
and this is a conservative estimate.

Moreover, space-age technology has
contributed to American preeminence in
the fleld of electronics. During the hear-
ings on NASA authorization, Dr.
Fletcher, the Administrator, made this
statement:

We have moved on to the next step beyond
transistors, integrated circuits and large-scale
integration, because of the technology. . . .

An example of what Dr. Fletcher was
talking about appears on page 86 of the
NASA fiscal year 1973 hearings held be-
fore the Senate Committee on Aeronau-
tical and Space Sciences. It is an article
entitled “Technology—Turning the Ta-
bles on Japan,” published in Business
Week for March 4, 1972,

The article describes how the rapid
development of the semiconductor in the
United States has turned the electronic
calculator business upside down. The
market for low cost calculating machines
has been Japsnese dominated over the
past few years. Now, however, with new
technology, the United States is expected
to capture a substantial portion of this
market—a portion that could be worth
$500 million to American manufacturers.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the Recorb.

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

[From Business Week, Mar. 4, 1972]
TECHNOLOGY—TURNING THE TABLES ON JAPAN
U.S. CALCULATORS OVERWHELM THE JAPANESE IN

A NEW MASS MARKET FOR THE MACHINES

Technology is changing the electronic cal-
culator business so fast that no one seems
able to kee;; track of what's golng on—Ileast
of all the Japanese producers who only last
year had a stranglehold on the market. The
rapid development of advanced semiconduc-
tor devices in the U.S. has turned the busi-
ness upside down. American manufacturers,
industry leaders say, will dominate the U.S.
market this year and may even snap up parts
of forelgn markets.
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Five developments over the last few months
have produced this rapid turnaround:

U.S. semiconductor makers are mass pro-
ducing devices that combine all of a calcula-
tor's electronic circuits on one tiny semi-
conductor chip. This is driving the retall
price of a calculator below $100, a polnt at
which a mass consumer market will open up
for the first time.

U.8. calculator makers have pushed assem-

bly time down to as little as 15 minutes per
machine. This wipes out the Japanese manu=
facturers’' biggest cost advantage: low labor
rates.
The Japanese makers are stuck with huge
inventories of last year's costlier models, and
they are confused about how to compete in
the radically changing U.S. market. Some of
them are likely to set up U.S. assembly opera-
tions In the U.S., but most have not made
their decisions yet.

The market is polarizing into a mass mar-
ket for the low-cost consumer units selling
through retall stores and a higher-priced
market for complex technical and program-
mable models whose suppliers emphasize
service.

A horde of newcomers is moving into the
industry. Because labor costs and parts prices
have been pushed down so far, just about
anyone can put together an “all-American"
calculator today for about $40. But competi-
tion for the low end of the market is intense,
and margins are shrinking fast,

At stake In all this is a U.S. market worth
$300-million to $400-milllon a year—and one
that is expected to grow by at least 10% to
15% a year. Growth will be far larger if the
mass consumer market for calculators de-
velops as expected.

TURNABOUT

But it is the U.S. share of the market that
has everyone In the business excited. “We
expect U.S. companies to get T0% of the cal-
culator market in the next few years,” says
Leigh Brite, president of Eldorado Electro-
data Corp. That would glve U.S. producers
the same share that Japanese makers held
last year. Charles Kovac, marketing vice-
president of North American Rockwell Micro-
electronies Co., the largest supplier of cal-
culator circuits, looks for U.S. producers to
capture the dominant market position from
the Japanese this year, and he is convinced
that the mass market for low-cost machines
will develop in 1972.

Domestic producers bullt only 175,000 of
the B00,000 machines sold in the U.8. last
year, Eovac estimates. This year, he says,
sales will jump to 1.5-million machines, and
the U.S. will build 950,000 of them. Nearly
half of the total, or about 700,000, will be
low-priced models, says Kovac, and 500,000
of these will be U.S.-made.

NOW THERE ARE TOO MANY JAPANESE PRODUC-
ERS, CRUSHED BY A HIGH-COST INVENTORY

It is too soon to tell just who will gain
the most from the growing U.S. slice of the
calculator buslness. Some oldline office
equipment makers are trying to adjust: Mon-
roe is building more of its own calculators
in South Carolina and Burroughs Corp. is be-
ginning to builld its own machines in France.
But the polarization of the business puts the
squeeze on them. The low-overhead assem-
blers selling direct to retallers are likely to
dominate the consumer market and even-
tually take over more of the office calcu-
lator business, while the more complex ma-
chines will demand new skills in customer
applications and support.

But whoever galns most, the current up-
heaval is a dramatic change from the past,
when the Japanese, with the help of a U.S.
invention—the transistor—ran away with the
American market for radios and black-and-
white TV sets. By 1970, the same fate had
befallen the calculator business. The key to
the electronic calculator is the U.S.-devel-
oped metal-oxide-silicon (MOS) solid-state
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technology. With large-scale integrated cir-
cuits (LS8Is), producers can cram thousands
of transistors into a silicon chip just one-
tenth of two-tenths of an inch square. Using
these chips, which they bought from U.S.
suppliers, the Japanese killed the U.S. elec-
tromechanical calculator industry in just a
few years.

Now the Japanese are caught in a squeeze.
There are too many Japanese producers, with
too much capacity. Their labor costs are ris-
ing, and the realignment of currencies puts
them at an even greater disadvantage in the
U.S. market. The gain made by American
producers in cutting the labor in assem-
bly of calculators compounds their problems.

INVENTORIES

Hanging over the Japanese are huge in-
ventories that started building up last fall.
There are probably about 2-million ma-
chines—more than a year's supply—in world-
wlide inventory. The shadow of this inven-
tory is even blacker because new machines
are coming on the market at less than the
wholesale price of the calculators that the
Japanese have in the warehouse. Sharp Corp.,
which had been turning out 40% of the
Japanese calculators cut its production last
fall by 40% to 40,000 units a month, says
Kanji Ishii, a director of the company.

The competitive environment has ch:
too. “American companies have caught on
and are scrambling for a plece of the mar-
ket,” says NR Microelectronics’ Kovae. “Our
circuit makers and calculator manufactur-
ers are talking to one another now, whereas
in 1069 only the Japanese were interested in
making the investment.” The U.S. produc-
ers are also selling directly to retallers and
taking much lower margins, “If the Japa-
nese manufacturers want to sell here, they'll
have to manufacture here,” says Earl Greg-
ory, vice-president of Electronic Arrays, Inc.

One Japanese producer is already assem-
bling calculators in the U.S. In a joint ven-
ture with a U.8. group called Omron Systems,
Inec.,, Omron Systems is making 10,000 cal-
culators a month in plants in Mountain
View, Calif.,, and Tijuana, Mexico. Others
may follow. “They're all talking about it,"
says Bernard Jacobs, president of Omron
Systems.

OPENING A LEAD

Only a couple of years ago, before U.S.
solid-state circuit technology began its latest
spurt, many people predicted that the Jap-
anese would soon close the gap. Today,
though most knowledgeable observers believe
that the U.S. producers still have a two-year
technological lead over the Japanese and that
the chances of holding it are good.

The U.S. began this jump when Mostek
Corp. announced a year ago that it was pro-
ducing a single LSI chip containing all the
logic circuits for a four-function, 12-digit
calculator. By fall, Texas Instruments had
its single-chip calculator circuit in produc-
tion, and half a dozen companies had al-
ready designed calculators to use it. TI was
then quoting a price of under 20 apiece for
large orders. Last year, Sharp was paylng an
estimated $40 for four chips that did essen-
tially the same job in its most popular
machines.

Prices have fallen fast. One manufacturer
is now paying about $10 each for the TI
chip in quantities of 100,000. He expects the
price to sink to 85 by the end of the year.

The price slide may dissuade the Japanese
from spending heavily to make their own
MOS/LSI calculator chips. “Prices have
eroded so much that at this point it is not too
attractive to pget into the market,” says
Berry Cash, Mostek's marketing vice-presi-
dent. “The Japanese have barely started pro-
ducing their own calculator circults in quan-
tity,” he says, “but we're down the learning
curve.”

PRICE WAR

The newcomers to the calculator business

are also under intense price pressure. “The
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low end of the market is sulcide,” says Jerry
Wasserman, who follows the calculator busi-
ness for Arthur D, Little, Inc. “The $100
calculator,” he adds, “is going to drive more
companies into bankruptey than you can
shake a stick at.”

STORES ARE RACING TO BE FIRST WITH A BATTERY -
MODEL CALCULATOR FOR HOME USE

Some have had a taste of trouble already.
Last fall, a small New Jersey outfit called
Ragen Precision Industries, Inc., agreed to
deliver 20,000 pocket calculators for $756 each
to Alexander’s, the New York department
store chain. Deliveries were to start In mid-
January, and the store was going to retail
the units at $100. Alexander’'s does not have
its calculator yet, and Ira Lopata, Ragen's
president, says that production was delayed
seven weeks because his company had to
completely rework one of the two logic chips,
Competlitors had been dublous about the deal
because, as one of them says, Ragen “picked
two undeveloped technologies”—liquid crys-
tal displays and complementary MOS circuits.

But Alexander’s still wants to be first to
sell a battery-powered pocket calculator with
keyboard for under $100, and late this month
it will start retailing a model somewhat
similar to the Ragen unit. The supplier,
Rapid Data Systems & Equipment, Ltd., of
Toronto, was virtually unknown until last
week, when several stores announced they
had ordered its first calculator, Over the past
month, Rapld Data has shown its machine
to only a handful of retailers, yet by last week
the company had §7-million worth of orders.
Alexander’s will buy 20,000 at $62.560 each.
Montgomery Ward & Co. has signed up for
$3-million worth.

ON THE MARKET

Rapid Data is buying all parts for the units
from U.S. suppliers, and has driven some
hard bargains with them. A $10 price for a
single-chip circuit was too much for him,
says Ralph Data’s President Clive Raymond.

“We got a better price from Mostek,” he
notes. Litronix, Inc.; & smsll but fast-growing
California company, is supplying the eight-
digit, solid-state light-emitting idode display
for close to $1 a digit, less than one-fifth
what it would have cost a year ago. Rapid
Data is in production and plans to deliver
80,000 caleulators by June.

The only other battery-powered pocket
calculator now selling for 100 is in Alden's
spring catalogue. It is made by Litton In-
dustries’ Monroe Div. at a plant in Lexing-
ton, 8.C,, for the Royal Div. However, it uses
a stylus and entry board instead of the usual
pushbutton keyboard and, because of this,
it has met some buyer resistance. Alexander's,
for instance, tried the machine but did not
order it.

Sears, Roebuck & Co. says it is holding off
ordering a small machine to bear a Sears
brand name until there is less “‘chaos in the
industry.” But word in the calculator busi-
ness is that Sears will start getting deliveries
of & new low-cost calculator in July from NR
Microelectronics. Eovac of the NR division
says only that “we think we will sell 250,000
liquid crystal displays” for consumer calcu-
lators, this year. But another NR official adds:
“We're selling the displays as part of a cal-
culator for which we have large-volume or-
ders for 1972 delivery.”

IMPACT

The new solid-state technology is having
its greatest impact right now on these low-
cost calculators, but it will soon start in-
fluencing the design—and the price—of the
bigger machines that have bullt-ln memories
or printers, or and can be programmed for
various jobs. Some of the newcomers to the
business are talking of building calculators
with memories for less than $200 by next
summer. Rapid Data plans to start showing
prototypes of a printer-calculator in about
a month, and Raymond asserts that the
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machine will sell for $250 when it goes on
the market later this year.

Some of the big, old-line calculator mak-
ers—the ones that originally ignored the in-
roads of the Japanese—have their doubts
about such claims. “I’ll belleve it when I can
buy one,” says an official of one of these
companies. But by then it may be too late
for him to counterattack.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, since
these hearings on March 14, two other
items have appeared in Business Week
describing how America is forging ahead
in markets previously dominated abroad
thanks to new technology. One of them
is intriguing because of its title, “Swiss
Watchmakers Buy American’; the other
shows how America may once again be a
strong producer of watches for the mass
market.

I ask unanimous consent to have these
two articles printed in the RECORD.

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

Swiss WATCHMAKERS BUY AMERICAN

Watchmaking could be the next market
where U.S. technology helps rebulld business
lost to other countries over the years. Solid-
state electronics, which is helping the Amerl-
cans regaln a dominant position in calcula-
tors, now holds promise for watches.

The Swiss watchmakers, who still dominate
the worldwide market, have been working
hard to develop electronic watches in com-
petition with the U.S. and Japanese models
that are already avallable. Next month at
the Basel Fair, several Swiss watchmakers
will be introducing all solid-state digital
watches. But thelr electronic “movements”
will come from & small Princeton (N.J.) com-
pany—Optel Corp.—and the Swiss will end
up building just the cases.

Optel says it has $10-million in orders to
produce more than 250,000 movements from
seven companies, including the Swiss firms of
Soclété des Garde-Temps, which owns Walt-
ham Watch Co., and Omega, Glycine & Althus,
and Buttes. Waltham will announce its watch
next week.

The new watches, which display the time
with four numbers instead of the traditional
hands, will retail at $150 to $200 and will be-
gin appearing in U.S. and European stores
by late summer,

Optel is gearing up for full production by
July and expects to deliver between 20,000
and 100,000 movements by yearend. Its move-
ments consists of low power complementary
mos integrated circuits, a quartz crystal time
base, and a liquid crystal four-digit time dis-
play. Optel developed and is building the
ligquid crystal watch face, and it 1s buylng the
cireuits, which it designed, from several U.8.
semiconductor companies.

THE MARKET

“Digital readouts are not going to replace
the conventional analog watches entirely,”
says Zoltan J. Kiss, Optel president. But he
figures they should gain a “substantial por-
tion® of the worldwide business, estimated at
$3-billion annually.

Electronic watches account for only a tiny
fraction of the 170-million watches now
being sold annually. But, they “are getting
about 90% of the attentlon,” claims John
Bergey, director of research and development
for the Hamilton Watch Co., whose $2,100
Pulsar wristwatch is just getting into distri-
bution this month. Introduced last Decem-
ber, the Bulova Watch Co.’s $395 Accuquartz
has a quartz crystal base, with traditional
hour, minute, and second hands driven by a
tuning fork. A full line starting at $250 will
be offered later this year.

Major U.S. companies have heen studying
the digital ligquid crystal display watches, but
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none has announced plans to introduce one.

The Bwiss-based Ebauches Electronics also

will put out an electronic watch with a digl-

tal display later his year, and so will Japan's

Seiko, using technology similar to Optel's.
THE QUALITY

The biggest problem in liquid crystal dis-
play development has been a maximum life
of 10,000 hours. Optel says it has gotten
around this by using a hermetic seal, pre-
venting moisture and chemical contamina-
tion, It has also overcome another liguid
crystal problem—an electroplating effect
causing discoloration. The company gives an
18-month guarantee on the digital display
to the watch companies, which in turn wil}
provide the traditional one-year warranty to
customers.

By combining its liquid crystal display
with the complementary MOS circuits, Optel
has minimized power consumption to a point
where a standard battery will last for one
year., Hamilton's Pulsar is also guarantee-
ing one-year battery life, but its light-emitt-
ing-diode display requires more power and
the one-year life depends on the watch own-
er's pressing a button to light the display
25 times a day.

Electronic watches offer far greater ac-
curacy than traditional mechanisms. Optel
says its watch will be set to an accuracy of
15 seconds a year. Bulova's Accuquartz is
listed at a one to two seconds a week ac-
curacy, while Hamilton's Pulsar has a five-
second-a-month guarantee,

ELECTRONIC WATCHES FOR THE Mass MARKET

The worldwide watch industry is on the
brink of a radical shakeup, and what will
cause 1t is the arrival of the solid-state elec-
tronic watch priced for the mass market.
Semiconductor integrated cricults and a
quartz crystal make up the works of these
watches, and a liquid crystal digital display
takes the place of conventional hands. What
makes their impact on the market so formid-
able is that all of their parts can be mass
produced and the labor cost of assembling
them 15 minimal. By 1975, it may be
possible to put together the new watches
for about $10.50 each—and to retail them
for less than $50.

All the new technology Is coming from
U.s. electronics companies. It has
started to stir up the conservative, slow=-
moving watch industry, and within the next
couple of years it may reshape its whole
structure, The Swiss, who make the bulk of
the world’s watches and who until recently
dismissed any threat to their mass market,
are doing a swift aboutface. This week, at
the big watch falr in Basel, the Swiss intro-
duced the first solid-state watches with
liquid-crystal displays. But the major parts,
and in most cases the entire works of the
watches, were made in the U.S.

Electronic watches of all types are llkely
to take over most of the U.S. market by the
end of the decade, and the U.S. is the big-
gest single market for Swiss-made watches.
Thus, the Swiss watchmakers will have to
revamp their industry—or risk losing much
of the business to U.S. electronics producers.
The Swiss companies would have little hope
for the long run if they were to import U.S.-
made electronic movements, add a case to
them, and re-export them under their own
brand names.

Some U.S. electronics companies may also
plunge into the watch business themselves,
making complete watches and selling them
to retailers, That should throw the tradi-
tional U.S. watchmakers into an uproar, too.

DO SOMETHING FAST

To turn out the solid-state electronic watch
that it displayed this week at Basel, Ebauches
8.A., the glant Swiss watch components mak-
er, had to go to Texas Instruments, Inc.,
for the digital display and integrated circuits.
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Says one U.S, electronics maker: “The pres-
sure was on EKurt Hubner [technical head
of Ebauches Electronics] to do something
fast.”

Eight other Swiss watchmakers got the
entire works for the solid-state models they
showed at the fair from Optel Corp., a small
Princeton (N.J.) company. And one of them
will even assemble watches for the U.S. mar-
ket in St. Louis.

Japanese watchmakers may face the same
kind of problem as the Swiss. Japan's top
watch producer, Seiko Watch-K. Hattorl &
Co., sald earlier this year it would have a
solid state digital watch ready to sell at less
than $400 by this fall. But U.S. electronics
producers are supplying the circuits and dis-
plays for these, and they say that the Japa-
nese company is still six to 12 months away
from production.

U.S. watchmakers are trailing the Swiss
in announeing their own solid-state digital
watches, though they have been busy with
other electronic models that use a guartz-
crystal time base. Bulova Watch Co. has
small quantities of its Accuquartz on the
New York City market, selling for 8395, and
expects to have a $250 model ready for na-
tionwide sales by yearend. Timex Corp., af-
ter talking about it for three years, is final-
1y selling its quartz-crystal watch with a
pin-lever mechanism for $125.

But the new solid-state watches promise
to bring prices far below any of these. SBays
Victor K. Kiam, president of Benrus Corp.:
“They could be & golden opportunity for
U.S. watch companies.” And Larry Prigozen,
president of Elgin's Time Products group,
expects the result will be “some reversal of
watchmaking back to the U.S. in the next
year or two.” Today, half of the watches sold
in the U.S. are imported, and only a minu-
scule number of U.S.-made watches are ex-
ported.

Their predictions, though, are cautious
compared to the shifts in the world market
foreseen by the dozen or more electronics
companies now making solid-state watch
circuits and displays. “There’s no question”
that the U.S. will gain a large part of the
world's watch component business as a re-
sult of the mew technology, says Henry J.
Boreen, chairman of Solid State Sclentific
Devices Corp. His company is working with
Swiss and Japanese, as well as domestle,
watchmakers on the circuits. Boreen predicts
that the solid-state watches will "put 50,-
000 Swiss out of work."

STARTING TO SHIP

Aside from Optel, Microma Universal, Inc.,
of Mountain View, Calif,, also Is selling com-
plete “movements” (the solid-state watches
actually have no moving parts) to watch-
makers. “There's a chance for an American
company to become the Ebauches” of the
electronic watch business, says Microma’'s
marketing director, Donald Rogers. Switzer-
land’s Ebauches is now the world's largest
maker of watch components, but, says
Rogers, “no watch company” will dominate
in electronies.

Optel will ship the first production runs
of its solid-state movements in July, and
claims orders for 250,000 movements worth
$10-million.

Waltham Watch Co., owned by Swiss watch
companies, will use the Optel movement in
its Walchron watch, which will be in na-
tional distribution by the end of the year,
priced at about $185. Microma says it will
ship its first 1,000 movements to a US.
watch company by early summer, and ex-
pects that it can bulld more than 25000 of
them this year.

Motorola, Inc.,, though not assembling
units, is selling kits of the major parts to
producers who believe consumers will want
electronic watches with conventional faces,
not digital displays. The first watch on the
market using a Motorola kit is a 8250 model
made by Swiss-based Girard Perregaux. Mo-
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torola is making only small guantities of
the kits now, but it may get the price below
$20 if it can sell them In large gquantities.

NEWCOMERS

The semiconductor makers like to point
out the similarities between the electronic
watch and the electronlc calculator. Japa-
nese producers took away the calculator
market in the late 18960s by using low-cost
labor to assemble U.S. made integrated cir-
cuits. But calculator production is return-
ing to the U.8. because new American tech-
nology has vastly reduced labor content,
wiping out the Japanese advantage. And the
bulk of the reborn U.S. calculator business
is winding up In the hands of industry new-
comers. Whether this happens with elec-
tronie watches “depends on how aggressively
the major companies pursue their opportu-
nity,” says Gene McFarland, IC marketing
manager at Texas Instruments. “If they
don’t, small companies may get the busi-
ness,” he adds.

Microma is out to test that idea. It will
announce in June that it plans to put a case
around 1ts solld-state movements and sell a
complete watch to retallers, with a suggested
tag of $125.

John Bergey, research director at Hamil-
ton Watch Co., agrees that some electronics
companies will try to break into the busi-
ness, but he feels they will succeed only if
they can get the retall price under $70. Ben-
rus' Kiam says the private-label watches
would run up against the watch companies’
brandname advantage.

‘While nearly all of the watch industry is
now pretty much agreed that electronic
quartz watches will take the market away
from mechanical movements once they be-
come price competitive, there is a split on
whether consumers will accept the digital
display. Bergey sees rapld acceptance be-
cause of the large number of digital clocks
being sold. He predicts that by 1980 “virtu-
ally all electronic watches will be digital be-
cause solld state will be the cheapest way to
go."

SAFEGUARDING THE LOWER ST.
CROIX RIVER, MINN. AND WIS.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
lower St. Croix River, bordering Minne-
sota and Wisconsin, has received national
acclaim for its outstanding natural quali-
ties. It is one of the few remaining un-
spoiled rivers located near a large metro-
politan area. But this beautiful stretch of
water is in immediate danger of being
ruined by uncontrolled commercial ex-
ploitation.

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NEL-
soN) and I introduced a bill (S. 1928) to
save the lower St. Croix River from irrep-
arable destruction by designating it a
component of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers System. For more than 8
years, Congress has been actively consid-
ering such designation for the lower St.
Croix. The Senate passed legislation on
two occasions in the past which would
have established a lower St. Croix Na-
tional Scenic and Recreational Riverway.
However, enactment by the House, was
deferred pending the findings of a joint
Federal-State-local task force created to
determine the suitability of the river for
such designation. The task force com-
pleted its report last October and con-
cluded that the lower St. Croix met every
criteria for Federal protection.

A large bipartisan coalition of public
officials in Congress and in the States of
Minnesota and Wisconsin have enthu-
siastically endorsed S. 1928. It has the
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support of local residents and environ-
mental groups who understand that this
is the only workable means to safeguard
the river.

It therefore came as a shock to every-
one concerned with the river, when the
Department of the Interior announced
at an April 14 Senate hearing that it
would oppose this essential measure.
The Department's report contradicted
the findings of the joint study team and
disputed the authoritative recommenda-
tions of State and local government offi-
cials. Since Interior’s position was pre-
sented in a brief written statement de-
livered to the committee just a few min-
utes before the hearing began, many of
us are anxious to obtain an explanation
for this negative stance, and a recon-
sideration of the bill in light of the
pursuasive evidence for congressional
enactment.

But people in Minnesota are more con-
vinced than ever, that the Senate and
House of Representative should not delay
implementation of the proposal. Local
residents, State government officials, lo-
cal public agencies and conservation
groups are urging swift congressional
approval of the bill.

Letters have been pouring into my of-
fice since the April 14 hearing, reaffirm-
ing the extraordinary public support for
action by Congress to preserve the lower
St. Croix. People from Minnesota are
also writing to officials at the Interior
Department and to the Senate Interior
Committee pressing for affirmative steps
to save the river.

I would like to share with Senators a
small sample of the correspondence I
have received on this issue. It is persua-
sive evidence of the support for moving
ahead now toward a favorable vote on
S. 1928.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following documents be
printed in the REcORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

STATE OF MINNESOTA,
House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
April 12, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MoNDALE: I am writing In
regard to the hearings before the Senate
Interior Committee relative to the Lower
St. Croix National Scenic River Bill, which
is to be heard on April 14.

It is obvious to those of us in the Metro-
politan area of Minnesota that private de-
velopment along the beautiful St. Croix
River is a real and immediate threat to the
recreational and scenic value of that area
and to the Metropolitan area of Minnesota.
In the strongest possible terms, I want to
urge you to have this bill approved by the
Interior Committee without further delay

s0 that it may receive approval by the full
Senate in the near future. I know that your
sentiments are the same, but I hope that
all others concerned on the committee will be
aware of this real threat.

I hope that the form of this bill will also
include such matters as regulations of the
size of boats and motors and provide for
supervision of such regulations. There is con-
slderable bank erosion in this river which
could cause it to be unusable, even for
recreational purposes, if this trend were to
continue. Likewlse, there 1s an Increasing use
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of the river by canoeists, swimmers, and
fishermen, whose safety and enjoyment is
diminished and even threatened by large
power boats using the river.

I belleve that federal legislation would be
most appropriate, inasmuch as this is an
inter-state river, in order to come to grips
with these matters as well as preserving the
scenic and recreational values of the river.

If there is anything further that you feel
the residents of this area can do in order to
see that this bill is adopted into law, I hope
that you will let me know.

Yours very truly,
FrEp C. NorTON,
State Representative.
STRAUS KNITTING MILLS, INC.,
St. Paul, Minn., April 19, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F, MONDALE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Sir: Recently there was an Editorial in
the Minneapolis paper concerning opposi-
tion of the U.S. Interior Department to
designate the Lower St. Croix River as part
of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
Systems.

A spokesman for the Interior Senate Sub-
committee sald the Lower St. Croix River
does not possess “unique, nationally signifi-
cant” characteristics. He suggested that the
52 miles from Taylors Falls to Prescott can
be protected adequately by the States and
by Local Units of Government.

Right now a proposal is before the city of
Hudson, Wisconsin by private developers to
put up high rise apartments.

I am not convinced that the Ilocal
municipalities are capable of avoiding the
economic pressures of private developers.

I ask you to do everything in your power
to enlist the ald of your colleagues to protect
this river in its natural state as it is one of
the most beautiful recreational areas in the
whole country.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
ANTHONY M. STRAUS,
General Manager.
STATE oF MINNESOTA,
OF¥ICE OF THE GOVERNOR,
St. Paul, Minn., April 19, 1972.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr Frrrz: Enclosed Is the testimony pre-
sented for me by Robert L. Herbst, Com-
missioner of the Department of Natural Re-
sources, on April 14, 1972, before the Senate
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
Subcommittee on Public Lands, concerning
S5.F. 1928, the Lower St. Croix Act of 1971.

It is apparent that the U.S. Department of
the Interior opposes our position on adding
the lower 52 miles of the St. Croix to the
Scenic River Waterway System. The States
of Minnesota and Wisconsin are in complete
agreement on the necessity of adding this
portion of the river to the portion already
designated as part of the Scenic River
Waterway System. Your support of our ef-
forts to convinece the Interior Department of
the value of our proposal will be much
appreciated.

With warmest personal regards.

Sincerely,
WENDELL R, ANDERSON.

LrrToN E. S. FIELD,
Saint Paul, Minn.,, May 1, 1972.
WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate, Old Senate Office Building,
Washington D.C.

DeAr SBENaTOR MoNDALE: We strongly urge
that the St. Croix River be kept in its natu-
ral, scenic state rather than to be unpro-
tected and overrun by commercialism and
real estate developments, etc., which will
surely be inevitable should the department
oppose inclusion of the Lower St. Croix.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

This area is one of the very few scenic
spots left in the Eastern Minnesota-Wiscon-
sin region that is appealing and enjoyable
for residents of the area, as well as for week-
end sightseers.

I strongly oppose the actions taken by Har-
rison Loesch and hope and trust that my
feelings are shared by the majority and that
the Lower St. Croix may be saved.

Respectfully yours,
LitToN E. S. FIELD,

ScanDIA, MINN., April 20, 1972,
SECRETARY OF INTERIOR,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. SecreTarRY: Read in the Si.
Paul Pioneer Press, 4/156/72, of the decision
by your department not to set aside the lower
half of the St. Croix River (located on the
Wisconsin-Minnesota border) for protection.
Am very disappointed with this decision as I
feel the only way to save its scenic beauty.
natural resources, and recreational facilities
is to protect this area NOW!

As a resident of Scandia, Mn., & commu-
nity located on the lower St. Croix, I feel
quite confident when I say there is much
natural scenery here worth saving. I was
born in Polk County, Wisconsin, and as a
child a special favorite of mine was picnick-
ing, hiking, and swimming in the Interstate
Parks at Taylors Falls and St. Crolx Falls.
Especlially nice were the boat rides through
the Dalles and exploring the unusual rock
formations.

Since then I have spent many enjoyable
hours swimming, fishing, boating, and canoe-
ing on the river in the Osceocla, Ws., and
Hudson, Ws., areas, never ceasing to be
amazed at the relaxed and leisurely pace of
the river as it flows between its majestic
banks which harbor so many unique rock
formations and quiet forests. It seems a
shame if the hills surrounding the river basin
should ever lose their lovely green splendor
in summer, or their brightly hued magnifi-
cence of autumn (which is the highlight of
the entire year) or their gleaming white, icy
elegance of winter. They are comparable to
the Cumberlands of Tennessee and the
Ozarks of Missouri.

As far as the historical significance of
the lower half of the St. Croix River is con-
cerned, the following two volume publication
might point out additional Information on
this subject: Easton, A. B., editor: History of
the St. Croix Valley, Cooper, Chicago, 1809.

I hope that my letter will help influence
you to re-evaluate this decision and that
sometime in the near future the lower St.
Croix will be part of the same protected area
as the upper St. Croix.

Very truly yours,
Mrs. CARL RASMUSSEN.

MINNESOTA CONSERVATION FEDERATION,

Hopkins, Minn., April 19, 1972.
Assistant Secretary HAroLD LOESCH,
U.S. Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. LoescH: The Minnesota Conser-
vation Federation has long supported state
and federal studies and recommendations
leading to the designation of the 8t. Croix
River from Its source to its confluence with
the Mississippi as a wild and scenic river.

The effort was taken by the Minnesota
Conservation Federatlon to preserve and pro-
tect the environmental and aesthetic char-
acteristics of this pristine stream for future
generations,

Three agencies of the U.B. Department of
the Interior and the states of Wisconsin and
Minnesota have recommended such designa-
tion to the Secretary of the Interior. Sen-
ator Mondale introduced legislation to estab-
1ish its designation &s a wild and scenic river.

On April 14, Assistant Secretary of the In-
terior Harold Loesch announced that the De-
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partment of the Interior has withdrawn its
support of this designution.

This was done arbitrarily without prior
counsel with state, citizen, and Congressional
groups supporting such deslgnation and in
apparent opposition to three U.S. Depart-
ment of the Interior agencies which have
recommended such designation.

The Minnesota Conservation Federation
now asks for an immediate Congressional
investigation of the Department of the In-
terlor's unilateral and arbitrary action in
withdrawing its support; and that the in-
vestigation provides for public hearings in
Minnesota and Wisconsin at which time any
and all citizens, groups, and agencles inter-
ested In the future use and wise mansage-
ment of the lower St. Croix may appear and
make their views known.,

Bincerely,
AL FARMES,
Chairman, Legislative Committee.

APRIL 10, 1972,
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MONDALE: Thanks for your
letters of December 15th and April 3d relat-
ing to the St. Croix River.

As a lifetime resident of Minnesota, a
Senior Citizen, and a long time member of
that enthusiastic group of St. Croixites, I am
writing to urge your continued and strong
support of the efforts to include the lower
St. Croix In the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System.

I want this beautiful stretch of waterway
to be seen and enjoyed by future generations
of potential lovers of the St. Croix. I hope
we meet with success on this most impor-
tant environmental venture.

Thank you for your efforts.

Sincerely yours,

LovuisE W. GILFILLAN.

SLOPPY JOURNALISM

_ Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, this morn-
ing’s Washington Post contains an in-
teresting article entitled “A Case of
Sloppy Journalism.”

The author is Russel Nye, a professor
of English at Michigan State University.
Mr. Nye's article deals with his efforts
since 1968 to determine, through the
media, how many war resisters had fled
this country to seek refuge in Canada.

The author noted that over a 2-year
period newspaper and television reports
on draft evaders and deserters in Can-
ada had varied from 10,000 to 100,000.
He further noted that this was “ a mar-
gin of error that ought to have stirred a
twinge of doubt in some newspaperman’s
breast somewhere. Most striking in the
stories was the almost complete lack of
plain leywork.”

I think Mr. Nye's observations con-
cerning this particular area of report-
ing raises some poignant questions about
the quality of journalism we in this
country are confronted with, at times.
Such incidents demand that the media
do a little “soul-searching” in an effort
to live up to the responsibilities that
come with our first amendment guaran-
tees.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Nve's
article be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:
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[From the Washington Post, May 9, 1972]
A CasE OF SLOPPY JOURNALISM
(By Russel B, Nye)

‘When it comes to facts, I have never really
trusted newspapers very much. A youth
spent in what Colonel Robert R. McCormick
used to call “Chicagoland,” reading the
Tribune, and 25 years of historical research
have convinced me that newspapermen are
highly fallible sources of information. When
I heard Martin Nolan of The Boston Globe
remark confidently on television (October 24,
1871) that there were “over 50,000 war resist-
ers in Canada,” I thought he might really
know. The figure seemed to me lmportant, so
1 wrote to Nolan, asking his source.

Nolan's reply was not helpful. He cited
James Reston Jr. who had used the 50,000
figure in The New Republic without attribu-
tion. Newspapermen gquoting other news-
papermen arouse my suspicion, so I thought
I'd look it up, especlally when that 50,000
began turning up all over the media.

I began in 1868. That year a writer.in The
Progressive thought there were “at least
10,000 draft evaders in Canada. U.S. News
and World Repori gave estimates varying
from 300-400 to 25,000. Edmund Taylor, In a
well-researched article in the soon-to-be-
defunct Reporter, cited a New York Times
estimate of 4,000; another by a Toronto anti-
draft group of 10,000; and Canadlan press
estimates of 14,000 up. The Ailantic, using
the Toronto group’s figure, came up with
3,000-10,000.

In 1069 amazing things happened. The New
York Times in April settled for “several
thousand” draft evaders in Canada. In De-
cember, however, it raised that to 60,000 on
the basis of estimates from the Toronto
draft-resisters’ group—a number soon to be
enshrined in the American press. That the
figure represented a spectacular increase of
56,000 over the 1968 news report bothered
nobody at the Times, while CBC's “Public
Eye" program, perhaps carried away by the
Times, also estimated 60,000.

In 1870 things settled down a bit, but not
for long. The Times shifted its estimate to
6,000-60,000 (a delightfully flexible figure, I
thought) as well as quoting an “independent
estimate of 20,000 The Toronto group
(which used 10,000 in 1968) now placed the
number at 60,000 (the Times again?) which
other papers dutifully printed. Stewart Alsop,
in Newsweek, fixed for no discernible reason
on 25,000-30,000. Roger Williams, of the Tor-
onto group, used the Times' 60,000 but In-
sisted that “qualified observers” calculated
“many more than that.” (This seemed to me
an interesting situation, in which draft evad-
«rs in Canada quoted the Times which quoted
«draft evaders in Canada.)

Vance Garner, of the Montreal Resisters’
LCouneil, entered the field with a statement
+that there were 14,000 draft-age landed im-
migrants “here now,” a figure I found impos-
sible to derive from any known Canadian
immigration reports. He escalated things fur-
ther by claiming that there were actually
“three to four times that many “illegally in
‘Canada, 1.e., 42,000-56,000. A staff worker for
the Clergy and Laymen Concerned About
Vietnam told the press that there were 60,000
draft evaders in Canada (once more the
Times), a figure which included 30,000 in
Toronto. alone.

The year 1971 was wilder. Newsweek cited
50,000-70,000, doubling what their man Al-
sop sald a year before. Parade, apparently
quoting the Clergy and Laymen group, sald
there were 30,000 in Toronto. The Toronto
Globe and Mail, for its part, chose 30,000~
100,000. Mike Wallace on "Sixty Minutes”
used a new Montreal Resisters’ estimate of
100,000, noting that it was perhaps inflated,
but offering no alternative. Nolan, citing Res-
ton, and Reston, citing nobody, said "over
50,000.”

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The most curious statistics of 1971, how-
ever, appeared in Rogers Williams' book, The
New Eziles, which had few footnotes and no
bibliography. Willlams on difierent pages
cited both 40,000 and 60,000 (the Times
again!) for 1970. On another page he put the
number in mid-1967 at 5,000-6,000, represent-
ing an Increase of 34,000-55,000 in less than
three years, certainly one of the least-noticed
mass migrations in modern history. On two
other pages he reported 25,000 evaders and
deserters legally in Canada, and on yet an-
other page, by adding wives and children, he
got the number (legal or illegal?) to 50,000~
60,000. Finally, at the close of his study, he
increased this to 50,000-100,000.

1972 may be a banner year for inflation.
Newsweek led off in January with *75,000,
mostly in Canada,” while David Brinkley,
with oracular finality, made it 75,000-100,000.
Senator Robert Taft, in an interview given
to The Los Angeles Times news service, esti-
mated there are “about 20,000 of these men in
Canada." Since Senator Taft, who has initi-
ated legislation, and Brinkley, who was com-
menting on it, differ by 55,000-80,000, the
variance seems significant. They can't both
be right.

In January, Gannett News Service used the
figure “60,000-100,000,"" which strikes me as
having a generous margin of built-in error.
In February, UPI settled on 70,000. The last
four references I have seen in January and
February, 1872, choose 70,000.

What emerges from all this, and I have not
by any means exhausted examples, is clear
evidence of extremely sloppy journalism.
Newspaper and television reports on draft
evaders and deserters in Canada have, over
those two years, varied from 10,000 to 100,-
000, a margin of error that ought to have
stirred a twinge of doubt in some newspaper-
man's breast somewhere. Most striking in the
stories was the almost complete lack of plain
legwork. I found no journalist who had con-
sulted easily obtainable Canadian immigra-
tlon figures, and with one or two exceptions,
none who had researched the realitles of
Canadian Immigration laws. One cannot, as
Alsop wrote, simply walk across the Cana-
dian border and “fade into the economy,”
or, as Newsweek misleadingly implied, gain
landed immigrant status simply by asking at
the border. Canadlan embassy and consular
sources that have no ax to grind will, if
asked, estimate about 10,000 American draft
evaders in Canada (about the same number
of Canadians have volunteered for the U.S.
Army), but nobody asks them.

As for me, I trust the press no more than
before, nor do I have any more information
than before. I don't know how many draft
evaders there are in Canada or elsewhere, but
in the light of the growing debate over am-
nesty, I'd like to know as accurately and
honestly as possible.

PRESIDENT NIXON OFFERS ENEMY
GENEROUS TERMS

Mr. BROCK. Mr, President, the Presi-
dent has offered the enemy generous
terms if they will end the war peace-
fully. He has made it very easy for them
to walk that path.

What is new in his policy is that he
has made it harder for them to pursue
the course on which they have been trav-
eling, the course of force.

The choice is clear: confrontation or
negotiation. The choice now is theirs to
make.

There is a choice for us, as well. The
world is watching to see whether the
American people will give their Presi-
dent the united support which is the
surest way to lasting peace.
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I believe the American people will
come through again, as they always have
come through in the past—by expressing
their support in a way which no other
country can possibly misunderstand.

REVENUE SHARING

Mr., BAKER. Mr. President, on April
26, 1972, the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives
reported H.R. 14370, the State and Local
Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972. The bill
would return to State and local govern-
ments certain federally collected reve-
nues, to be used by those governments
for general purposes.

The distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota (Mr. HuMPHREY) has long been
among the most articulate and persuasive
proponents of revenue sharing. I also
have advocated the concept of revenue
sharing for many years, and I am the
principal sponsor in the Senate of S. 680,
President Nixon’s general revenue-shar-
ing proposal.

Senator HumpPHREY and I have agreed
that it would be a constructive gesture
on our part to introduce in the near fu-
ture, as a Senate bill, the bill reported by
the Ways and Means Committee. While
each of us might have some individual
reservations about parts of that bill, we
believe that the bill should formally be
before the Senate. Senator HUMPHREY
and I intend to address letters to every
Senator, soliciting their cosponsorship of
the bill. As soon as we have received re-
sponses from those letters, we will intro-
duce the bill.

We strongly believe that who authors
revenue sharing legislation, or which po-
litical party gets any credit that might
accrue, is secondary to providing the fis-
cal relief necessary to the hard-pressed
States, counties, and cities of this land.

A CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATION
OF THE SUNSHINE MINE DISAS-
TER IS CALLED FCR

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the re-
cent fire at the Sunshine Mine in Kel-
logg, Idaho, has been in national news
for a week.

We know that 18 bodies have been
brought out of the mine. Seventy-five
men are still unaccounted for. An unde-
termined number of those 75—press re-
ports indicate at least 17 more, or a total
of 35 men—are known dead, but rescuers
have been unable to bring their bodies
out of the mine. Wilh each passing mo-
ment the hopes for the other missing
men dwindle. It is a tragedy of immense
proportions.

Governor Andrus of Idaho was on the
scene personally immediately and made
all the facilities of the State government
available. He has asked the President of
the United States that a disaster desig-
nation be declared for the Kellogg area,
a request which I fully support.

There is no way that we can bring
those who are dead back to life. There is
no way we can assure the safe return
of those still missing. We can, however,
give the closest study to why this disas-
ter happened.
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I have recently written to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare (Mr. WiL-
rLiams) and asked that a full congression-
al investigation of the Sunshine disaster
take place. We should find out why this
disaster happened, what changes may be
necessary in our mine safety laws and
in enforcement procedures of the Bureau
of Mines. The Senate should do all in its
power to assure that a disaster of these
proportions does not happen again.

I grieve with the wives and children of
those miners who have died. I join in the
prayers of all Idahoans for the safe re-
turn of those still trapped, and assure
them that I will do everything possible to
see to it that the Sunshine Mine disas-
ter is fully investigated by the Senate
of the United States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my letter to Senator WiLLIAMS,
Governor Andrus’ telegram to President
Nixon requesting disaster area designa-
tion, my letter to President Nixon sup-
porting Governor Andrus’ disaster-area-
designation request, and newspaper ar-
ticles deseribing the Sunshine fire be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

TELEGRAM TO THE PRESIDENT REQUESTING A
DECLARATION OF A MAJOR DISASTER

President RicHArRD M. NIXON,

The White House,

Washington, D.C.

DEeaR Me. PRESIDENT: Idaho's people deeply
appreciate your personal expression of sym-
pathy and concern for the continuing trag-
edy at the Sunshine Bilver Mine in North-
ern Idaho.

To insure that the full spectrum of federal
assistance is made avallable, I respectfully
urge that you make a Declaration of a Major
Disaster for the Coeur d'Alene Mining Dis-
trict, Shoshone County, Idaho.

The following information is submitted to
support this request:

A severe fire of unknown origin, and at
this time In an unknown location in the
nation's largest silver mine has taken the
lives of thirty-two miners. The fate of an-
other fifty miners still trapped within the
maze of tunnels is unknown. The welfare of
all people affected by the fire is of major
importance to Idaho.

State and local, as well as private resources,
are committed to thelr maximum extent. Re-
sources of neighboring states have also been
committed in an attempt to overcome this
disastrous situation.

Damages to private property involved can-
not be estimated at this time. Impact on the
entire area could be and would be disastrous
if the findings of speclalist teams now at the
scene are such that closure of the mine was
mandatory. The Sunshine Mine is a major
source of income for the area and the local
economy would be shattered by a closure
order at this mine,

All state and local government resources
capable of providing assistance will continue
to be utilized.

Pursuant to Section 1710.31, Federal Dis-
aster Assistance Regulations, I certify that
the total of expenditures, obligations and
resources utilized by the State of Idaho for
disaster relief purposes for all disasters dur-
ing the 12-month period immediately preced-
ing this request, and for which no federal
reimbursement has been or will be received,
exceeds $350,000.

Cecri. D. ANDRUS,
Governor of Idaho.
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U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., May 8, 1972.

Hon. RICHARD NIXON,

President of the United States, The Whilte
House, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz. PResIDENT; The Sunshine Mine
disaster is a tragedy with which you are
already familiar. I need not review in this
letter what has already been prominently
portrayed in the media for a week.

Idaho's Governor Andrus has recently
called upon you most urgently for assistance
to the Kellogg area. His telegram of May b
delineates the problems which are now being
faced and may be expected in the future in
this part of my State.

Mr. President, I urge that you give his re-
quest for disaster assistance early and favor-
able consideration. The loss of life at the
Sunshine Mine can never be lessened but the
Federal Government can and should lend
every possible assistance to assure that the
burden upon the wives, families, community
and State be eased as much as possible.

Sincerely,
FRANK CHURCH.
May 8, 1972.

Hon. Harrison A. WILLIAMS,

Chairman, Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DearR MR. CHAIRMAN: The immense propor-
tions of the disaster that has occurred at
the Sunshine Mine in Kellogg, Idaho, need
hardly be described to you. At least eighteen
dead have been brought out of the mine
and another 75 are unaccounted for, lost in
a labyrinth of tunnels a mile below the
ground.

There is no way we can restore the
elghteen known dead to life again or even
assure the safe recovery of those still miss-
ing, but we can ask why this disaster hap-
pened and what, if anything, could have
prevented it. The Senate can review the mine
safety law to see what changes may be neces-
sary to assure that a tragedy of these pro-
portions will never again happen in a metal
mine.

It is my view, Mr. Chairman, that the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee should begin, at the earllest possible
time, a complete Investigation of the entire
Sunshine Mine tragedy. The investigation
should examine the adequacy of present
mine safety laws with a view toward the
strengthening of enforcement procedures
and penalties for noncompliance.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,
FraNK CHURCH.

[From the Washington Post, May 9, 1972]

RescuE Hores Dim; COUNT OF MISSING
Miness Rises To 68

(By Leroy F. Aarons)

KELLOGG, IpDaHO, May 8.—Hopes dimmed to-
day for the rescue of possible survivors in
the Sunshine Silver Mine as a series of set-
backs frustrated the five-day-old search ef-
forts.

For the first time, a company official ex-
pressed pessimism during one of the frequent
press briefings, usually dominated by up-
beat forecasts and reports of progress.

“There is still a chance to get some people
out,” sald ashen-faced mine manager Marvin
Chase, “but I can't say I am as optimistic as
before.”

Chase also announced updated figures on
the dead and missing. He sald there had been
93 people underground, not 82 as originally
anounced. Thirty-five are known dead, leav-
ing 58 unaccounted for, not 47 as originally
thought.

FACTORS LISTED

The downturn of fortunes in the rescue ef-
fort, sald Chase, was caused by the following
factors:
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The intensity of the fire that broke out last
Tuesday morning has increased, not de-
creased, making it so hot below that rescue
teams had trouble putting their hands to
their airpacks. By early morning, the in-
creased smoke had forced rescuers to aban-
don efforts to reach a main power line at the
3,700-foot level which would activate a lift
down to the trapped miners, sore 1,600 feet
below that.

Instead, workers were seeking to reach an
auxiliary power line on the less-smoky 3,100~
foot level in the hope it would be sufficient
to operate the lift.

A leak has occurred in compressor lines
that were feeding air to work spaces deep in
the mine which survivors may have been de-
pending upon as a lifeline. The leak dropped
the air pressure one third from 70 pounds
per square inch to 27.

“Is that enough to sustain life?” Chase was
asked.

“It depends on the number of people tap-
ping the line,” he answered.

As the more conventional rescue efforts
faltered, attention turned to what some peo=
ple had considered a gimmicky approach—
the effort by Federal Bureau of Mines per-
sonnel to lower a manned rescue capsule to
the trapped miners.

Chase, who earller had been skeptical of
the effort, sald, “It certainly is a far more im-
portant hope than it was before. It may turn
out to be the major effort.”

FROBE ASKED

Meanwhile, the postmortem on the mine
disaster drew more comment. Frank McEee,
Western regional representative of the United
Steelworkers, which represents the miners,
called for a congressional investigation into
conditions in the entire non-ferrous metal
mining industry.

USW officials charged that a similar disaster
could have happened in any hard rock mine
in the country.

They accused the Bureau of Mines, which
makes safety lnspections of mines under the
1966 metallic-and-nonmetallic mine, health
and safety law, of “coddling” the owners.
They sald most federal inspectors are drawn
from the ranks of mine management and
tend to overlook violations.

They also said the Bureau of Mines has
refused to support union demands that em-
ployers permit a union safety representative
to accompany inspectors.

More broadly, USW officials sald that the
1966 law, which provided for advisory boards
to establish safety standards, had been
watered down when management and public
agency representatives on the boards ganged
up against labor representatives.

ACCUSATIONS MADE

Also today, J. Davitt McAteer, a consult-
ant for Ralph Nader's Center for the Study
of Responsive Law, who spent three days
examining safety aspects of the Sunshine
disaster, accused the company and the state
and federal government of a *‘conscious dis-
regard” of the hard-rock miner,

The company, said McAteer, “falled to
take even the most baslc precautionary mea-
sures to prevent the disastrous effect of this
fire.” The Federal mine safety act, he sald
is “totally inadequate” and the Bureau of
Mines' “narrow interpretation of the power
under the law is recklessly disregarding the
miners’ health and safety.”

McAteer, who has written a study of coal
mine safety in West Virginia, called for a
federal and state safety probe of every non-
coal mine in the country, as well as & con-
gressional investigation.

As McAteer prepared his statement and
Chase received word that the casualty list
was 93 not 82, Sunshine president Irwin P.
Underweiser was being interviewed on com-
pany finances by wire service reporters.

Underwelser told the Associated Press that
insurance would protect his company from
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loss ghould the mine have to be shut down
for a period of time. In fact, said Under-
weiser, “we may even make a profit on the
closure.”

SHORTAGE BEEN

Bince Sunshine mines one-fifth the silver
in the country, Underweiser explained, a
temporary shutdown could create a shortage,
forcing silver prices up as much as 10 per
cent an ounce,

Underweiser became president 18 months
ago during a corporate shakeup. In 1971 he
consolidated the firm’s holdings but this
forced the company to absorb & $1.1 million
loss—roughly half of it due to a sharp de-
cline in silver prices.

And, at the compound near the mine's
mouth, relatives waited for the six straight
day, shaken by the latest news, but still
determined. Perhaps they were remembering
the oldest of miners’ traditions: “No matter
if I am alive or dead, if I am in there some-
one will come and get me.”

[From the New York Times, May 9, 1872]
Hopes DM rFor 58 TRAPPED IN MINE
KeLLoee, InaHO, May 8—Hopes dropped

today for 58 miners who have been trapped

for almost a week by a fire in the Bunshine

Silver Mine.

The fire that first broke out last Tuesday
flared up again, choking the mine with a
new surge of smoke and lethal gas. This de-
velopment was & sharp blow to the rescue
teams, which have had to battle a series
of setbacks, Including power failures, leaky
bulkheads and faulty ventilation equipment.

Last night, Marvin C. Chase, general man-
ager of the Sunshine Mine, announced that
11 more men were trapped underground than
the management had originally thought, or a
total of 93.

Of these, 35 are known dead, and 58 are
listed as missing. But even the most opti-
mistic officials do not think more than a
handful are alive, If any.

ATR SYSTEM FAULTY

Mine officials reported today that the com-
pressed air system had apparently sprung a
leak. This system had been carrying fresh
alr deep into the mazellke tunnels of the
mine, in the hope that some miners were
still alive.

Some alr was still getting through, but the
pressure had dropped to one-third of what
it had been.

A somber grief seeped through this small
community in north Idaho like the chill
rain that pelted the bare hills and the gray,
dirt-streaked bulldings of the country’s
largest silver mine.

The best chance for reaching the trapped
men seemed to be a torpedo-like capsule
imported by the Federal Bureau of Mines.
The Bureau is hoping to lower the capsule
and a two-man crew down an alrshaft that
has been kept clear of smoke.

INQUIRIES DEMANDED

Meanwhile, critics of the Sunshine Mine
and the Federal Bureau of Mines attacked the
mine’s safety program, and called for in-
vestigations of the disaster, the worst ever to
strike Idaho's hard rock mining industry.

Davitt McAteer, an assoclate of Ralph
Nader, concluded a three-day Investigation
by calling the deaths at Sunshine “unneces-
sary” and laying the blame to “corporate
negligence and bureaucratic complacency."
The mine, he sald, “did not prepare” its em-~
ployes to cope with a flash fire,

Mr, McAteer called upon the Bureau of
Mines and the State of Idaho to conduct an
emergency Inspection of all mines in the
state, He also urged the Senate Labor Com-
mittee and the House Interior and Insular
Affairs Committee to investigate the tragedy.

Both the Bureau of Mines and the Sun-
shine company refuse to make any comment
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while investigations are in progress. The

bureau is collecting depositions here In Kel-

logg for its examination of the fire.
“CODDLING" 1S CHARGED

Officials of the steel workers union, which
represents the Sunshine miners, denounced
the Bureau of Mines. They accused the bu-
reau of “coddling” the mining industry and
of softening safety standards under pressure
from industry lobbyists.

“It's not just safety, but the whole ques-
tion of health,” J. P, Mooney, a union staff
representative, said. He charged that the
bloodstreams of 44 per cent of the workers
in local smelters registered unsafe levels of
lead or cadmium.

Representatives of all union locals in this
mining district met here late yesterday, and
many of the men agreed with Keith Collins,
a miner at the Sunshine, who said, “There
ain’t no such thing as a safe mine.”

“Working in a mine,” Mr. Collins said, “Is
like walking in front of a truck and saying
it’s safe because the truck didn’t hit you.”

COMFORTING FAMILIES GRIMMER

Like many surviving miners, Mr. Collins
has been trying to comfort the families of the
missing men. But that task is growing grim-
mer. “I'm working so hard to keep their
hopes up, when I have none myself,” he ad-
mitted.

More than 50 friends and relatives con-
tinued to maintain their vigil at the mine
entrance, huddling under makeshift plastic
shelters and warming themselves on portable
gas heaters,

For a week now, this community has been
riding & roller coaster of hope and despair,
but the rain seems to have injected a mood
of realism, according to local clergymen on
the scene.

“Physical exhaustion and the passage of
time have caused a plateau now,” said the
Rev. Roland Schleuter of the United Church
of Christ. “People are not actively churning
up their anxiety. It's a holding action on
their part.”

“There's a feeling that it’s been so long,”
the Rev. Burley Herrin added, “They’'re say-
ing, “I might as well be prepared for the
worst, but I still can’t give up all hope.'"

PRESIDENT NIXON'S CHOICE

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I believe
that President Nixon had little choice
but to make the decision he did to mine
the harbors of North Vietnam and bomb
their railroad and other supply lines, ac-
companied by his new and generous
peace offer.

North Vietnam is receiving abundant
military equipment and supplies of all
kinds from Russia. Unfortunately, the
Russian tanks and many of their other
weapons are superior to anything we
have.

South Vietnam is being overrun, and
many thousands of refugees are being
killed. A bloodbath such as occurred in
North Vietnam when the Communists
took over in 1954 is fast becoming a pos-
sibility. Unless this drastic action was
taken, there might well have been a de-
cisive defeat of South Vietnamese forces,
endangering our troops and their with-
drawal.

Undoubtedly President Nixon's deci-
sion was hastened by Hanoi’'s recent in-
sulting, arrogant responses to our peace
offers in Paris. The President’s new offer
makes possible a quick and honorable
final solution to this tragic war by with-
drawing all of our troops within 4
months after the return of all of our pris-
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oners of war, and the acceptance of an
internationally supervised cease-fire.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S DRAMATIC
ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, President
Nixon's dramatic announcement Ilast
night, that the seacoast of North Viet-
nam is now mined, is a very dangerous
and even frightening new step on his
part.

However, before we make a final as-
sessment of this latest development in
Southeast Asia, I would urge all of us to
give the President the chance to pro-
ceed in playing out his very mixed series
of evenis that are all laced together—
events like the negotiations going on in
preparation for the meeting in Mos-
cow, like the feelers and conversations in
Paris, and like the dialog in Peking.

Only the President himself really
knows what has been said or what we
have been led to believe in these several
exchanges. Likewise, only the President
knows what is required to protect Amer-
ica’s bargaining position and the chances
for a successful summit meeting in Mos-
cow.

That is why I believe it is still impor-
tant for us in Washington, and partic-
ularly Members of this body, to hold our
fire. We can raise our doubts and ex-
press our fears. But I believe that we in
the Senate ought to maintain a low pro-
file and ought to restrain our rhetoric.

Only the President is Commander in
Chief of our Armed Forces. His latest
decision is but another act in what has
been a very long and frustrating war for
this country. And, according to the Presi-
dent, this latest action is designed to
hasten the peace. We should give him the
opportunity and the room to operate in
the context of this latest development.

Mr. President, we do not help the
situation at all by pretending to be Presi-
dents ourselves. I would level one addi-
tional bit of counsel for my good friends
and colleagues who are aspiring to the
office of President of the United States.
In my judgment, it is unwise to claim
what you would have done if you had
been in the White House this week be-
cause you are not there. There is all the
difference in the world between running
for President and being President. This
latest decision relative to the war in
Southeast Asia rests squarely on the
shoulders of the President. He bears the
ultimate burden for the rightness or
wrongness of this decision.

So what I am saying is that we can
well afford to be cautious about what
we say for the next few days or even the
next few weeks as the President pur-
sues this very delicate and potentially
dangerous development in our relations
in Southeast Asia.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S ACTIONS IN

Mr. HRUSKA., Mr, President, President
Nixon has taken his actions in Vietnam
as the quickest and safest way to in-
sure the security of our troops and to
attain a durable peace in Indochina.
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Protection of American lives is of the
highest priority. There is no merit in
arguing whether American soldiers
should have been there or not. They are
there and they must be protected. No
self-respecting nation would do less.

The President's terms are generous
and fair. He has set a date for with-
drawal of our forces, contingent only on
return of our prisoners and a cessation
of fighting. Thus he proposes what the
aggressors and his critics at home have
long been demanding.

There are risks involved in this course
of action, it is true. But what are the
alternatives? Failure to act endangers
65,000 American lives, and we simply
cannot incur that risk.

His language could not have been
plainer. He is not escalating the conflict.
He is protecting our own troops. This is
no more than any other nation would do
in the same circumstances.

No one deplores the necessity of those
actions more than the President does. He
has taken them with full knowledge of
the risks involved.

In my opinion, we would run a much
greater risk if we followed any other
course. If a confrontation with Russia or
other Communist nations results, it will
not be our responsibility. We have made
it clear we seek no such confrontation.
If the other side persists in seeking one,
then we would have to face it sooner or
later. It is eminently better to make our
position clear immediately and avoid pos-
sibility of miscalculation by our enemies.

Let us not forget that the Soviet Union
would also face grave risks in a direct
confrontation. They have just as great
a stake in peace as we do. They have
just as many reasons to settle this long
and terrible struggle peacefully.

In the final analysis, it is, as the Presi-
dent says, namely, that there really were
no feasible alternatives. Our first consid-
eration must be protection of our troops
and return of our prisoners.

All Americans should support him in
Iéhose objectives. It is my hope they will

0 S0.

THE NIXON ADMINISTRATION'S
MISMANAGED ECONOMIC POLI-
CIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
April 22, in a report to the 1972 Demo-
cratic Platform Commitiee, the Eco-
nomic Affairs Committee of the Demo-
cratic policy council reviewed the Nixon
administration’s mismanaged economic
policies.

The record shows that those policies
are responsible for ‘“accelerated infla-
tion, rising unemployment, the first re-
cession in a decade, a staggering loss of
production, the first international trade
deficit in many decades, and a forced
reduction in the international value of
the dollar.”

Prepared under the chairmanship of
Gardner Ackley, and vice chairmanship
of Walter W. Heller, both former chair-
men of the Council of Economic Advisers,
the report is the fifth in a series of issue
papers to be released by Democratic
National Chairman Lawrence F. O'Brien,
under a new convention procedure rec-
ommended by the O'Hara Commission.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

This report is one of several developed
by regional hearings held by committees
of the Democratic policy council, of
which I have had the honor to be chair-
man. The views and recommendations
contained in this economic report are
those of the members of the Committee
on Economic Affairs.

Chairman O’Brien has pointed out
that we do not presume to speak for any-
one in the Democratic Party other than
those who directly had a role in the
preparation of these reports, but, we are
confident that these views will be
afforded the most serious consideration
by the platform committee members in
writing the 1972 Democratic platform.

Other reports to be released include
education, freedom of information, farm
income, women's political power, hous-
ing, national regional development
policy, the urban crisis, intelligence and
security, the environment, consumers,
and international affairs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete text of the report
of the committee on economic affairs be
printed in the REcorb.

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

ISSUES AND ALTERNATIVES IN EcONOMIC
PoLicy

NIXONOMICS

The economic record of the Nizon
administration

Judged by any objective standard, the
economic policies of the present administra-
tion have been a dismal failure, as even Mr.
Nixon was forced to admit in his abrupt
turnabout last August 15.

The administration came into office with
bright promises of assuring prosperity, halt-
ing infiation, and strengthening the inter-
national position of the dollar. Instead, it
achieved accelerating inflation, rising unem-
ployment, the first recession In a decade, a
staggering loss of production, the first inter-
national trade deficit In many decades, and
a forced reduction in the international value
of the dollar.

Let's look at the sorry record of Nixonom-
ics—a record of economic policy misjudg-
ment and mismanagement so bad it must be
seen to be belleved:

Jobs. From the preceding eight Republi-
can years, the Eennedy Administration in-
herited a legacy of 5 million workers, or 7
per cent of our labor force, unable to find
jobs. Eight Democratic years succeeded in
reducing unemployment to 3.3 per cent—
the lowest level since the Eorean War. Three
Nixon years scuttled this achlevement; all
during 1971, five million or more were again
jobless, and the unemployment rate had
zoomed to 6 per cent. Unemployment ex-
ceeded 10 per cent among non-whites, and
17 per cent among teen-agers.

Inflation. This increase in joblessness was
the deliberate and purposeful Nixon pre-
scription for curbing inflation. But inflation,
far from being restrained, accelerated. Con-
sumer prices had risen 4.2 per cent in 1968,
not a good record. Yet, an unemployment
rose, so did the rate of inflation. Prices in-
creased 5.4 per cent in 1969, 5.9 per cent in
1970 and, despite the “freeze” In August, 4.3
per cent in 1971,

Production. As Nixonomics took hold, our
economy turned slack and sluggish. Between
1969 and 1971, total U.S. output (Gross Na-
tional Product in constant prices) increased
only 2 per cent. Total industirial output in
1871 was actually 3.8 per cent lower than in
1969. In contrast, between 1961 and 1968
total output had increased at an average
rate of 5.1 per cent a year, and industrial
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production at an average of 6.7 per cent
per year.

In the last quarter of 1968, 87.2 per cent
of our industrial capacity was being utilized.
In the last quarter of 1971 use of capacity
had plummeted to 74.0 per cent, a low un-
equalled since the Republican recession in
1958.

Operating the economy below full employ-
ment during 1970 and 1971 has already cost
us $128 billion loss of potential output. By
election day, the loss will have reached $175
billion. During 1973, it will reach and sur-
pass $1,000 per capita.

Profits. Business profits declined sharply
throughout the Nizon Administration. As
& percentage return on stockholders’ equity,
corporate profits In 1970 were lower than
in any year since the recession year 1961,
And 1971 showed only a modest recovery.

Take Home Pay. For those at work, even
the sharp wage Increases of recent years
have barely kept up with rising prices, while
lagging production has cut the average work-
ing week and held down workers’ Incomes.
For a fully-employed factory worker with
three dependents, average “real” take-home
pay in 1971 was no higher than in 1968.

Dollar Devaluation. The U.S. balance of
payments has steadily deteriorated. We ex-
perienced an adverse balance of merchan-
dise trade in 1971 for the first time in many
decades, nearly $3 billion. Our total foreign
deficit in 1971 approached $30 billion. Dol-
lar devaluation and suspension of converti-
bility were the inevitable results.

Fiscal Blunders. The fiscal record of this
administration verges on the unbelievable.
Because its fumbling policies retarded rather
than stimulated recovery, the resulting loss
of revenue has produced by far the largest
budget deficits since World War II. In fact,
the total deflcit of the four Nixon years will
amount to about one-third of the aggregate
deficits of all the preceding years Iin our
history. A reccrd has also been set for mis-
calculations; never before have revenue esti-
mates been so far in error. Yet another rec-
ord has been set in the manipulation of
budget figures to make them look good and
to justify policies than cannot be justified.

THE THEORY OF THE OLD “GAME PLAN"'

The disastrous outcome of Nixonomics
stems directly from the notorious “game
plan”, It was anchored in the stubbornly
held belief that the only effective way to
curb inflation is to tighten the screws on
the economy until rising unemployment
will limit wage advances, and dwindling
markets will hold down prices. As soon as
he took office, the President sharply rejected
any extension of the efforts of the Kennedy
and Johnson Administrations to obtain the
support of labor and business in moderating
their wage and price objectives in the over-
riding public interest—a virtual invitation
for wage and price increases.

The Republican formula sought to check
Inflation solely by retarding economic growth
and creating unemployment—with the inev-
itable cost in terms of human distress and
social unrest. Retarded growth and rising
unemployment were achieved—only too suc-
cessfully—but the expected tradeoff failed
to materialize: even in recession, price in-
creases did not slow down, they sped up.
Concelvably, if the screws were turned down
long and hard enough to cause a real de-
pression, inflation would be retarded; but
even the Nixon Administration could not
contemplate so high a price.

As serious a mistake as it was to adopt this
“game plan”, much less forgiveable was the
protracted failure to recognize that it was
not working. The February 1971 Economic
Report proclaimed that the year would be
one of rapid recovery. It set a target for
GNP that was almost universally recognized
as wholly unrealistic (given the policies
adopted), even by some of Mr, Nixon's own
economic advisers, When Bureau of Labor
Statistics officlals commented, as they had al-
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ways been expected to do, on significance of
the disappointing economic statistics the
Bureau was releasing, the reaction was not
to take a hard loock at what was happening
but rather to muszzle the officials whose in-
terpretations were honest but distasteful.
When the Democratic Congress granted the
President the authority to control prices and
wages directly, he condemned such con-
trols, and kept insisting that he would never
use the authority—up to the final daya
before his abrupt confession of fallure last
August.
THE NEW ECONOMIC POLICY

Confession of error, though belated, is at
least a step in the right direction. But the
delay was costly, and we will pay the penalty
for years to come. The bankrupt course of
clamping down on the economy, while let-
ting inflation rage unchecked, contributed
largely to the swollen budget deficits of 1972
and 1973, and clearly aggravated the deteri-
oration of our balance of payments and the
collapse of the dollar. The fallure to take firm
steps earlier to hold down rising prices led
directly to the very large wage increases in
key industries in 1970 and 1871, which work-
ers demanded and received to keep pace with
soaring living costs. This failure has already
guaranteed higher costs and selling prices
in the years ahead, further impairing the
competitiveness of American products on
international markets.

Even when Mr, Nixon finally decided to
use the price-wage authority the Congress
had given him, and took the drastic steps
that had become necessary on dollar deval-
uation, his fiseal policies retained the tradi-
tional Republican dias. Instead of concen-
trating on raising consumer purchasing pow-
er, he persisted in the “trickle down” theory.
The tax package he proposed In August
would have given business £5 billion in tax
relief from an investment credit, on top of
$314 billion of “depreclation reform" granted
earlier the same year. The Democratic Con-
gress managed to boost the benefits to con-
sumers a little, to pare the investment credit
to #314 billion, and to make the depreciation
reform less generous. But the entire §5% bil-
lion of business tax benefits would have pro-
vided a far more effective stimulus had it
been made directly available to the consumer.
So would the £215 billion cut in exclse taxes
on automoblles, if spread throughout the
community rather than limited to new car
buyers. Moreover, Mr. Nixon proposed to cen-
cel most of the fiscal stimulus from tax
cuts by a $43; billion cut in federal spending.

His policies were thus quite unable to cre-
ate the millions of new jobs needed to absorb
the annual growth of our civillan labor
force, plus the additional millions of jobs
needed if we are to move back toward full
employment. Even under the New Economic
Policy, job creation has barely kept pace
with labor force growth, and unemployment
remains close to the intolerable 6 per cent.
Only in July 1972 has Mr. Nixon finlly tried
to pump up expenditures, through the larg-
est annual increase in federal spending since
World War II, in a desperate but inadequate
effort to get the unemployment rate moving
down by election day. He hopes, of course,
that the voters will not recall how many
jobs his policies cost the nation.

Although the patriotic cooperation of near-
ly everyone made the wage-price freeze a
80-day success, Phase II has been a disap-
pointment right from the start.

The Pay Board, in particular, has been
given no clear policy guidance, and flounders
In a morass of Inconsistent rulings which
run the gamut from apparent inequity to
excessive generosity. The Price Commission
strives earnestly to carry out its poorly-de-
fined mandate; but it has not been given re-
sources adequate to do a good jJob across
the board, and it has not had the sense to
concentrate them intensively on the areas
that are most critical and sensitive. It has
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adopted an unduly generous policy of pass-
ing through cost increases with full mark-
ups, and is approving substantial price boosts
by big business which are clearly inconsistent
with its goal of llmiting price increases to
214 per cent by year end.

The Department of Agriculture now esti-
mates that grocery prices will rise 415 per
cent In 1872, Coupled with continuing size-
able increases in the prices of services, this
alone would ralse the Consumer Price Index
by nearly 8 per cent even before ac-
count of rising prices of non-food commod-
ities that represent 40 per cent of total con-
sumer expenditures,

On the unemployment front, the Counecil
of Economic Advisers hopes for a reduction
of 5 per cent by year-end; but this too seems
most unlikely given the rapld increase both
of our labor force and of labor productivity.
A drop of the unemployment rate even to 514
per cent may be difficult to achleve by a pro-
gram that relies on hopes rather than action.
The most urgent task confronting us is to
create more jobs; yet the administration ac-
cepted the Public Service jobs program en-
acted by the Democratic Congress only re-
luctantly, and has scornfully rejected the
Reuss proposal for really substantial job
creation.

A DEMOCEATIC FROGRAM FOR PROSPERITY

Bo much for the sad record of three Nixon
years. What is needed for the future, to
lift us out of the present morass and, in Pres-
ident Eennedy’s words, to get America mov-
ing again? We cannot afford an administra-
tion dedicated to the proposition that 414
million workers need not find jobs in our
economy. The earliest possible restoration of
full employment must be our paramount
goal, and a 4 per cent unemployment rate
our minimum objective. What should be the
Democratic program for recovery and stabili-
zation? Some answers seem very clear; others
will need careful and continuing study, which
will take account of the needs and aspira-
tions of all of our people, of the opportunities
now open to us, and of the best technical
knowledge of economists and other experts.

Fiscal policy

In good measure, the adoption and un-
swerving pursuit of a sound and equitable
fiscal policy is the key to steady prosperity
and growth. Unlike Republicans, Democrats
have long been aware that budget deficits are
essential when the economy is operating
below its potential (although the huge Nixon
deficits expected for 1972 and programmed
for 1973 would have been unnecessary if
more timely and more effective action had
been taken earlier to expand the economy).
But now that a Republican administration
has finally embraced deficlts—and even “full-
employment" deficits—when the economy is
lagging serlously, there should remain no sig-
nificant political opposition to using tazes
and the budget flexibly and constructively
to sustain prosperity.

Yet just as there need be no fear of deficits
as such in times of economic slack so we
must recognize that sound fiscal policy may
require substantial surpluses in times of
prosperity. Not “balancing the budget”, but
deciding when deficits or surpluses are
needed, how big, and how to achieve them
constitute the real problems of fiscal policy.

It 1s not our task to deal with the question
of priorities within any given total of budg-
etary expenditures. Here we address our-
selves to three other questions related to
fiscal policy.

1. OBTAINING NECESSARY FISCAL FLEXIBILITY

For fiscal policy to provide the necessary
support for a steadily expanding economy
that will fully use but not overstrain its
avallable productive resources, means must
be available promptly to offset the Inevitable
tendencies for fluctuations in the private de-
mand for goods and services. This requires
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some combination of fiexible variation of tax
rates and/or budget expenditures.

Tax flexibility, Many economists believe
that the President’s Budget should each year
routinely propose a uniform percentage sur-
charge—poslitive, negative, or zero—on all
personal income and profits taxes. The direc-
tion (plus or minus) and the size of the
proposed surcharge would be adjusted to the
proposed size of the expenditure budget, the
net impact of tax changes proposed for other
reasons, and the expected state of the private
economy.

In almost every year of the past decade,
some tax rate change has been proposed for
stabilization purposes. Now it is clear that
the rate change must be considered a routine
question for every budget. And, unless tax
rate changes proposed for other reasons hap-
pen to provide the right amount of stimulus
(glven proposed expenditures and the state of
the economy), this annual proposed change
should take the form of a positive or nega-
tive surcharge on income taxes.

Some economists further propose that the
President be delegated limited discretionary
suthority (subject to Congressional veto) to
impose a positive or negative surcharge in
case unexpected changes occur in the rate of
budget expenditures or in the strength of the
private economy after Congress has acted for
that year on taxes and on the size of the
budget. It is probably too early to conclude
that this authority is necessary until we have
further experience with the success of sys-
tematic once-a-year adjustments.

Expenditure flexibility. Congress needs to
develop some better means than it now has
to consider each year and to determine
whether the total size of the President’s pro-
posed budget is appropriate in view of what
it may expect to enact in the way of tax rate
changes. Thereafter, it needs to have some
better means than now exists to see to it
that the collection of separate appropriation
bills it enacts will permit expenditures of the
total size that it has previously determined
was appropriate.

Falling such better means Congess must
accept the exercise of Presidential discretion
to withhold appropriated funds—or to re-
lease funds previously withheld—whenever
the private economy appears to shift from a
previously expected path and previously en-
acted tax rate or spending changes therefore
become clearly inappropriate, The fact that
the present incumbent has used such dis-
cretion arbitrarily and unwisely does not
negate the principle. Perhaps some formal
authority should be provided—authorizing
(and limiting) the President’s power in these
respects.

Automatic flexibility. In addition to the
expenditure flexibility that arises from dis-
cretionary changes in the budget, there is
now an .ncreasing degree of automatic flexi-
bility in expenditures, lifting them when the
economy is slack and curtalling them when it
booms. In addition to unemployment insur-
ance and welfare programs, there is now—
on Democratic initiative—a program of pub-
lic service employment which automatically
turns off as full employment is restored.
This pro needs to become a permanent
feature of our stabilization policy, An even
more powerful program of automatic stabili~
zation would arise from Democratic propos-
als for a “cyclical” form of revenue sharing
with cities and states, under which the fed-
eral government would cushion state and lo-
cal governments from the revenue losses that
arise from the failure of the national eco-
nomic policy to maintain a prosperous and
steadily expanding economy.

2. Appropriate size of the total budget

Conservatives perennially fear that federal
budgets, even if soundly financed, have an
inevitable tendency to expand without limit;
and that the budget is already—or is always
about to become—"too big"” for the health of
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the economy. The fact is that the federal
budget can be as big as it needs to be, so
long as its financing is soundly adapted to
the needs of the country.

Still, the total budget should be no big-
ger than it needs to be to achleve the na-
tion's objectives. Thus, ts can be
and are as interested as are Republicans In
curbing waste and inefficlency in govern-
ment, in promptly abolishing or altering old
programs the need for which has changed,
and in making sure that new programs are
8o designed as to achieve their objectives
with the minimum necessary expenditure
of public funds.

In recent years, new methods of budgetary
evaluation have been introduced by both
Democrats and Republicans. These should be
continued and strengthened. Moreover, gov-
ernment reorganizations to improve efficiency
and elilminate waste need to be the con-
stant concern of both the Executive Branch
and the Congress.

For the future, it is quite possible that
substantial new expenditure programs to
solve urgent social problems will emerge
from the reexamination of the nation's
needs and priorities which Democrats seek.
These may call for a permanent enlargement
of federal revenues. If this is the case, we
should not hesitate to undertake the neces-
sary expenditure programs, up to the point
at which the soclal value of public expendi-
tures no longer exceeds—at the margin—the
soclal value of the private expenditures
which would be foregone through the enact-
ment and collection of equitable taxes nec-
essary to pay for those expenditures. Judge-
ments of this kind are basically economic;
but they can only be made and must be
made through our democratic political proc-
esses.

3. Tax policy

Tazx reform. Whether or not significant
growth of government expenditures is re-
guired, in excess of the growth of revenues
from present tax sources and at present tax
rates, tax reform is urgently needed. If none,
or only some, of the increased revenues from
tax reform should be needed, tax rates can be
reduced. If, as is probable, more reyvenues are
needed, the first source of these revenues
should be from tax reform. Indeed, it ap-
pears that far-reaching reform could easily
pay for almost any foreseeable increase in
expenditures that may become necessary.

Tax reforms will obviously be resisted by
groups now enjoying the benefits of the loop-
holes and inconsistencies in our tax struc-
ture; and at least some of this resistance
will stem from legitimate concerns. Pain-
less reform is not possible; the issues in-
volve the relative weights accorded to the
claims of special groups and that of the
broad public interest; often the two are
closely interrelated. Most present tax con-
cessions were provided not capriciously, but
with significant social or economilc objec-
tives in mind.

But many of these objectives have lost
their force in today's world, and all merit
careful reexamination. It is certainly not
tolerable that some of the very wealthy pay
no federal income taxes; that others of the
rich pay much less than their appropriate
share; that the poor and many with middle
incomes have no comparable avenues of shel-
ter; and that—at any income level—people
with the same incomes but derived in differ-
ent ways pay unequally the costs of gov-
ernment. The Nixon Administration has
promised tax reform proposals, but they re-
main conspicuous by their absence.

Recent testimony by experts before the
Joint Economic Committee has demonstrated
that the individual and corporate taxes—
the nation's best and most progressive tax
sources—are badly Iin need of reform. At
given present rates and income levels, a com-
prehensive reform would yield more than
870 billion in additional revenue from the
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individual income tax alone. Buch a reform
would, in effect, treat all sources of income
equally, including realized capital gains and
interest on state and local bonds; would
limit depletion allowances to actual cost;
and would eliminate most of the itemized
deductions and the rate advantages of in-
come-splitting for married couples. This
would obviously allow massive across-the-
board cuts in income tax rates, as well as
a considerable expansion of spending.

Less drastic proposals might include: Re-
vision of the capital galns tax; further reduc-
tion of depletion allowances; improvement
of the minimum tax; elimination of unneces-
sary deductions; and revision of the tax
treatment of the family. In addition, repeal
of the recently-authorized liberalization of
depreciation allowances seems appropriate. A
combination of several of these reforms could
well remove any need either for new tax
sources of for the raising of tax rates, for
some considerable period.

New taz sources. If significant tax reforms
cannot be enacted, or if extremely large in-
creases in federal revenues are needed—for
example, to increase the role of federal fi-
nancing in public education—new federal
taxes will inevitably be considered.

The Nixon Administration has floated a
trial balloon—but as yet no formal proposal—
for an across-the-board Value Added Tax
(VAT), similar to that now imposed in most
of Western Europe. It is, in effect, a national
sales tax. Its revenues would be transferred
to local jurisdictions, primarily for educa-
tional purposes, thus relieving the excessive
burden now borne mainly by property taxes.
No matter how structured, however, such a
tax would be inherently regressive in the top
brackets, further eroding the relatively lim-
ited progressive element that exists in our
present combined federal, state, and local tax
structure. Economists differ as to who bears
the burden of the property tax, now the
prineipal source of education funds. But even
if the property tax is somewhat regressive,
substituting one regressive tax for another
seems hardly the best way of achieving the
desired objective. Even moderate reform
of our federal income tax structure could
achleve the same revenue objectives much
more equitably, And if still further federal
revenues were needed—or if tax reform were
blocked—a modest increase in personal and
corporate income tax rates, now well below
1963 levels, would be preferable to a national
sales tax.

Monetary policy

We regard it imperative that monetary and
fiscal policles be closely coordinated. Inap-
propriate monetary policy can frustrate our
objectives as readily as ill-conceived fiscal
policy; the two must move hand in hand. The
view—still held by some Republican econ-
omists—that monetary policy should move
independently, and merely aim at a constant
rate of iIncrease of money supply (however
defined) has now been clearly discredited.
Adequate growth of the money supply is im-
portant; but so are interest rates. Unduly
high interest rates, such as those achieved
during the first two years of Nixzonomics,
retard economic growth and can have a
catastrophic impact on major sectors of the
economy, especlally construction. The rate
of growth of money supply, however meas-
ured, cannot be governed by any simplistic
formula, but must be constantly adjusted
to the changling needs of our economy. And
interest rates must not be allowed to rise to
levels inconsistent with those needs.

Wage and price policy

Mandatory limitations on wages and prices
imposed under the Phase I freeze and the
Phase II controls, were made necessary by
the fallure of the original Nixon game plan.
Phase II, however, is working only imper-
fectly and often inequitably, and certainly
requires immediate and extensive changes.
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However, at best, mandatory controls pro-
vide no long-term solution to the problem
of inflation. Our economy cannot operate
either efliclently or equitably for any ex-
tended period under rigid controls of this
type.

If Phase II controls are adapted so as to
operate effectively during the remainder of
1972, most of the need for widespread com-
pulsory controls should have ended by a year
from now. Thus the real problem for Demo-
cratic policy is the kind of longer-term price
?nd wage restraint that must follow Phase
TI.

Our own post-war economic history, and
that of other western nations, shows clear
evidence of an endemic inflationary bias,
with periods of creeping inflation followed
by periods of more rapid price rise, such as
that since 1968. This tendency always be-
comes stronger as full employment is ap-
proached.

Because the system that is needed to con-
trol creeping inflation at high employment
must be thought of as essentially permanent,
it must be a flexible system which will not
distort economic development. And it must
rest basically upon the consent and partici-
pation of those whose wages and prices are
controlled, a consent which can only derive
from a sense that the system operates equit-
ably, yet can achleve the reasonable over-
all price stabllity which the Interests of
both labor and mansagement require as well
as the welfare of the community generally.

The agents of such a system must have
specified authority that can only derive from
legislation. The design of that legislation,
and the creation and preservation of the
necessary atmosphere of mutual trust and
confidence among the several economic in-
terest groups 1 ry to the st of such
8 program must be considered a major re-
sponsibility of a Democratic President and
Congress.

International economic policies

The recent currency revaluations had prob-
ably become inevitable in good part because
of the fallure of Nixonomics. They should
contribute substantially to the improvement
of American competitiveness in international
affairs,

By the same token, however, the reduced
value of the dollar, along with the expected
further reforms of the international mone-
tary system, should remove most of the pres-
sures for quantitative import controls,
whether mandatory or “voluntary.” We must
avold, at all costs, the neo-isolationism that
seeks to insulate our markets from legiti-
mate foreign competition. This is essential
to protect the consuming public from ex-
cessive prices. It 1s essential, also, to foster
the gradual readjustment of our economy to
changing domestic and world conditions, and
to gulde each nation’s productive activities
into those lines of production in which it
has comparative advantage or, at least, equal-
ity. Only through this kind of international
divislon of labor can the economic welfare of
citizens of every country—including our
‘own—be , and the economic de-
velopment of poorer nations assured. We
recognize that world competition—like do-
mestic competition—may have disruptive
impact on some industries, but the answer
should be found in adequate programs of
“adjustment assistance,” mot in building
arbitrary barriers that would only set off a
train of reprisals to the injury of all.

We must, at the same time, continue our
efforts to induce our trading partners to treat
our exports equitably. The objective of maxi-
mizing world trade cannot be achieved by us
alone; we must other countries to
treat our international trade as falrly as we
treat theirs. A major initiative in the recip-
rocal reduction of trade barriers on a world-
wide basls is long overdue, continuing the
constructive tradition followed by Presidents
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Roosevelt, Truman, Kennedy and Johnson,
interrupted only under the Nixon Adminis-
tration.

These objectives will be possible only if
international monetary reform succeeds in
permitting increased flexibility of exchange
rates. The Nixon Administration’s efforts to-
ward monetary reform have essentially con-
tinued along lines initiated under two Demo-
cratic Presidents; they need to be carried
forward aggressively and pushed to fruition
in the several years ahead.

THE WILD PET TRADE: A NEED FOR
CONTROLS

Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. President, I was
delighted to have the privilege of testify-
ing recently before Representative Din-
GELL'S House Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlife Conservation regarding the
merits of proposed legislation to protect
and preserve rare and endangered animal
species. My own bill, the Nature Protec-
tion Act—S. 249—which would prohibit
the hunting, capturing, killing, taking,
transporting, selling, or purchasing of
any species of fish or wildlife which is in
danger of becoming extinct, is currently
being considered by Representative Din-
GELL’S subcommittee during the course of
its deliberations on the general problem
of endangered species.

An excellent article on one facet of this
problem, the importation of exotic ani-
mals for the pet trade, was published re-
cently in the Los Angeles Times. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the article by Eugene Linden, entitled
“The Wild Pet Trade: A Need for Con-
trols,” be printed in the RECORD.

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

THE WiLp PET TRADE: A NEED FOR CONTROLS
{By Eugene Linden)

(Nore.—The importing and sale of wild
animals as pets has come under attack In
recent years as part of increased public in-
terest in the environment. But as long ago as
1940 the United States ratified a treaty with
other Western Hemisphere nations aimed at
protecting wildlife. Legislation to put this
country in full compliance with the treaty
was never passed, however.

(To satisfy the requirement, Sen. Alan
Cranston (D-Calif.) has introduced a bill in
this session of Congress that would prohibit
the “hunting, capturing, taking, transport-
ing, selling or purchasing” of any rare or
endangered animal. The Nixon Administra-
tion has proposed a similar measure.

(In California, Assemblyman John Burton
(D-San Francisco) has proposed a bill, sched-
uled for hearing Monday, that would ban im-
portation of nondomesticated mammals into
the state for resale by pet shops. An earller
version of the bill passed the Assembly in
1970 but did not get through the State
Senate.)

The harvesting and sale of wild animals
as pets has become an unfortunate adjunct
to the growth of the conservation move-
ment. The idea that buying a monkey, wolf,
viper or jaguar as a pet fosters or expresses
love of nature runs counter to the ecological
spirit conservationists have been trying to
encourage, yet Americans now spend 8§20
million to $30 million on such animals an-
nually. The pet industry avidly services and
encourages this demand.

I started to investigate the pet industry
while I was working for former Rep. Richard
L. Ottinger (D-N.Y.) in 1870. The first thing
I learned was that if you are willing to pay,
it is simple to purchase any animal, en-
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dangered or not, dangerous or not, legal or
not, with no questions asked.

My telephone inquiries of pet dealers
around the country produced offers of lions,
jaguars, mountain lions and cheetahs. Only
once was I asked whether I knew how to
handle such animals.

A pet dealer in Florida offered to sell me
an untamed, full-grown mountain lion, and
when I asked whether it was dangerous he
sald, “No, just keep it away from livestock.”
(I told him I had children.)

The pet industry is virtually unregulated
in what it can sell and to whom. Far from
exercising self-control, it has abused its free-
dom: (1) by selling as pets animals impos-
sible to domesticate, impossible to keep alive
in captivity, or dangerous and thus defraud-
ing the public; (2) by transporting wild
animals with inhumane provisions for their
health and foisting them on the public with
duplicitous statements about care and feed-
ing and thus comitting the wild animal im-
ported as a pet to a short life of misery
before death due to mishandling; and (3)
by playing a cruel numbers game in the col-
lection of wild animals.

Up to 10 animals die for every one that
makes it to the pet store and uncounted
breeding mothers are killed to harvest the
young. In some cases habitat and nesting
areas are destroyed in order to collect ani-
mals for sale.

Apart from my inquiries of the larger pet
dealers around the country, I made several
calls to pet shops randomly selected from the
Manhattan telephone book and asked if I
could buy a proboscis monkey. All tried to
convince me to buy various exotic monkeys
they had In stock, and two of the shops
promised that if I left a $50 deposit they
could get me one.

Further questions revealed that both these
people were aware that the proboscis monkey
is almost extinct and that deportation from
Malaysia has been banned. The cheetah, too,
is endangered in almost all of its habitat,
but I had no trouble locating a pet dealer
who would sell me one. There was no way of
knowing whether the cheetah had been il-
legally exported.

Besides procuring exotic animals, pet stores
regularly advertise monkeys, falcons, ocelots,
owls and rattlesnakes as perfect educational
pets for the family, Because most exotic
animals die quickly in captivity, the stores
generally only stock the hardier cats and
monkeys and order other animals as they
are requested.

Both in advertisement and at the time of
sale the pet stores consistently misrepresent
wild animals to potential customers on such
matters as an animal's suitablility as a pet,
the care and handling it requires, and the
chances of Its survival.

Such deceptions are most common in the
selling of monkeys. Joe Davis of the New
York Zoological Soclety says that almost any
monkey sold as a pet will dle within a year
and that some of the monkeys sold in pet
stores cannot even be kept alive in zoos.

A common reason for death is that human
respiratory allments prove fatal to monkeys.
Aside from this vulnerability, the monkey
makes a bad pet because it is virtually im-
possible to housebreak. Finally, many mon-
keys, after infancy, establish their standing
in their age groups by fighting with other
adolescents. If a monkey grows up in a family
of children, it often assumes the children are
other monkeys and will start to pick fights
with them.

Tens of thousands of monkeys are sold
each year with little warning about these and
other problems the owner will encounter, nor
the misery the monkey will suffer.

John Perry of the Washington Zoo claims
that every month five or six people call in
with lions or tigers they have purchased that
are getting too big to handle. It seems absurd
to have to confront the idea of people buy-
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ing lions as pets, but there is a huge trade
in middle-sized cats—many untameable, and
some endangered.

The most commonly purchased middle-
sized cat is the ocelot. It can be a good com-
panion, but it needs lots of space and lots
of exercise. The ocelot grows to 60 pounds
and, to get exercise in an apartment, will
pretend that drapes are trees, couches are
rocks, and will soon reduce an apartment to
rubble. Any big cat requires constant atten-
tion and cannot be left alone even for a
weekend.

And then there was the New York woman
who was savagely bitten by her own timber
wolf in the heart of Manhattan. The timber
wolf, incidentally, is nearly extinct in the 48
contiguous states.

By the time the owner discovers the truth
about his unmanageable, deadly, huge, squal-
orous, sickly, or dead pet, it is too late. He
cannot get his money back from the pet
store, which, in most cases will not even take
the animal back and resell it; zoos will not
take it; friends won't either. The only choice
open to the owner who keeps a wild animal
alive long enough for it to become a nuisance
is to have it destroyed.

The suffering that occurs once the animal
is in the buyer's home is still minor com-
pared to the cruelty and wholsesale deaths
that occur in getting wild animals to the
pet shop.

The exotic pet trade almost exclusively
deals in animals that are “harvested” when
they are young. Nursing kittens or cubs of
any species are very delicate. Ed Baker, who
formerly ran the Interior Department sta-
tion at New York's Eennedy Airport, claims
that it is inhumane and often fatal to ship
any animal while it is nursing.

Most of these young are harvested by shoot-
ing the mother. In the case of certain Amer-
ican monkeys, not only is the mother de-
stroyed, but the nesting trees, necessary for
continued reproduction of others in the
species, are destroyed as well.

No matter what plous statements whole-
salers make about harvesting precautions,
the native who goes out to get the animal
does it the easiest way, and this is by killing
the parents, and/or by destroying its habitat.
For every cute cub bought out of some mis-
guided love of nature several cubs are denied
birth because the mother has been killed.

Moreover, Katherine Cisin of the Long Is-
land Ocelot Club estimates that for every
ocelot kitten that survives acclimation at
an individual's home, 10 die during shipping,
the sojourn in the pet shop, or during the
initial period of acclimation.

Because animals are salable only while
they are cute and young, hundreds of cubs
are doomed so that a few will arrive alive.
The consumer who buys a cub or kitten un-
knowingly sets in motlon a vortex of de-
struction that involves 10 times the number
of animals he purchases.

Mishandling in the home is only the final
link in a chain of inhumane treatment that
begins when the animals are captured.
Monkeys are jammed 20 or 30 at a time into
tiny cages with the expectation that many
will die in transit.

I visited the animal shelter at Kennedy
alrport where workers removed dozens of
dead monkeys from cages that had just ar-
rived. Leopards and other cats are often
boxed in cages so small that they cannot
stand up. Often animals have to make 36-
hour journeys with no food.

Add to this rough handling, terrifying
noises, sudden temperature changes. and,
in the case of young animals, no mother
for comfort and protection, and it becomes
obvious why so many animals cannot sur-
vive the trip to the pet shop.

The total sales of wild animals amount
to less than 2% of the pet industry’s an-
nual receipts. This trade is attractive be-
cause the sale of an exotic animal promises
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quick, large profits, and because the ani-
mals, when displayed, often lure customers
into pet shops where they may make a more
ordinary purchase.

However, this trade is no way essentlal
to the pet industry. Its uncontrolled con-
tinuation means unchecked destruction of
habitat, untold cases of cruelty and sense-
less animal deaths, the depletion of inter-
esting and valuable species, and misery for
the buyer who purchased his animal in mis-
leading circumstances.

By the time a wild animal gets to the
local pet shop it is too late to enforce laws
concerning the sale of wild animals. The
simplest and most enforceable remedy
would be to ban or restrict the importation
of all wild animals except those approved
for unrestricted importation by a panel of
zoologists. Such an approved list could be
subject to nonlegislative amendment as the
Endangered Species List is now.

Exemptlons could be allowed should an
organization or individual demonstrate a
need to import the animal and the resources
to care for it. Similarly the trade in do-
mestlic wild animals could be controlled by
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acts governing interstate commerce. Meas-
ures such as these would be an inexpensive
and simple way to help end a cruel and
unnecessary trade.

ADMINISTRATION AGAIN LIMITS
EXPANSION OF FOOD PROGRAMS
FOR CHILDREN AND THE NEEDY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
administration is again playing budget-
ary politics with our Federal child nu-
trition and emergency food service pro-
grams.

As most Senators will remember, last
year we had almost a constant go-around
with the administration and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture with regard to ap-
propriate funding for the school lunch
and breakfast programs, followed by
similar battles concerning food stamp
programs regulations and funds.

The administration this year is now
taking a hold-the-line position regard-
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ing funding these programs. While their
budget requests for fiscal 1973 are about
what they were in fiscal 1972, the costs
for operating these programs have
risen. Holding the line on total budget
outlays for these programs will likely
result in a net reduction in child par-
ticipation. It also will deprive other chil-
dren who have not participated from do-
ing so0. And for others, it may mean few-
er benefits or higher costs to participate.

Mr. President, the American School
Food Service Association has compiled
an analysis of the administration's
child nutrition budget for fiscal year
1973, which I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the REecorp. I also ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of Josephine Martin, chairman of the
legislative committee of ASFSA, be
printed at this point in the REcoRD.

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

CHART NO. I.—ANALYSIS OF CHILD NUTRITION BUDGET—FISCAL YEAR 1973

USDA 1973
budget esti-
mate (in
thousands)

USDA 1872
current esti-
mate (in
thousands)

request
thousan

ASFSA 1973
budgel

level per meal
(in cents)

1973 meal estimat Assist;
. (in millions)
in

s) SFS

UsDA

1. Cash grants to States for meal reimbursement:
School lunch—Sec. 4____._ ... ___ .. _.
Free and reduced
School breakfast

4. Cash grants to States for—
Nonfood assistance (equipment)._._.
State administrative expense. ...
Nonschool food program. .. _...

e TR L W e e S e

$252, 000
545, 000
31, 000
16, 110
3, 500
43,000

$274, 000
587, 500
33,000
16, 110
3,500
49, 000

896, 610 963, 110

1 All ASFSA estimates based on 178.8 school days.

* Estimates of need by State school food service directors. Recommend budget for 1973 fiscal year

with carryover authority.

ADMINISTRATION LiMmirs ExpansioN oF Foobp
PROGRAMS
(Statement of Josephine Martin)

I am Josephine Martin, and I am admin-
istrator of the school food service programs
for the Georgia Department of Education. I
am here today representing the American
School Food Service Association, an organi-
zation of 47,000 members.

I wish to thank the committee for this
opportunity to testify on the appropriations
for child nutrition programs in fiscal 1873.
This is also the first chance I have had to
officially thank you for the increase in funds
for the 1972 FY which the Congress au-
thorized in November, and I now do so.
Those additlonal funds have opened our eyes
to the potential of child nutrition programs
if they were adequately funded. Hungry
children can not learn; one way to improve
education is improved child nutrition pro-

I shall speak only briefly, and ask that
several charts and tables which support my
testimony be inserted in the record.

The position of the American School Food
Bervice Association can be summarized in
these points:

The budget which the USDA has sub-
mitted, and which forms the basis of your
actions on appropriations, is inadequate:

It does not tell the Congress what is hap-
pening in the program;

It will not provide children in school and
out with the nutritional services they need;

It does not support the States and the
local school districts in their efforts to re-
spond to the problems and needs of chil-
dren and families in their community.

We humbly ask that the Congress make a
new start in child nutrition by adopting a
funding program which will:

First, attack the general need for greater
fiscal support in the child nutrition pro-
gram, & problem which infiation has caused;

Second, strengthen new programs in child
nutrition which are designed to meet new
needs in the community;

Third, support the States by permitting
them to make the decislons as to how prob-
Iemts in the State and community should be
met;

Fourth, adopt fiscal and budgetary man-
agement procedures which wlll encourage the
States and communities to adeguately serve
the nutritional needs of children.

To do these things, the American School
Food Service Association asks that this com-
mittee and the Congress adopt a 9-point
fiscal program to:

1. Increase appropriations by $386 mil-
lion, rather than the $67 million requested
by the USDA.

2. Raise the general reimbursement rate
per meal for lunches to 10 cents, while pro-
viding an additional 42.8 cents per meal for
lunches served free or at a reduced price.

3. Provide an average 20 cent per meal
r:su:].bursement for all meals served at break-
fast.

4, Increase the funds available for non-
food assistance to $86 million rather than
the $16.1 requested by the USDA.

5. Increase the non-school food program
budget to $75 million,

6. Authorize Chief State School Officers to
determine the allocation of research and
development funds provided under the pro-
gram for the States.

7. Appropriate funds to begin planning for
the submission of a child nutrition budget
at least 12 months in advance of the actual
appropriation.

8. Adequately support the administrative
costs of child nutrition programs for the

States. Congress has made 10% of the funds
appropriated to the States for nutrition pro-

for the aged available for administra-
tion. Title I (ESEA) makes 1% of the funds
avallable for State Administration.

9. Provide funds for nutrition tralning and
surveys that will permit the States to
develop means of using school food service as
a nutrition education laboratory.

We make these requests because we be-
lieve the child nutrition programs are being
starved for financial support. We recognize
that the USDA In its testimony sald that
progress is being made in these programs, and
that this progress will continue under the
budget proposed by the Department.

We have carefully analyzed the data sub=-
mitted by the USDA for the fiscal 1973
budget, and we find a number of items which
raise a question as to how realistic an ap-
praisal you have received of the performance
and need in child nutrition programs.

For example, the explanation of the
budget indicates that 8.4 million children
can be served each day next year with free or
reduced price meals. However, the USDA
budget will only allow 7.6 million children
to be reached each day of the 178.8 day
school year; the program should be serving
upward of 8 million or more.

Similarly, the overall level of participa-
tlon seems to be geared to serving 27.5 mil-
lion children, when In fact the budget is
based on reaching 25 million children.

In our proposal we have adjusted the USDA
budget figures to reflect the actual, and not
the inflated performance goals on a dally
basis. If this statistical inflation is taken
out of the budget, and the projected goals for
fiscal 1973 are compared to the current per-
formance level of the program, then an en-
tirely different and more accurate picture
emerges.
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The fact is that the child nutrition pro-
grams are in trouble, and the budget you
have been given by the USDA does not ad-
dress itself to the needs we face in the
States. Let me clte a few examples:

1, The school lunch program has stopped
growing. Since October the number of stu-
dents served on a dally basis has leveled off
at about 22.8 million, and the figure has not
changed appreciably from one month to the
next. A survey conducted among State di-
rectors in preparation for this testimony in-
dicates that at the proposed level of reim-
bursement, the program will serve only 23.1
million students a day next year, or only
slightly more than in this school year. (chart
No. 2) We should not be satisfled with serv-
ing only 25 million of the 43 milllon children
in school, but with the resources we are given,
we can not even attain this minimal goal.

We belleve that several trends are operat-
ing which trap the scihool lunch program at
this plateau, including:

a. Schools are dropping out of the lunch
program even as others join because more
school boards are unable or unwilling this
year to make up program deficits;

b. More needy children are being added to
the program, but the number of paying chil-
dren has declined sharply in the past year;

c. The cost of food, materials and labor is
going up, and the quality of meals is de-
clining, USDA figures show an increase of 8.5
cents per meal over the past two years.

The later trend is not new. The USDA
found in a 19656 survey that about a third of
the lunches were below the type A Standard.
This aflects acceptance, as does the fact that
& typical school lunch menu today contains
more carbohydrates than I would prefer.

However, when the paramount considera-
tion is cost, the menu must substitute bulk
for quality nutrients. For this reason we find
the recent increases in food prices are espe-
cially troublesome, These increases, combined
with a standstill lunch budget, leaves the
school lunch operators with only two alter-
natives, each worse than the other. Either
way program growth will not be resumed.

We can develop less expensive menu pat-
terns, but only by serving more “depression”
style meals; or we can increase the price of
the existing meal,

We do not want to raise lunch prices, for
a very simple reason: The child who will be
forced out of the program will be those whose
parents are blue collar and moderate income
salaried workers, families who are not poor
but who struggle to live on an income that
doesn't stretch anymore to meet rising costs.
In other words, the average man who feels
that he is carrying more than his share of
the burden already will be hurt the most.

2. We also believe that the USDA budget
falls to recognize that schools and communi-
ties are developing new and better ways to
meet the nutritional needs of the children.
The USDA, for example, told the Congress
recently that the breakfast program would
be used only to supplement the lunch pro-
gram. Yet, everyone who has been in schools
recently would know the breakfast program
is rapidly becoming a permanent and com-
plimentary nutritional service to the lunch
program. Senator Herman E. Talmadge stated
two weeks ago, “What goes into a child’s
stomach from a school breakfast or lunch
can be as important as what goes into his
head from textbooks—I would like to see the
breakfast program operated on the same basis
as school lunch—available where needed for
all needy children.”

Other programs are also expanding. As a
result of federal legislation in child care and
development, the number of child care cen-
ters has grown dramatically. In the past two
years, the number of programs served
through the nonschool food program has in-
creased from 1,400 centers to over 5,000. The
budget proposed by the USDA, however, will
not support the demand for additional pro-
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grams (1,500-3,000) requested by the States.

We are told further, as you have been told,
that a major goal of child nutrition programs
is to provide food service within three years
in all schools which are unable to serve meals
to children. Yet, the USDA is proposing no
further increase In funds to pay for equip-
ment and materials. The recent American
School Food Service Assoclation survey indi-
cates that only 52% of chlldren are expected
to have lunch in 1973, Many schools can not
increase meals because their facilities are
totally inadequate to prepare and serve food
to more children.

These are some of the reasons we are re-
questing the Congress to raise the overall
child nutrition funding level to $1.3 billion
for fiscal 1973. The budget proposed by the
USDA is inadequate; it will not enable the
States to increase the level of nutritional
services for children in their school and com=
munity.

For comparlson purposes, let me refer you
to chart I in the attachments to my state-
ment. This sets down the amounts requested
by the USDA as against the recommenda-
tions of the States.

Our recommendations are based on a care-
ful evaluation of program needs by the State
school food service directors. We regret that
the USDA figures do not reflect the recog-
nized needs of those who operate programs;
we would prefer to come before the Congress
with major differences in funding needs re=-
solved. Unfortunately, we have not been con=-
sulted on fiscal and budget questions in any
major way, even though PL 91-248 mandated
that the States and the USDA undertake a
far greater responsibility in child nutrition.

We have, in comparison to the USDA,
miniscule planning resources. Within the
limits of these resources, however, we have
attempted to bring you our best assessment
of the need.

That need, simply put, is for an appropria=
tion of $1.3 billion in cash grants to States
for child nutrition, or an increase of §386
million over fiscal 1972 funding levels. If it
is allocated as we recommend, then we be-
lleve the lunch program can re-establish a
growth pattern, that schools and communi-
ties can begin to utilize the new programs
that changing times require and the States
can perform as full partners in programs to
improve the nutritional health of children.

Without your help, however, there Is little
reason to hope these goals can be achieved.

Thank you for the privilege of testifying
before your committee today, and I will be
happy to respond to your questions.

CosT ANALYSIS AND 1973 PARTICIPATION EsTI-

MATES SCHOOL LUNCH, BREAKFAST, AND

NoNFOOD ASSISTANCE

(Summary prepared from information sub-
mitted by school food service directors,
March 1872)

Average total cost per lunch:

Actual cost of food (cash outlay) per
lunch, $0.2862.

Value of commodities per lunch, $0.0832.

Actual labor cost per lunch, $0.1979.

Other expenses per lunch, $0.0613.

Total cost to produce a lunch, $0.6286.

Average total cost per breakfast:

Actual cost of food (cash outlay per break-
fast), $0.1560.

Value of commodities per
$0.0327.

Actual labor cost per breakfast, $0.0871.

Other expenses per breakfast, $0.0192.

Total cost to produce breakfast, $0.2750.

What do you anticipate will be the total
number of meals you expect to serve in FY

73 for each of the following categories? 1
Total lunches served (including free/re-

duced cost lunches, 4,331,097,338.

Total free/reduced cost meals, 1,410,640,218.
Total breakfast, 268,019,210.

breakfast,

1178.8 average school days per year,
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What do you anticipate will be your non-
food assistance needs for FY 73 for: (42)

No program schools, $28,700,000.

Program schools, $57,335,000,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, one
of the areas where the administration in-
tends to hold the line on additional out-
lays is nonfood assistance. Senators will
note that the ASFSA analysis shows that
the administration is planning to ask
for only $16 million for fiscal 1973, the
same as for this fiscal year, whereas
ASFSA is requesting that $85 million be
appropriated for this purpose. Thousands
of schools in this Nation are without any
food programs for their children today
because they lack cafeteria or kitchen
equipment to prepare or serve the food
provided through them. This need of
course is the greatest in the poorest of
school distriets.

Mr. President, I want the Recorp to
show that I fully and strongly support
ASFSA's request for increasing our Fed-
eral child nutrition budget beyond what
the administration has asked for. In a
nation where we expend billions to limit
the production of food, we cannot play
budgetary politics with funds needed to
make our food abundance available to
our children and those who are eco-
nomically disadvantaged.

Another matter I wish to comment on
is the administration’s withholding of
funds appropriated by Congress to fi-
nance the emergency food and medical
services program of OEO.

Senators may recall that 1971 legisla-
tion authorizing the extension of the
OEO contained funds earmarked for the
emergency food and medical services,
and that the Senate Appropriations
Committee report for fiscal year 1972
contained a directive that funds be spent
for emergency food and medical serv-
ices. Unfortunately, the fiscal year 1972
budget request for emergency food and
medical services was reduced by the Of-
fice of Management and Budget to only
$3.5 million—$42.2 million was spent for
this important program in fiscal year
1971, Even action taken to provide an ad-
ditional $20 million in the regular appro-
priation for fiscal year 1972 failed to
secure the release of these funds. Sub-
sequently, 42 Senators wrote to the Presi-
dent to urge continued support for the
emergency food and medical services;
that letter received a negative reply.

The Senate last week passed the Sec-
ond Supplemental Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 1972 (H.R. 14582). That bill
contained an expansion of funds for
emergency food and medical services.
Without these funds the 700 projects that
are now in operation are likely to be re-
duced to 150. These programs, as most of
us know, consist of supplemental food
programs for pregnant women and young
infants, food growing cooperatives, re-
search into intestinal parasites, and more
effective school lunch administration.

Mr. President, in that HR. 14582, as
passed by the House contained less
money for the emergency food and medi-
cal services program than the Senate,
I want to urge the Senate conferees that
they insist on the Senate amounts. We
must, as I said before, stop playing budg-
etary politics with the lives and health of
our Nation’s children—especially the
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poor who have no alternative sources of
help to turn to.

THE COST OF FOOD

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, much has
been said recently about the cost of food.
Everybody is pointing the finger at
everybody else as the culprit behind the
rising grocery bill.

I do not pretend to have a simple an-
swer to this complex problem. I would,
however, like to call the Senate’s atten-
tion to a recent editorial in one of my
State’s newspapers. The editorial, I feel,
sheds a light on some of the factors be-
hind the rising cost of food.

Headlined “Why Food is High,” the
editorial, published in Paris, Tenn.'s
Post-Intelligencer, explains that “Food
on the farm is not food on the table” and
gives examples of some of the cost pres-
sures between the farm and the table
which are affecting today’s prices.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Way Foop Is HicH

Of great concern to the average American
housewife in recent weeks has been the rising
cost of food in stores and markets across the
country. Much has been said and written on
the reasons why food prices are up, and why
the gap between the price the farmer receives
for his product and the price the consumer
has to pay in the store. There is a certain
amount of confusion about prices and what
causes them to filuctuate.

Most food stores are genuinely supporting
the government's objectives of stabilizing
prices and holding down the cost of living.
But the store or market is caught in a price
squeeze too, and it must pass along to con-
sumers at least some of the higher prices it
has to pay for the items it sells.

Food retallers are under two types of con-
trols affecting prices. They are permitted un-
der Phase II to vary prices up or down as
their wholesale costs fluctuate, so long as
their price increases do not exceed a certain
percentage markup. Secondly, their rates of
profit must be held at a level no higher than
that earned during any two of the last three
fiscal years.

Even so, there are some basic reasons why
prices have gone up. Most canned goods have
been substantially increased since the first
of the year, and we refer to the wholesale in-
creases . . . the cost of the canned goods to
the retailer. Fresh frults and vegetables are
uncontrolled and subject to wide varlations
depending on current supply and growing
conditions.

Increased packaging costs can cause retail
food prices to go up. Paper bags, we are told,
have gone up 10 per cent since the beginning
of Phase II. Beef carcasses purchased from
processors by retail markets have zoomed,
causing beef prices to go up sharply. Wages,
taxes and most every other cost of doing
business have also increased since wage-price
restrictions went into effect and transporta-
tion costs have gone anywhere but down.

There are just a few examples of why food
prices are up. Food on the farm is not food
on the table. A lot goes on in between.

The retail grocer would much rather sell
you a grade A beef roast at 69 cents a pound
than at $1.19. But he has got to make a profit
to keep his doors open. The problem is the
high cost of packaging, canning and process-
ing food from the time it's harvested until it
goes on the grocer's shelf. Until those costs
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can be reduced, the price of food will remain
high.

NURSING HOME FIRE

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, this week-
end a fire swept through the Carver
Convalescent Home in Springfield, Ill.,
killing 10 patients and seriously injur-
ing 31 others. Ironically, the nursing
home had been inspected for fire safety
precautions only 2 days prior to the fire.
Officials are now investigating the cause
of the fire, which remains undetermined,

Mr. President, although the cause of
this fire may be open to question, it is
clear that we bear a heavy responsibility
for maintaining close and constant sur-
veillance of the conditions which exist
in nursing homes across the country.
The Springfield tragedy should serve as
a forceful reminder to us of this respon-
sibility.

On Sunday of this weekend I made un-
announced visits to a number of nursing
homes in the Chicago area. During my
visits, I asked the residents directly what
they would do in case of fire. A high per-
centage—too high, in my opinion—of the
residents responded that they had no
idea whatever how to proceed in case of
fire. In addition, I found that immobile
patients are kept in areas from which
they could not readily escape—even with
the assistance of someone else—and that
the fire extinguishing equipment itself
is so heavy and cumbersome that the
people who would need to use it could not
possibly do so with any ease.

According to the Senate Aging Com-
mittee staff, nursing homes are No. 1
among unsafe places to live. In light of
this reputation, I believe that nursing
home operators and State inspectors
would be well advised to review im-
mediately the adequacy of their own fire
safety programs and procedures.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that newspaper articles giving in-
formation on this nursing home fire be
printed in the REcORrD:

There being no objection, the items
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[From Chicago Today, May 8, 1972]
NursiG HOME FIRE PROBED

SPRINGFIELD, IrLn.—State fire and public
health officials meet here today to study the
safety violation record of a Sprmgﬁem nurs-
ing home where fire killed 10 elderly pa-
tients.

The death toll at the Carver Convalescent
Center climbed to 10 yesterday when a woman
died of burns.

Nine other patlents were killed in the
Saturday fire,

The 31 other residents suffered either
burns or smoke inhalation.

Dr. Pranklin Yoder, director of the Illinoils
Public Health Department, said an inspection
of the provisionally certified home on March
30 revealed several deficlencies that con-
stituted a fire hazard. He sald a followup in-
vestigation last Thursday showed *“most
major deficiencies had been corrected.”

Among the deficlencies cited in March were
no evacuation plan in case of fire, no emer-
gency lights at exits and lack of proper fire-
nghtlng tra.lnlng for personnel.

State Fire Marshal Joe Patton was to meet
with Yoder and representatives of the public
ald and mental health departments. About
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90 per cent of the patients at the center were
on public aid, Patton sald.

Dr. Byron Weisbaum, a Springfield opthal-
mologist and owner of the two-story home,
sald many of the patients were recently re-
leased from Jacksonville State Hospital and
a facility for the mentally retarded at Lincoln.

Yoder's office issued the nursing home &
one-year provisional license last August.

The cause of the blaze has not been deter-
mined.

“I don't know if we'll ever come up with a
cause because the home is so badly burned,"”
Patton said.

[From the Chicago Tribune, May 8, 1972]
PErRcY SEEKS PROBE oF FIRE AT REST HoME
(By Pamela Zekman)

Sen. Percy [R., Ill.] yesterday criticized
the lack of fire drills in Illinois nursing
homes and said he has asked the National
Fire Protection Association to conduct an
Investigation into the blaze Saturday in a
Springfield convalescent center.

Meanwhile, state fire and public health of-
ficials sald they have called a meeting today
to investigate alleged health and safety
violations at the nursing homes.

State Fire Marshal Joe Patton sald he will
meet with Dr. Franklin Yoder, state public
health director, and representatives of the
Public Aid and Mental Health Departments.

The blaze claimed its 10th victim yester-
day, with the death of Mrs, Cleo Evans, 77.
Mrs. Evans was critically burned in the fire
Saturday. Thirty others were injured in the
blaze.

QUESTIONS PATIENTS

Percy, on a whirlwind tour of four North
Side nursing homes, questioned patients in
detail about fire prevention programs. He
sald that he has yet to visit a home that
holds regular fire drills., Patlents told him
they did not know what they would do in
case of a fire,

“I guess I'd trust In God,” sald Mrs. Alice
Burns, a 2d floor resident of the Birchwood
Beach Home, 7364 N. Sheridan Rd., who is
confined to a wheelchair. “He's busy, I know,
but that’s all I could do.”

Percy blamed nursing home operators for
not adhering to existing legislation that re=-
quires regular fire drills. “The tragedy is that
these patients are mostly immobile, making
the drills particularly important,” he sald.

HOME UNLICENSED

Percy said he was shocked to find 76
patients living in the 109-bed Kenmore
House home, 5517 N. Sheridan Rd., which
has been operating without a license for a
year.

The home lost its license in the wake of
Tribune Task Force and Better Government
Association disclosures of filthy conditions
there and a cost-saving device whereby the
former owner fed patients on scraps uneaten
by their fellow patlents.

The new owner, Mel Angell, said the state
has refused to place new patients in the
home until it obtains a new license, but has
not removed the existing patients.

FINDS IT “LUDICROUS™

“It seems ludicrous to me that these peo-
ple, for the rest of their lives, could be in
this home, even tho it has no license,” Percy
told Angell. “I am perplexed about why these
patients weren't transferred.”

It was Percy's second visit to EKenmore
House, and the second time he found the
home in the midst of a “paint-up, fix-up
campaign.” He said that the change in the
home was “dramatic.”

THE MINING OF HAIPHONG

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if the
decade of death and devastation we have
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brought to Vietnam has taught us any
single lesson, it is the lesson that the
road to peace is not the road of wider
war.

And now, because President Nixon has
once again so clearly failed to learn that
lesson, the United States and the world
community of nations have this morn-
ing entered a new and far more deadly
and dangerous era in the war.

In 1968, 4 years ago this spring, in the
fourth year of his Presidency, Lyndon
Johnson began to take the first real steps
offering the fragile hope that America
could find its way out of Vietnam. Now
it is 1972, and by some cruel irony, in the
fourth year of the Presidency of Rich-
ard Nixon, in spite of all the promises
we have heard to end the war, we have
witnessed one of the most drastic steps
America has ever taken in the entire
history of the war.

Now we begin to see the ultimate hor-
ror of the President’s policy on the war
and the chain of events he has set in
motion. Let there be no mistake about
it. The mining of Haiphong is an escala-
tion of a completely different order of
magnitude from any we have known be-
fore in Vietnam. For the first time in the
history of the war, an American Presi-
dent has brought us into a clear and
ominous confrontation with the Soviet
Union on Vietnam. It is not just Amer-
ican troops on the battlefield, but Amer-
ican cities and the lives of 200 million
American people here at home who are
now being gambled by the President in
his decisions on a war 10,000 miles away.
No conceivable American goal in Indo-
china can possibly justify that risk, and
I urge the President to pull back from
the nuclear brink toward which he has
begun to lead us all.

To me, the mining of Haiphong is a
senseless act of military desperation by
a President incapable of finding the road
to peace. Again and again in the tragic
history of American involvement in Viet-
nam, President Johnson wisely resisted
the siren call of the military planners
for the mining of Haiphong. Now, Pres-
ident Nixon has succumed to that fool-
hardy proposal, and the mines are being
dropped.

In a sense, the dropping of the mines
is the most vivid demonstration we have
yet had of the total failure of the Pres-
ident’s plan to end the war in Indochina
and the bankruptey of his plan for peace.
For years, we have known the vast inter-
national risks of mining Haiphong, and
the negligible military benefit it can
bring on the battlefields of South Viet-
nam.

What sense does it make to challenge
the Soviet Union in the coastal waters of
Indochina, when we ought to be chal-
lenging the North Vietnamese at the
peace table in Paris?

What sense does it make to mine Hai-
phong in North Vietnam, when weeks
and months will pass before the action
can have any possible effect on the offen-
sive in South Vietnam?

What sense does it make to block a
harbor from the sea, when years of
bombing have never been able to block
the supplies moving overland from North
Vietnam to the south?
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What sense does it make to adopt a
military course of action on the war with
a maximum of potential confrontation
with the Soviet Union and a minimum
potential gain in Indochina?

It never had to be this way. After
tens of thousands of American lives have
been lost and tens of billions of dollars
have been spent, after hundreds of thou-
sands of North and South Vietnamese
have been killed, after millions of civil-
ian victims have felt the awful horror of
the war, the world is ready for peace in
Indochina, and all the President can find
to give is war.

And now, because of our blindness on
the war, more Americans and more
North and South Vietnamese troops will
die, more innocent men and women and
children will be killed, more American
prisoners will be taken, and all our hopes
for reconciliation with the Soviet Union
are placed in jeopardy.

I yield to none in my condemnation of
the invasion from the North. But I also
know that the way to the peace table
lies clearly at the entrance to the con-
ference table in Paris, not at the en-
trance to the harbor of Haiphong. So
long as we have a President who is im-
prisoned by the war, so long as we have
a President whose only reflex is the sort
of knee-jerk belligerence and aggression
we heard last night, so long as we have
a President whose only real goal is the
pursuit of the phantom of military vic-
tory on the battlefield, we shall never
have peace in Indochina.

THE SECURITIES INDUSTRY AND
THE INVOLVEMENT OF ORGA-
NIZED CRIME

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I had the
opportunity today to present to the Sub-
committee on Securities of the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, some of the findings of the Per-
manent Subcommittee on Investigations,
Government Operations Committee, rel-
ative to our recent hearings on the secu-
rities industry and its infiltration by or-
ganized crime. I felt that the facts we
were able to uncover by our investiga-
tions clearly show that the heavy annual
loss of securities in this country can be
attributed to the easy availability of
paper certificates for theft and the move-
ment of those securities through illegal
channels by members of organized crime
and those connected with organized
crime.

The full testimony which is available
in the committee’s hearing record de-
scribes in considerable detail the state-
ments of five major witnesses, all felons,
our subcommittee heard who had been
convicted of securities-related offenses.

Because I feel that this matter is of
such domestic economic consequence and
that each Member of the Senate will find
the Government Operations Committee
hearings of interest, I will summarize our
findings and my recommendations.

There is a growing, serious problem in
the financial community which baffles
even the most expert bankers and stock
brokers of Wall Street. That problem is
the increasing theft of private and Gov-
ernment securities. Statistics compiled
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by the National Crime Information Cen-
ter indicate that in 1970, $227,397,837 in
securities was actually lost due to theft.
Even more alarming is the fact that
losses for the first half of 1971 were more
than double what was lost in all of 1970.
The stock brokerage industry estimates
that $1.2 billion in securities are either
stolen or missing and that the bulk of
them are being utilized in illegal opera-
tions throughout the world.

The theft and counterfeiting of secu-
rities is therefore not just a problem of
serious domestic economic consequence
but it has international repercussions as
well.

The Permanent Subcommittee on In-
vestigations of the Government Opera-
tions Committee initiated a series of
hearings last year on organized crime.
Our first investigations dealt with the
infiltration of organized crime in the
securities industry. Our findings help to
reveal the nature and extent of securities
thefts and the extensive involvement of
organized crime.

In my longer statement for the record,
I describe in detail the activities of five
major witnesses our committee heard
who had been involved in securities
thefts. All are convicted felons, either
serving or having served sentences for
securities-related thefts.

Two of the witnesses, Robert Cudak
and James Schaefer, furnished valuable
information as to the easy availability of
paper securities. In a rather intriguing
fashion, Cudak and Schaefer related how
they got into the securities thefts. Rob-
ert Cudak first took a job as a ramp
man at JFK International Airport. He
soon noticed that there was almost no
security of mail transfers, or Railway
Express and air freight shipments. With
the aid of his partner, Schaefer, and
several other thieves, Cudak began an
extensive operation of taking jewels,
cash, stocks, bonds, and other valuables
from the terminal areas of 15 major air-
ports in the country. Cudak’'s share of
the theft ring was approximately $1 mil-
lion, with more than $79 million being
taken from JFK alone.

Neither Cudak or Schaefer were mem-
bers of organized crime. However,
through their mob connections, they were
able to fence their loot. At least four of
11 fences whom Cudak named in testi-
mony before our committee were known
by law enforcement officials to be prom-
inently engaged in organized crime.

In the early days of Cudak’s activities,
he and his associates failed to recognize
the value of securities. Later they found
ways to convert the securities to cash,
principally through the mob, and the
theft of securities became a significant
part of their operation.

The testimony of Cudak and Schaefer
revealed two important facts. Because
securities are represented by a negotiable
paper, there frequently exist opportun-
ities where these physical documents are
subject to theft. The lax security at air-
ports offers one excellent example. With
paper securities we encounter a sizable
risk of theft.

Second, Cudak and Schaefer helped
our committee document the fact that
organized crime plays an integral role in
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securities thefts. Without that involve-
ment, stolen or counterfeit securities
might not be as easily fenced. For the
mob, its involvement appears fo be in
fencing the stolen items, rather than ac-
tually stealing them. They are the go-
betweens.

The other three principal witnesses our
subcommittee heard were men who as-
sociated with the mob in order to con-
vert counterieit or stolen securities into
cash. They were Vincent Teresa, Edward
Wuensche, and Michael Raymond.

Vincent Teresa, at the time he ap-
peared before our committee, was serv-
ing a 5-year sentence for possession and
transportation of stolen securities. Al-
though a great deal of his operation in
stolen securities was accomplished
through mail robberies and airport rob-
beries, Teresa testified that the bulk of
his early thefts were accomplished by
“inside jobs,” within brokerage houses.
Teresa testified that he looked at or
handled $25 to $30 million in stolen se-
curities during his operation.

Another aspect of his involvement was
Teresa’s ability to arrange loans based
on stolen securities or bonds. The collat-
eralizing of loans in this fashion be-
came a Iucrative business.

Vincent Teresa’s testimony brought
out a well-known aspect of securities
thefts—that they are frequently used to
collateralize loans with legitimate bank-
ing institutions. The operation is appar-
ently successful because bankers do not
have an established system whereby se-
curities that are presented are checked
against fraud and illegal possession.

Edward Wuensche's testimony had
much in common with that of Teresa.
His was also a kind of “white collar
crime.” He related to the subcommittee
that he resold securities through broker-
age firms, placed or caused to be placed
stolen securities in banks as collateral for
loans, and took stolen securities outside
the United States for placement in for-
eign banks and financial institutions.
Again, there was heavy involvement by
members of organized crime.

Not only was Wuensche able to “mar-
ket” his stolen merchandise through
“friendly unsuspecting bankers,” but he
found little difficulty in utilizing foreign
institutions as well.

Michael Raymond, the third confi-
dence man, was one of the most valuable
witnesses ever to appear before our com-
mittee. He developed a technigue of us-
ing payment guarantee bonds. Stolen
securities were used as collateral for pay-
ment of bonds. During the 6 years he was
involved in stolen securities operations,
Raymond personally saw or knew about
$100 million of stolen securities. He
pointed out that organized crime cannot
operate without the complicity of so-
called honest, aboveboard persons and
institutions.

Several recommendations may well be
drawn from the sworn testimony we re-
ceived from convicted felons.

First. Security procedures should be
tightened. A bank must always check
with a transfer agent whenever a client
not known to the bank requests a loan.
Stocks not in the borrower’s name should
automatically be checked.
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Second. Continuous audit practices
should be closely supervised and con-
trolled.

Third. Greater care should be taken in
the screening of personnel hired by banks
and brokerage firms.

These are all administrative remedies,
however. There is obviously a role that
the Congress can and should play.

In the testimony before this committee
as well as my own subcommittee, there
appears to be widespread support for im-
mobilizing securities and eventually
moving toward a “certificateless society.”
I certainly agree with this objective, in-
asmuch as it is possible to achieve.

As I pointed out in our hearings, one
of the most difficult aspects of the change
will be in educating the public and en-
abling them to “live” without the physi-
cal evidence of their investment.

Although some will argue that the po-
tential for fraud in a computerized sys-
tem of bookkeeping is just as real as with
paper certificates, I feel that with care-
ful planning and oversight by the Con-
gress and the executive branch that the
threat can be reduced if not eliminated.
It might be necessary for a person fo
have the option of owning paper securi-
ties. It may also be necessary to main-
tain paper certificates for international
transactions for a greater length of time
than in the domestic market.

But it seems clear that the present sys-
tem not only encourages theft but is cum-
bersome, time consuming, and inefficient.

I believe that as we move to set up a
national securities depository, a National
Commission on Uniform Securities Laws
as outlined in S. 2551 would be valuable
to study and recommend new uniform
State laws.

A national depository for securities
seems to be inevitable. Centralizing the
handling of securities in one locale, such
as New York, will have disadvantages,
however, as the Midwest Stock Exchange
has testified. The Midwest and west coast
must play an important role as active
partners in any new system.

I urge the committee to approve legis-
lation that will make the transition to
computerized securities deposits as free
of fraud as possible, with appropriate
Federal control by the Securities and Ex-
change Commission. I should carefully
study whether the holding of paper cer-
tificates should be optional.

Special attention should be devoted to
the transaction of securities in foreign
markets. The United States should take
steps to negotiate agreements with for-
eign countries for tighter control of
transactions and initiate steps toward
immobilizing securities. Since the For-
eign Relations Committee, on which I
serve, plans an extensive study of mul-
tinational corporations and international
financing, I believe that this is one pos-
sible area we might be able to explore
further in that committee.

REPRESSION IN SAIGON

Mr., CRANSTON. Mr., President, I
invite the attention of the Senate to two
articles published recently in the New
York Times and the San Francisco
Chronicle on the current state of “de-
mocracy” in South Vietnam. The notion
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that President Thieu's dictatorship in
Saigon is “democratic” simply because
it is anti-Communist is ludicrous.

How long must we go on serving the
interests of a government which relies
on arrests, censorship, and torture to si-
lence its crities? Is this government part
of the so-called free world? Why do
those who support the bombing of Ha-
noi and Haiphong rail against what they
call “Communist tyranny” while politi-
cal prisoners languish in Saigon jails?

On March 22, Mrs. Ngo Ba Thanh, a
graduate of Columbia University, a lead-
ing critic of the war, and a victim of
asthmatic attacks for the last 6 months,
was carried to a military court in Saigon
on a stretcher. The charges accused her
of having engaged in “activities harm-
ful to the national security,” having or-
ganized an “illegal organization,” and
having distributed printed matters that
“undermine the anti-Communist poten-
tial of the people.” These McCarthyite
proceedings reflect the political thinking
of a dictatorship. And as for undermin-
ing the supposedly anti-Communist po-
tential of the people, we have plenty of
contrary proof that the real culprits are
those who plot the perpetuation of this
drawn-out war and those who pursue
the policies of the corrupt and dictato-
rial Thieu government. The morale of
South Vietnamese troops is at a new low.
Describing the fall of Hoaian, for exam-
ple, the Washington Post of April 21
quoted a lieutenant colonel as saying:

They didn't patrol. They didn't go out and
look for the enemy . .. It just wasn't a good
job.

In the end, an American adviser
watched the last government troops drop
their weapons and flee.

Meanwhile, in Saigon, student leaders
continue to be jailed and tortured. Eighty
to 100 students face charges similar to
those leveled against Mrs. Thanh. Those
who accurately denounced last October’s
so-called election as a farce now face
torture and beating.

Mr. President, these scandals were dis-
cussed in two recent articles, one in the
New York Times of March 22, and one
in the San Francisco Chronicle of April 8.
I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cles be printed in the REcorbp.

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

[From the New York Times, Mar. 22, 1972]
TRIAL OF AILING CRITIC OF SAIGON REGIME Is
POSTPONED

SarcoN, SouTH VIETNAM, March 22.—Mrs,
Ngo Ba Thanh, a leading critic of the Salgon
Government and the war, who has been in
prison and has been suffering asthmatic at-
tacks for six months, was carried to military
court in downtown Saigon on a stretcher to-
day to face charges of having engaged in ac-
tivities harmful to national security.

But the trial was postponed indefinitely
after a doctor testified before the filled court
that Mrs. Thanh was in critical condition
and In need of immediate medical attention.
Mrs. Thanh, & 40-year-old lawyer, suffered
what appeared to be an asthmatic attack as
she lay on the stretcher at the courthouse
entrance waiting for the trial to begin.

LAWYER SEEKS RELEASE

Mrs. Thanh was arrested Sept. 18 after
participating in an anti-Government demon-
stration led by a former lower house deputy,
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Ngo Cong Duc., Mr. Duc was not arrested
then but was later convicted in absentia of
having left the country illegally. The demon-
stration was called to protest the uncon-
tested presidential election held on Oct. 8, In
which President Nguyen Van Thieu was re-
elected.

Nguyen Long, Mrs. Thanh's lawyer, has
been calling on the authorities for Mrs.
Thanh's release because of her poor health
which, he asserts, is directly related to prison
conditions.

Mrs. Thanh is a key figure in several peace
groups here. The small, energetic woman,
who holds a degree from Columbia Unilver-
sity in New York, has met many visiting
United States Congressmen in the last sev-
eral years to tell them of the position of
President Thieu’s opponents,

According to her lawyers, Mrs. Thanh has
been charged with three offenses—having
engaged in "“activities harmful to the na-
tional security,” having organized an “illegal
organization,” and having distributed
printed matters that “undermine the anti-
Communist potential of the people.”

Mrs. Thanh heads a group of Vietnamese
women called the Vietnamese Women’s
Movement for the Right to Live. Her lawyers,
however, vigorously deny that she is gullty
of any crime.

“She came to a demonstration and was
arrested while others were not,” one of her
three lawyers, sald. Another added that all
charges against her were ungrounded and
that they were “only excuses for her arrest
and detention.”

Shortly after arriving on a stretcher be-
fore the regional area military field court,
Mrs. Thanh appeared to suffer an asthmatic
attack. With sweat dripping from her pallid
face, she choked and coughed, and her
breathing grew rapid.

A doctor arrived minutes later and Injected
Mrs. Thanh with tranquilizers and a heart
stimulant after it appeared, briefly, that her
respiration and heart had stopped.

The doctor pleaded with five judges, mili-
tary officers, for the woman's immediate re-
lease for treatment at a nearby civilian hos-
pital. “Mrs. Thanh is in very serlous condi-
tlon,” he sald. “Her heartbeat is up and
down. She can die at any moment."

The judges recessed for 30 minutes be-
fore announcing that the woman’s trial
would be postponed indefinitely to allow her
appropriate medical treatment. However,
they added that she must be returned to
prison.

[From the San Francisco Chronicle,
Apr. 8, 1972]
BaicoN STUDENTS BLOODY PROTEST
(By Thomas C. Fox)

Sarcon.—Ten high school and university
students, charged with {llegal political activ-
itles, disrupted their first day In court last
week by slashing their wrists and chests
and shouting anti-government slogans.

The students, on trial for “engaging in
activities harmful to the national security,”
were the first of scores arrested in the past
five months to come to trial. The government
charges against the students stem from their
activities during the presidential campaign
last sutumn in which Nguyen Van Thelu
was the only candidate.

Student protests have been on the rise
during the past few weeks as several more
student and faculty members have been
arrested for political activities, Demonstra-
tions have broken out in Hue and Saigon
and ended In tear-gassing confrontations
with riot police.

RAZOR

The trial was brought to an abrupt end
when one of the students, Le Van Nuol, the
20-year-old chalrman of the Saigon Student
High School Association, pulled out a razor,
slashed open several arteries in his arm, and
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began to write anti-government slogans on
the courtroom wall. As military police
watched in disbelief, other students on trial
slashed their chests and arms and chanted
slogans calling Thieu a military dictator and
the Salgon regime a puppet government.

Relatives watching the trial screamed out
in horror as they tried to reach their sons.
gha judges hurrledly left the room by a side
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Le Van Nuoi’'s mother, in tears, said that
her son was only demanding peace and an
end to the war. Fifty Buddhist monks who
were refused entrance to the trial demon-
strated on the streets near the courthouse.

Immediately before the courtroom demon-
stration began, the five military judges ruled
that former Vice Presldent Nguyen Cao Ky
must appear in court to substantiate the
students’ claim that their activity was car-
rled out at his request. The prosecution
charged that the students had torn down
posters of President Thieu.

FIVE MONTHS

The demonstration was finally broken up
when military police grabbed the students
and foreibly pushed them outside to a prison
truck. They were then hauled to the prison
where they have been awalting trial for the
past five months.

Beveral of the students are reported to be
in critical condition after their courtroom
slashings, but no substantiation has been
avallable.

The ten students were the first to come to
trial of an estimated 80 to 100 student lead-
ers the government is holding on charges
of having viclated the national security
clause of the Vietnamese constitution.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S DANGEROUS
STEP

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Nixon told us last night that his
policy in Indochina has failed, and that
in order to redeem it he is escalating
American military involvement.

The mining of North Vietnamese har-
bors and the bombing of railroads into
China are hostile acts clearly directed
against the Soviet Union and China. By
taking these actions, the President is
jeopardizing the major security inter-
ests of the United States. The planned
Moscow visit and the SALT talks now
have an uncertain future. Efforts to move
toward detente with the Soviet Union
and China have been put in jeopardy. We
now risk losing more in 1 day because
of this act than could ever have been
gained in the President's policies in Viet-
nam were a complete success.

This dangerous step is not the way to
end the war, protect our troops, or gain
the return of our prisoners. It is not the
road to peace.

By relying on the purely military pol-
icy of Vietnamization—intended to equip
the South Vietnamese to continue the
war—the President not only has failed to
end American involvement in the war,
but has also reduced chances for a nego-
tiated settlement. By withdrawing troops
before coming to a settlement, we have
lost bargaining leverage to obtain the re-
lease of our prisoners or the protection
of our withdrawing troops. The Presi-
dent is now trapped by his own failures,
and faced with a series of unpleasant
options. He chose the worst option of
all—escalation which is both dangerous
and desperate.

I have urged for some time that the
President offer to withdraw all American
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forces from Indochina in exchange for
an agreement to return our prisoners
and the guaranteed safety of our with-
drawing troops. The President has yet
to make this simple, straightforward of-
fer. I urge him to do so in order to end
the American involvement in this sense-
less war and move us away from the
brink of international disaster.

OLDER AMERICANS AND THE RAM-
IFICATIONS OF MEDICAL AD-
VANCEMENTS

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a con-
stituent of mine, Mr. Theodore Pickard,
of Chicago, recently brought to my atten-
tion a most interesting and thought-pro-
voking article on the problems created by
medical progress for our aging popula-
tion. The article appeared in the April 7,
1972, issue of Medical World News, and
it implies that while we have made con-
siderable technological and medical ad-
vancements to prolong life, we have not
necessarily enhanced the quality of
elderly life.

As the article points out, the number
of people over 65 has been increasing at
a rate of three times that of our general
population growth. The fastest growing
of all population groups is the over-75
group. By the year 2030, the elderly
population is projected to rise from 20
million to 48 million—out of which 16
million will have reached age 75.

These statistics and our medical suc-
cesses should make us pause and consider
whether or not the “extra’ years will be
meaningful, enjoyable ones.

The article in Medical World News is
worthy of the attention of the Senate. I,
therefore, ask unanimous consent that it
be printed in the Recorb.

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

THE PROBLEMS CREATED BY MEDICAL PROGRESS

“If you go into medical practice, you're
going to be doing a lot of geriatrics—whether
you like it or not,” forecasts Duke Univer-
sity’s Dr. John Nowlin to a group of medical
students. “If you do like it, the work day
will be a lot shorter,” adds the assistant
professor of community health sciences and
member of Duke's Center for the Study of
Aging and Human Development.

Many doctors are doing a lot of it right
now: “Some 409% of the patients of the in-
ternist are older people, and they take 60%
of his time,” reports Dr, Martin B. Loeb, di-
rector of the University of Wisconsin School
of Social Work.

Dr. Nowlin was apprising his group of fu-
ture physicians of an awesome medical, so-
clal, and economic fact: The number of
Americans over age 65 will continue to in-
crease well into the next century. And Dr.
Loeb puts his finger on the significance of
this fact to physiclians: more elderly people,
more medical care. Consider these statistics:

The number of people over 66 has been
increasing at three times the rate of general
population growth. It now stands at 9.9%
of the population, just over 20 million per-
sons, of whom 11.6 million are women.

About one third of these people are past
76. During the 1960s, the number of the
over-T5 group Increased 87.19%, compared
with a rate of 13% for those between 656 and
76. The over-T5s are the fastest growing of all
population groups—unless it be the cente-
narians, whose number in recent years has
increased from 12,000 to 18,000, according
to Soclal Security Administration figures.




May 9, 1972

Assuming a relatively constant mortality
rate and a declining birth rate, the Bureau
©of the Census expects the proportion of the
population over 656 to rise to 16%. Thus, if
in the year 2030 the population totals 300
million, there would be 48 million such old-
sters, 16 milllon of them past T5.

A 66-year-old woman now has an ex-
pectancy of about 16 additional years, a man
about 13 years.

Small wonder that the British gerontol-
ogist, Dr. Alexander Comfort of University
College, London, warns the insurance com-
panies to look to their actuarial tables. ‘*“They
have not yet realized that by the year 2000
we may blow the bottom out of their statis-
ties,” he says. “Let’s try for once to do the
social thinking before the thing hits us.”

But until medicine can control the aging
and death of the human cell itself, doctors
will not create a race of Methuselahs. Even
if medicine could eliminate all deaths from
heart disease, this would add only four years
and ten months to adult life. Solving the
basic problems of cancer would add only 18
months, says Dr. Carl Eisdorfer, director of
the Duke center and professor of medical
psychology.

Nevertheless, the astounding progress of
medicine in the past several decades has
helped more and more people to live to
become *“old folks.” But that very progress
has ralsed a slgnificant question: Has medi-
cine served or enhanced the “quality” of
elderly life? In Dr. Comfort's view, the alm
of gerontology is "“to prolong adult vigor, not
life itself. Even If you conquer one cause of
death, there's always another cause walting
in the wings.

“One of the best Indexes of vigor,” he says,
“is the ability to stay alive as a pedestrian.
‘There is a signal correlation here. You have
to be able to see and hear and make declsions
to cross a busy street. You have to be able to
jump out of the way of a car and to recover
if it hits you. If we can just keep you health-
ier longer, you'll be run down at a later age.”

Or, as the Greek adage adopted as a slogan
by the American Health Foundsation, Inec.
puts it, the aim is “to help people die young—
as Iate as possible.” The AMA's Committee
on Aging calls it maintaining “positive
health.”

Who are these *“old people”? By the defl-
nition of the Soclal Security Act and of
corporations that force employees to retire,
they are people who have passed their 65th
birthdays. But this is a legal and social
definition; it bears no necessary relationship
to medical reality. In this difficult area,
medicine and sociology are hopelessly inter-
twined.

“As far as we know, nothing says, biologi-
cally, that at age 65 somebody shouldn't be
as active as he was at 55," says Dr. Eisdorfer,
“as long as we have a strategy that is oriented
toward keeping him healthy. It doesn’t have
to be that he runs down at age 65; this con-
cept that he does is one of the real problems."”

That concept forces many people to retire
at age 65, a fact to which many others object.
“People who say nobody should ever retire
are always intellectuals who never retire any-
way, except to write books,” notes Dr. Com-
fort wryly. “If you ask a miner or an auto
worker, you might get a different answer.”

As a matter of fact, someone did ask retired
members of the United Automoblle Workers
in 19656 and did get a different answer. The
UAW and other studies, says Cornell Uni-
versity's soclologist Gordon F. Strelb, show
that when many “older workers are given the
opportunity and an adequate pension, they
decide to retire earlier than the normal re-
tirement age. While some may use this as
an opportunity to try out a second career,
many simply retrench in their financlal de-
mands and prefer to take it easy.”

A study of over-65, noninstitutionalized
men by Dr. Ethel Shanas, a University of
Nlinois soclologist, found that three out of
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ten of them were still working. Only a third
of those who had retired hed done so bzcause
of employer compulsion. The others knocked
off because of such reasons as poor health,
the job was “too exhausting,” or “I just
didn’'t want to work any longer.”

Clearly, from the older person's point of
view, there should be an option to retire or
not, depending upon his desires and abillties.
In the Soviet Union, says Dr. Roger O. Ege-
berg, special assistant to the President for
health affairs, a person arriving at retire-
ment age has that cholce, provided there is
a place where his skills can be utilized, and
in that labor-short country, there almost al-
ways is. If one continues to work, he draws
both full pension, and full pay. “This,” says
Dr. Egeberg, “makes you the richest person
in the family and, believe me, it helps the
rest of them to llke you.”

About three quarters of the over-656s have
at least one chronic illness; about half have
two. Yet most are not disabled. “Most retired
men are functioning well,” says Dr. Shanas.
“Two thirds report no limitations in their
capacity to carry on the ordinary activities
of daily life.” She adds, “While poor health
may cause retirement, retirement apparently
does not cause poor health.”

Despite the fact that the aged account for
24% of hospital patient-days, they clearly are
falling far short of the medical care they
need. Though thelr illnesses are both more
prevalent and more severe than those of
younger people, they average only about one
more physician visit per year, says Dr. Erd-
man B, Palmore, a soclologist in Duke's divi-
slon of medical psychology, in a paper that
is soon to appear in Postgraduate Medicine.
He cites a Chicago study of 1,800 Old Age As-
sistance recipients, fewer than 20% of whom
had “good health.” Yet two thirds had not
talked to a doctor or a nurse in the previous
three months; 76% of them should have been
taking daily medication, but the majority did
not. Analyzing other data, Dr. Palmore found
that among every 100 aged poor persons, 40
health alds—such as dentures, eyeglasses,
crutches—were needed, but not owned. He
adds grimly that the self-reported figures are
probably underestimates, since many old peo-
ple are not aware that they could be helped
by such alds.

The major barrier in the way of health
care for these people is the dollar sign. In
1969, the median income for an aged fam-
ily was 48% of that of younger families; one
out of four old persons lived below the gov-
ernment-set poverty line; more than half of
all older families had incomes below $4,800.

Wasn't Medicare supposed to take care of
all that?

Since Medicare became effective on July
1, 1966, the premium for Part B coverage has
risen 87%; about 15% of Medicare recipients
cannot afford to pay it at all and thus have
no coverage for doctor bills. The Part A de-
ductible has risen from $40 to $68. A report
of the Senate Special Committee on Aging
calculates that a beneficiary who in 1966 had
an operation that cost $400 in surgical fees,
and who spent 21 days in a hospital, plus
60 in an extended care facillty, would have
been out of pocket $396, including his Part
B premium. In 1971, the same episode would
have cost $563.60.

“Medicare covers only 43% of the medi-
cal expenses of its beneficlaries,” says Walter
C. Newburgher, second vice president of
the National Council of Senior Citizens. “Be-
cause of medical infiation, the other 57%
costs him more today than the whole bill
would have been before Medicare. He is ac~
tually more out of pocket now than he was
then. This is why we're now going as hard for
& mnational health Insurance system as we
once did for Medicare.”

“The implication for the practicing phy-
siclan 1s that he should not assume that
Medicare has dissolved all the financial bar-
riers between him and his patients or po-
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tential patients. He should be aware of pos-
sible resistance to treatment based on lim-
ited income,” says Dr. Palmore.

There are still other barriers between doc-
tor and aged patient. Simply getting to
and from the doctor’s office may be one.
Who will chauffeur Grandpa? “If older people
don’t have a support system, there’s a prob-
lem," says Dr. Eisdorfer, “If they do, there’s
difficulty in the family., How many people
want to spend half their time playing nurse-
maid to mom or dad? But if they don't, they
feel guilty. They're trapped,” declares the
head of the Duke center.

The aged are less educated than the young;
they are more likely to rely upon quacks
and nostrums, They may be too uninformed
to recognize or evaluate serious symptoms:
A study of aging at Duke, for example,
showed that 44% of patients who were rated
by physicians as being in “poor health”
themselves described their health as good or
excellent. “The physician should be par-
ticularly sensitive to such fears, denials, and
lack of understanding of principles of health
and medicine that he mistakenly assumes
everyone knows,"” says Dr. Palmore. “Special
patience and extra efforts at education and
information of aged patients may be re-
quired."”

Perhaps an even more important barrier
between the doctor and the older patient is
the attitude of the physiclan himself who
frequently—not to say typically—doesn't
enjoy working with the aged. The unesthetic
nature of the task is perhaps one of the least
of many reasons. Internist Nowlin, working
both in Duke’s student health service and
in its geriatric program, sees the contrast
between examining young and old daily in
practice.

“I look for different things in each,” he
says. “I look on a physical examination as
an interesting way to get to know people.
With older people, I'm interested in their
broad attitudes, their memories, their philos-
ophies. No, I'm not attracted by the elderly
but they tell me fascinating things. Also they
have more problems, and it's gratifying to
make more observations and track down
more symptoms. With the kids, I'm inter-
ested in what they're doing. Which 1s more
fun? I just can't find much difference.”

A more important problem, as many see it,
is that doctors, being human,  reflect the
society of which they are a part. Ours is
youth-oriented, placing small value on old
people. “It's a ‘no-deposit, no-return’ policy,"”
says Dr. Eisdorfer grimly. “We place small
worth on the things they have to give—
wisdom, memories.” agrees one of the Duke
psychiatrists, Daniel T. Gianturco.

Soclety demands a return for its money.
At a Duke conference last year, Willlam E.
Oriol, staff director of the Senate Bpecial
Committee on Aging, quoted a Nixon Admin-
istration official as saying that “programs for
the elderly resulted in very little ‘payoff.’ "

“This was.a reference to the fact that a
man of 65 obviously has less longevity than
a boy of 12 and therefore investment in
youth would result in more ‘payoff’,” Oriol
went on. “But why should such a choice have
to be made? Why not recognize the impor-
tance of providing what aid is needed to help
all Americans live independent, fulfilling
lives, no matter what their ages?"

But doctors do make that choice. The
quick, busy, intense young practitioner, im=-
patient with the slow responses of the old
lady to treatment and all too conscious of
the crowded walting room outside, may often
be tempted to send her on her way with,
“What do you expect at your age?"

“He's not responding as a physician, but
as a layman in this soclety,” says Dr. Geo:

L. Maddox, professor of medical sociology at
Duke “This is not because of any simple-
minded hostility toward old people. He's not
s0 much adbandoning them as he is concen=-
trating somewhere else, and I suspect it's
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easy to make him feel guilty about that.”
Adds Dr. Gianturco: “There's a sense of
achievement when a doctor helps a 20-year-
old who has 556 years to live that some do
not find in helping a 70-year-old with three
or four to go,” Payoff, again.

Doctors reflect soclety in other ways as
well. A great many people, for example, think
that sex among older people is somehow dis-
tasteful, immoral, or amusing, though Mas-
ters and Johnson and others have shown
that there are few physiologic reasons why
it shouldn't be enjoyed well up into old age.
“Some people give up sex for the same reason
they quit riding a bicycle,” says Dr. Comfort.
“Either they haven't got a bike or they think
it looks ridiculous.”

A physician who shares that attitude can
hardly help but let old patients down, and
some do. As part of Duke's study of aging,
old widows and widowers were asked about
sexual activity. A surprisingly high number
of men admitted to continued enjoyment;
almost no women did so. Dr. Palmore sus-
pects that the figures may be skewed. He
wonders whether examining physiclans listed
no activity for the women because in many
cases they were too embarrassed to ask the
nice little old lady whether she was still hav-
ing sexual relations. Bhe couldn't! She looks
Jjust like Grandma!

Beeing Grandma in an old patlent troubles
the doctor in another way. Dr. Maddox be-
lieves. “Like the rest of us, he has mixed feel-
ings about his own parents, about old people.
A young person says he sees something at-
tractive about an old one, a reminder of his
mother, but there is also something threat-
ening—something of his parents’ fate and of
his own fate to come. Put this together with
all the other things, and you've got trouble
asking anybody to work in geriatrics on a
sustained basis.”

Heavy among those other things, of course,
is the whole weight of the physician’'s train-
ing—to cure the illness, heal the wound,
save the life. *We are traditionally exposed
to sick people and we tend to think that
everybody who is old is sick,” says Duke
geriatric psychiatrist Alan D. Whanger, one
of only eight practitioners in that subspe-
clalty. “But doctors are not obliged to cure
everybody, and we have to come to terms
with that situation.”

The confusion between aging and sickness
really bothers Dr. Eisdorfer. He recalls an
incident that occurred when he was intern-
ing under Dr. Eugene A. Stead, Jr., then
Duke's chief of medicine. Another intern re-
ported that the eyegrounds of a 63-year-old
mild diabetic were normal. Dr. Stead asked,
“What do you mean? If you'd seen this in a
16-year-old boy, would you say it was nor-
mal?”

“He wasn't arguing,” Dr. Eisdorfer says.
“The condition was within normal limits. But
there’s a confusion between two kinds of
normality—the statistical and the patho-
loglecal. The statistician says what’s frequent
is normal, but to the pathologist normality
has to do with funection.

“Everybody says old people normally de-
teriorate. We've been studying cognitive de-
cline and we've looked very carefully at a
group we followed from 65 to 75. They didn’t
decline unless they had hypertension, and
then they did decline. Forget the research
part: What's really important is that this
is another example of the confusion between
what is normal and what exists.

“If you go to a TB sanatorium, you'll ind
that it’s normal to have tuberculosis, and the
staff iz deviant. Tou know that's nonsense,
yet among the aged we accept disease as if
it were perfectly all right because it's ‘nor-
mal," Physicians haven't really gotten that
concept, but it's so important in the care of
people. You don't diagnose what you don't
see. There are a lot of so-called normal things
about the old that are in fact contributing
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to their loss of function. Why should old peo-
ple lose function? It doesn't have to be."”

Yet another stereotype that the Duke study
has shown to be false Is that “you can't teach
an old dog new tricks.” Old people can learn
new things quite well if the material is not
presented too rapidly. But over their lives
they have experienced many fallures and for
fear of falling again they usually do not re-
spond rapidly. A physician who does not un-
derstand this—or who accepts the false ster-
eotype—may betray impatience when what
the patient really needs is understanding.

Deeply ingrained in the physician both
by temperament and by training is the need
for achievement. Nothing Is sweeter to his
ears than the voice of a patlent saying, “I
feel better, Doctor. Thank you." That, prob-
ably even more than the prospect of money
and soclal success, is why he chose his pro-
fession in the first place, says Dr. Maddox,
who calls it “the satisfaction of rescue fan-
tasies.”

With the chronically i1l aged, that satisfac-
tion does not come immediately. It is not a
matter of days or weeks, but of a much
longer time, so many doctors shy away. “One
of the most popular things to do at an out-
patient clinic is to refer the old patient back
at a time when someone else will have to see
him,” says Dr. Eisdorfer. “That’s exactly the
kind of thing that prevents anybody from
developing a sense of achievement. It's a self-
fulfilling circle: “We don't work with them,
they don't get better, so we say, '‘See? You
can't work with them.’ "

Doctors, like other people, don’t like to be
losers. "Physicians have a very bad record
with the aged, with alecoholics, with drug
abusers, and they know it, so these aren't
viewed as desirable patients,” says Dr. Mad-
dox. “Doctors are expected to rise above their
feelings, but it's clear they don’t always do it.
Some patients they like, some they don't.
They work hard not to show such preferences,
but feelings come out from time to time. The
patient who is an unlovely person, who
doesn’t get well, doesn't appeal to the res-
cue fantasles, demonstrates very quickly to
the doctor, *You can't help me. But the
doctor is in the helping business, and if he
can't do that why play?”

Mature physicians generally seem more
sympathetic to the aged than do younger
ones, perhaps because they themselves are
beginning to share some of the problems.
Also the doctor will not abandon someone
he has cared for for many years simply be-
cause the patient has grown old. But if the
aged patient outlives his physiclan, he may
have difficulty finding another to take him
on.
Nowhere does the distaste for the aged
show itself more clearly than in the aban-
donment of those who are in retirement and
nursing homes. Although the inmates of
these places constitute less than 59 of the
aged, they are the neglected outcasts of so-
clety. Dr. Eisdorfer recalls the deaths of some
old people in a nursing home fire and asks,
“Is that the worst thing that could happen
to them? Or is it still worse to be one of
the half million who woke up that morning
wishing they were dead?"

Obviously old people would not le in
nursing homes with green, suppurating
wounds if they had adequate medical care,
but once again the profession seems to re-
flect the soclety of which 1t is a part. “We
could play the mea culpe game and we do
have responsibility to care for these people,
but the neglect is not unigue to medicine,”
declares Dr. Eisdorfer. “We have cut these
people out of much of the community and
only recently have we begun to think about
bringing them back in. Maybe the recycling
idea has caught on.”

Surely it is needed. “When people are
isolated from their normal environments, no
longer see their friends and loved ones, no

May 9, 1972

longer contribute to soclety, they regress
and die,” says Dr. Amos N. Johnson, family
practitioner of Garland, N.C. “I have actually
seen old people in a reasonably healthy con-
dition who, when put away in the isclation
of custodial care facilities, totally lose in-
terest in life, They refuse to communicate,
refuse to eat, become totally bedridden,
waste away, and die. This is a disease process
called ‘isolation,’ and should be so desig«
nated on the death certificate.”

Dr. Leonard E. Gottesman, assoclate pro-
fessor of psychology at the University of
Michigan, agrees. He cites studies showing
that half of all those old people admitted
to mental hospitals, nursing homes, and
homes for the aged die within three years
of admission. Those in mental hospitals have
a death rate four times as high as people
of the same age outside. He suggests that
disabled or uncomfortable people are more
capable of community living than we think
and that it would be better for them. And
he hits the core of the matter when he says:
“Are programs for the Institutionalized el-
derly molded more by political and economieg
considerations than by concern about re-
hablilitation of the elderly? The answer is
yes.”

The physician has a responsibility in this,
says New York psychiatrist Alvin I. Gold-
farb. “If these institutions are to provide
good custodial care, they must provide com-
prehensive medical care. Good custodial care
actually is long-term continuous or inter-
mittent intensive medical care.”

The “warehousing” of old people in mental
hospitals has not stopped. To some extent
the “inventory” has been shifted elsewhere.
“Old people used to be about 30% of inpa-
tient admissions,” says Dr. Eisdorfer. “It runs
& little less now because states like New York
have just declined to admit them. They tailor
the statistics by their admission procedures.
Bo these people wind up staying at home or
dying in the ‘community’—which means
nursing homes. They're not in the state hos-
pitals anymore, so we've ‘cured’ the prob-
lem.”

If the problem hasn't been cured, many of
the patients can be. Chronic brain syndrome
(CB8) may well be the most frequent mis-
diagnosis in medicine. Dr. Egeberg told a
recent conference on aging in New York that
some years ago in California he and Dr.
Lester Breslow tried an experiment in re-
habilitation with 100 patlents, 40 of whom
were held to have CBS. “We thought we'd see
what a little Interest and love would do,” he
5aYys.

““We got the nurses and other people to try
caring for them in a different and personal
way. At the end of a year, only about nine
patients had CBS. The rest were attempting
independent living in various ways. Some
even went outside In groups and lived in
apartments. I'd like to see us bring older
people back into soclety, and I know it can
be done.” Others have tried similar experi-
ments with similar results.

The CBS diagnosis is “vastly overdone,”
says Duke's Dr. Whanger, who also heads a
geriatric psychiatric unit at the local state
hospital. “About 50% of our state hospital
patients do have it, but this doesn't mean
that they have to stay in the hospital. We
generally try to get them out, to make the
hospital an active treatment center. We gen-
erally discharge about 609% within four
months,” reports the geriatric psychiatrist.

“Not all of these people are well by any
means. What's best? For some, long-term
care Is the best we can come up with, For
others, there's episodic care, which can pre-
vent corrosion in a lot of households. We
can go too far in letting the family give up
all responsibility. It's grossly unfair to ex-
pect the doctor to do all of this. Society
must do its share, and the individual pa-
tient has the right to express his own prefer-
ence.”
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If the individual is terminally ill and in
pain, that preference may be for death. To
grant that wish may offend the physician's
most deeply held religious and ethical be-
liefs; it certainly cuts across the grain of
his whole training, professional career, and
sacred oath. From the time of Hippocrates
until very recently, the issue was clear-cut.
The physician battled death until he lost.

But now?

A man tells of his aunt whose whole life
had centered around her religion. She be-
came old, 111, and was in pain. “She began
to pray for her death, but her prayers were
not answered,” he says, “Hope turned to dis-
appointment, disappointment to resentment,
resentment to anger. For the last three years
of her life, she cursed God for not letting
her die—cursed the God who had been the
center of her life! I can never forgive her
doctor for that.”

Yet what is the doctor to do? Many pa-
tients in the old woman’s plight would have
been grateful to him if he left a bottle of
pills at the bedside and said, “Remember
not to take more than one of these every
four hours. If you take five at once, they will
kill you.” But if a religious old woman will
not kill herself, most would agree that it is
not the physician’s task to do it for her.

The dilemma can become eéven more ex-
quisite when the question is how long to
continue heroic measures to keep the pa-
tient alive. “I'm sure that in young men
there is something of the Faust—a sheer
fascination with demonstrating how long
you can keep someone ‘alive’ under the
hardest circumstances, says Dr. Maddox. But
after & while this gives a perceptive physi-
cian pause. Does what we're doing make
sense from anybody’s point of view? He will
be acutely aware, too, that this 18 being
done at the cost of the economie prostration
of a family.”

Doctors search thelr souls for an answer
to this question. The AMA’s Judicial Coun-
cil meets this month for a think session to

discover an approach to it. But it is clearly

not a question that medicine alone can an-
swer; soclety must provide the final answer,
and the patient, too, has the right to be
heard.

Indeed, society has answered it in a few
specific instances. In two separate recent
cases, hospitals in Florida and Wisconsin
went into court asking that they be allowed
to impose herolc treatment upon old women
who had refused it. In both cases, the courts
held that the patients realized what they
were doing and were within their rights in
refusing treatment. The day after the decl-
sion in her case was handed down, the Flor-
ida woman died, it is to be hoped in peace
and dignity.

But what of the patlent who is not compe-
tent to make a decision? Clarence A. Bett-
man is not. He is 79, kept alive by a pace-
maker, and, according to his wife, “turning
into a vegetable.” She refused to glve per-
mission to Dr. Willlam A. Gay Jr. to replace
the pacemaker's worn-out battery at New
York Hospital, Dr. Gay asked for a court's
authority to proceed and he won. Entirely
aside from the moral and ethical aspects of
the matter, Dr. Gay also had a legal prob-
lem: Had he not replaced the battery, it is
conceivable that he could have been charged
with murder through negligence.

A few thoughtful people, anticipating the
possibility of a fate like Bettman's, make
their wishes known in advance. One is Duke’s
Dr. Stead, who wrote a document that
achieved wide local fame (see box on page
47). The Euthanasia Educational Fund, Inc.
in New York has a “Living Will* form In
which the signer asks to be allowed to die in
the event of illness from which there 1s no
reasonable expectation of recovery. More
than 20,000 people have signed it, and re-
quests for the form come into the fund's
office at 250 W. 57 St. at the rate of 50 a day.
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Such a request is not legally binding upon
anyone, though at least it has the merit of
answering one question that might other-
wise trouble the doctor's conscience. But
ultimately the boundaries that determine
how far a physiclan may go in granting
wishes of this kind will have to be drawn by
legislatures, not by the ethics committees of
medical socleties.

“Doctors don’'t know any simple way to
resolve this conflict of values because soclety
doesn't know either,” points out Dr. Mad-
dov. “They resent having people to say to
them, ‘All right, you guys, say something
clever.! Doctors are no more clever than
anybody else about these issues.”

Despite the steadily growing number of
geriatric patients and the new problems they
present, we are dolng preclous little of Dr.
Comfort's “social thinking before the thing
hits us.” Federal spending on gerontological
research and training today s less than it
was in 1961 (though Dr. Comfort is “optimis-
tic enough to think that we'll be modifying
the rate of aging long before we know how
we're dolng it").

Though much of the doctor's attitude
toward aging patients is shaped in the med-
ical school and though much of his practice
will be among aged patients, geriatrics and
gerontology are not in sight at most schools.
Dr. Joseph T. Freeman, & Philadelphia in-
ternist and past president of the Geron-
tological Soclety, made a study of the sub-
ject for the Senate Special Committee on
Aging. He found no reference whatever to
aging in the 1969-1970 catalogues of 51 out
of 99 schools.

Only 22 schools offered clinical instruction
as part of the general course structure, 15
offered some by special designation, and nine
offered elective courses. There were research
programs in only 15 schools. Out of more
than 20,000 faculty members, 15 had primary
titular identification in the fleld of aging.
Only one school—Duke—has a training pro-
gram in gerlatric psychiatry. In another sec-
tion of the Senate study, the list of 262,151
doctoral dissertations on all subjects pro-
duced between 1934 and 1868 was scanned.
Of these, 667, or 0.25%, dealt with problems
of aging.

There are not many doctors who advocate
the establishment of gerlatrics as a speclalty.
The clinical problems are not all that dif-
ferent; very little disease is the exclusive
property of the old. Drug reactions are dif-
ferent and some problems need special han-
dling, but the necessary information can be
acquired with relative ease. What is most
needed, some say, 1s to develop a new atti-
tude among physicians, including greater
flexibility in their thinking.

Soclologist Loeb says that his doctor re-
fused to prescribe for him a drug that,
though indicated, he feared might have a
carcinogenic potential. “Doctor, I'm 72 years
old,” Dr. Loeb said. “How long would it take
for that cancer to develop?” He argues that
there is no reason why carcinogenic or addic-
tive drugs should not be given to old people
if they are needed. Dr., Heinz E. Lehmann,
MeGill University psychiatrist, would like to
see someone develop & “happy pill” that
would keep the very old euphoric and out of
depression. He wants it to be an intoxicant
that would produce feelings of gratification
without the many drawbacks of alcohol.

Another psychiatrist suggests that we could
solve the problem of many old women by
permitting bigamy after the age of 65. Dr.
Comfort notes that “an old man dies if
there's no one to cook his meals; an old
woman does too if she has no one to cook for.”

Can a new attitude be developed in medi-
cal school? The Duke people belleve that it
can, at least for a substantlal number of
students, and they will be giving it the old
college try in a year's time. As Dr. Whanger
puts it: “Those things we don't know much
about we tend to steer clear of. We get un-
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comfortable or anxious or uncertain. We hope
that by teaching people more about these
problems from the beginning they'll feel
more comfortable and competent in dealing
with them.” So Duke is developing a training
program at all levels, which will include put-
ting students, interns, and residents into
nursing homes for important perlods of time
and moving toward establishing a model
nursing home system.

The Duke people are also seeking & change
in federal government policy. “Part of the
problem is that too much of the money med-
ical schools get is categorical and there’s been
no category for training people to work with
the old,” says Dr. Maddox. “We have asked
the Administration on Aging and other ap-
propriate divisions of HEW to review their
policies. Now we know HEW is asking itself
whether we've discovered an area that's fallen
between the chairs and the answer ls we
sure have. I think we will get some clarity,
and that will be a step forward.”

Some experts see stormy times ahead. Says
Dr. Loeb: “You go to the doctor with a pain
in your leg. He looks and says, ‘I can't see
anything wrong. What do you expect?’
People aren't going to take that kind of stuff
any longer.” The Senior Citizens' Newburgher
sounds very determined indeed when he talks
about “senior power” and points out that
there are a lot of votes over 65. When the
cover of this 1ssue of mwnN was described to
Dr. Eisdorfer, he shook his head in irrita-
tlon: “That’s just what's exactly wrong. The
old person is no longer golng to be a little
old lady sitting there passively wailting for
whatever somebody chooses to give her. That
person is getting to be angry and aggressive,
demanding, “What are you doing for me?”

Where does this leave the physiclan? Says
Dr. Maddox: “If medicine is vulnerable, it’s
not so much because doctors behave dif-
ferently than other people as it is that we
expect leadership from them. The profession
has not really come to terms with that ques-
tion. The first leadership it provided was pos-
itively harmful—its opposition to Medicare,
saying the health care of the old was no
problem. The doctors came out of that one
looking as though they weren't terribly smart.

“Is it not agreed that people in nursing
homes need care? The medical profession
should be asking how we can get it to them.
Why doesn’t the county Soclety make a sur-
vey of its nursing homes and announce pub-
licly that it will ind a way to take care of
those people?

“We have the right to expect them to show
some foresight in this area, some recognition
of the size of the problem. If you're going to
play leadership, you've got to lead.”

A PHYSICIAN'S INSTRUCTIONS ON FINAL CARE

A major problem in management of the
terminal or “vegetable” patient is determin-
ing what he himself would want done, His
relatives may want to let him die, but even
if the physician is inclined to agree, there is
the possibility that the patient may be aware
of what is happening and be lying there in
mute, motionless outrage at what is to be
done—or not done—to him.

To resolve any such doubts that might
someday arise in his own case, a noted Duke
Unlversity professor of medicine wrote the
following, with coples to be filed by his wife
and his attorney:

If I become {1l and unable to manage my
own affairs, I want you to be responsible for
my care. To make matters as simple as pos-
sible, I will leave certain specific instructions
with you.

In event of unconsciousness from an auto-
mobile accident, I do not wish to remain in
a hospital for longer than two weeks without
full recovery of my mental faculties. While
I realize that recovery might still be possible,
the risk of living without recovery is still
greater. At home, I want only one practical
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nurse. I do not wish to be tube-fed or given
intravenous fluids at home.

In the event of a cerebral accldent, other
than a subarachnoid hemorrhage, I want
no treatment of any kind until 1t is clear
that I will be able to think effectively. This
means no stomach tube and no intravenous

fluids.
In the event of a subarachnoid hemor-

rhage, use your own judgment in the acute
stage. If there is considerable brain damage,
send me home with one practical nurse.

If, in spite of the above care, I become
mentally incapacitated and have remained
in good physical condition, I do not want
money spent on private care. I prefer to be
institutionized, preferably in a state hospi-
tal.
If any other things happen, this will serve
as a guide to my own thinking.

Go ahead with an autopsy with as little
worry to my wife as possible. The anatomy
crematory [at the medical school] seems &
good final solution.

THE PACIFIC AQUEDUCT SYSTEM
OF INTERCONTINENTAL WATER
TRANSFER

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, about 10
days ago I spoke at some length on the
Senate floor on the subject of intercon-
tinental water development. I suggested
that Canada, the United States, and Mex-
ico all begin gathering the data, and do-
ing the homework, that would make pos-
sible in the near future full discussions of
the various proposals offered by Cana-
dians and Americans for coordinated
water development on the continent. I
asked that meanwhile the three nations
“keep their options open.”

Coincidental with my Senate discus-

sion, there appeared in the Denver Post
an article on one of the intercontinental
water transfer plans I mentioned—the

Pacific aqueduct system—which has
been developed by Lewis Gordy Smith,
an independent water resources con-
sultant, an adviser to the Federation of
Rocky Mountain States, and a former
employee of the U.S. Bureau of Reclama-
tion.

The Smith concept woulG bring water
from the Frazier River Valley of Western
Canada down into the Columbia River
in Washington, and thence through Cali-
fornia and Nevada and into the Colorado
River at Lake Mead. Arizona would bene-
fit directly, and so particularly would the
Mojave Desert region of southern Cali-
fornia.

The Rocky Mountain region, while not
directly receiving water from the Pacific
aqueduct system, would be indirectly as-
sisted since more water for southern Cali-
fornia and Arizona from other sources
would relieve the pressure on the Colo-
rado River, and could allow more of its
streamflow to be used by upstream
States. Pending oil shale development in
Utah. Colorado, and Wyoming will re-
quire vast quantities of water. Develop-
ment of oil shale resources will help head
off the energy crisis facing us. So the
Smith plan would be beneficial to much
of the West, although not as beneficial
to all States as the NAWAPC concept,
which I have been suggesting, or to some
other concepts sponsored by other Ameri-
cans and Canadians. But it is important
that we consider all proposals which have
been offered.
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Mr. Smith discusses his proposal also
in terms of the need for more water for
the expansion of our present towns and
cities and populations, and the necessity
of planning for the habitation in the
future of the many wide open spaces be-
tween the Pacific coast and the Rocky
Mountains. He makes some good points.

I ask unanimous consent that his
article, which is entitled “United States
Could Drink from Canadian Streams—
Maybe,” published in the Denver Post on
April 1, 1972, be printed in the REcORD.

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

[From the Denver Post, April 30, 1872]

THE TUNITED STATES CoULD DRINK FrOoM
CANADIAN STREAMS—MAYBE

(By Lewis Gordy Smith)

Population growth is pressuring Ameri-
cans into solving a problem that was seldom
mentioned a generation ago.

It is a problem dealing with the distribu-
tion of people: How to provide settings for
day-to-day living that harmonize with the
environment, that provide a measure of dis-
persal, instead of increasing clusters of in-
habitants in continually-expanding urban
ant hills.

One of the keys to solution of the prob-
lem is water—particularly in the West.

Today the environmental aspects of water
development projects loom large in people’'s
minds—and rightly so. But it would be folly
to let this concern foster declining interest
in large-scaled water supply projects.

There are a number of wide open spaces
between the Paclfic Coast and the Rocky
Mountains which would be eminently suit-
able for human habitation if water were
available. Water for homes, for businesses
and small industries, for irrigation.

The need is growing, and although pres-
ent supplies could be used more eflectively,
a strong case can be made for studies which
would lead to an increase in present sup-
plies by tapping areas of known surplus.

In addition to the need to supply new
water to new communities, there also is a
need to improve many existing water re-
source projects In the West which are in
trouble because of the decreasing quality of
their present supplies.

One way to meet some of these needs is
to bulld a Pacific agueduct system which
would alleviate some of the escalating water
problems in California, Nevada, and Arizona,
and indirectly benefit the Upper Colorado
River Basin States of Colorado, Utah, Wyo-
ming and New Mexico. It would also assist
in our water delivery and water quality prob-
lems with Mexico.

The concept looks to the ultimate tapping
of the Fraser River in British Columbia, and
diversion of some of its surplus water into the
Columbia River. The water would then be di-
verted from the Columbia, through central
Oregon, across the northeastern tip of Cali-
fornia, thence along the western edge of
Nevada headed for the Colorado River at Lake
Mead, with several branch lines enroute.

The main purpose of the Fraser-Columbia
project would be to provide replacement for
water which might be diverted southward
from the Columbia. Because of large tracts
of potentially productive lands in the Co-
lumbia Basin, which will require more water
in the future, it is quite improbable that
agreements can be made to obtain diversions
of Columbia River water without prior ar-
rangement for replacement.

One can understand past reluctance of the
Columbia Basin states to entertain ideas of
exporting Columbia River water to the south
when they see the enormous potential in
their region for development based on more
widespread use of existing water resources.
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For example, in the state of Washington,
and extending into northern Oregon, lies one
of the most extensive lava plateaus in the
world, bounded by the Cascade mountains
on the west and the Rocky Mountains on the
east,

This plateau, generally known as the Co-
lumbia Basin, lies mostly in the cup of the
great bend of the Columbia River. On the
comparatively flat top of this region of an-
cient lava flows, a desert-type condition pre-
vailed until large-scaled irrigation and power
development projects were begun on the
Columbia.

Under the Columbia Basin Project of the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, approximately
513,000 acres were brought under cultivation
between 1948 and 1972. It is estimated that
more than 30 million acres of potentially ir-
rigable land remain in the area.

Water for the entire basin is available from
the Columbia and Snake Rivers through
pump-lifting and new systems of distribution
channels. Many new cities will sprout in the
region as a necessary part of the continuing
agricultural development. Thus, the strong
determination of those in the region to safe-
guard their water for the future is well-
founded.

The Fraser-Columbia diversion would in-
volve international agreements with Canada,
and more specifically with the province of
British Columbia. Agreements on joint
studies with British Columbia should be
sought early in any serious consideration of
a Pacific aqueduct system; such agreements
are belleved to be politically feasible,

At the imagined point of diversion, near
Hope, B.C,, at the head of the Fraser estuary,
the river will have performed all of its in-
basin functions except those of the estuary
which are primarily navigational, and woulad
be little affected by a diminution of flow.
The avallability of water for export would be
enhanced if the Fraser were ultimately de-
veloped for power, as has been discussed re-
cently by Canadlan power interests.

Thus the benefits to British Columbia from
the sale of water, which now flows unpro-
ductively to the sea from this point, might
be such as to overcome any objections, and
make the concept politically acceptable.

Water could be lifted from the Fraser, al-
most at sea level, over the Cascades and into
the Columbia through a series of reservoirs
in an over-the-hill pump-storage power ar-
rangement. Most of the pump lifting on the
uphill side would be accomplished during off-
peak hours of an interconnected power sys-
tem, and most of the power generation on
the downhill side would occur during the
peak hours to gain a higher value of the
generation.

By means of a water artery extending
from the Columbia River to Lake Mead on
the Colorado river, with several branch lines,
new water could be placed in those areas
of the Pacific region which have growing
water quality problems. This could also pro-
vide water to potentially habitable lands en-
route. The aqueduct system would enhance
all of the existing and planned water trans-
fers in the Pacific region including the ex-
isting Metropolitan Aqueduct from the Colo-
rado River to southern California; the All-
American Canal from the Colorado River to
the Imperial and Coachella Valleys in south-
ern California; and the authorized Granite
Reef Aqueduct of the Central Arizona Proj-
ect to carry water from the Colorado River to
the Phoenix and Tucson areas of Arizona,.

The main water line would traverse an
area In Oregon known as the Great Bandy
Desert, which covers about 7,000 square miles
and is sparsely populated. This region could
be developed agriculturally to support many
more people, and the water supplied to it by
the aqueduct could be considered as part
of Oregon's normal entitlement from the
Columbia.
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The proposed main line also would cut
across the northeastern tip of California,
near Goose Lake, and it would be a simple
matter to extend a branch into the head-
waters of the Pit River which joins the Sac-
ramento River system above Shasta Reser-
voir. More water down the Sacramento could
assist in solving some of the problems which
have led to much controversy in the San
Francisco Bay region and in the delta reglon
of the Central Valley of California.

The Central Valley is the seat of one of
the largest agricultural empires in the West,
nurtured by an attractive climate combined
with large-scaled water management,

Agriculture in the valley is sustained by
pumping from ground water and, since 1951,
supplemented by transfers of surface water
from the more abundant northern arm of
the valley to the southern.

While water management has vastly im-
proved the agricultural and population-
carrying capacities of the Central Valley, and
has the potential for supporting even further
increases, there 18 another side to the coin—
that of the reduced quality of water in the
natural drainage systems resulting from
water use, This happens in any consumptive
water use whatever and wherever: It means,
for the water returned, an increase in the
dissolved solids—the various so-called min-
eral salts, which are not normally removed
in water treatment except in special costly
cases.

Drainage water, with its reduced quality,
is brought by natural channels to the delta
region. Here the dissolved solids and other
forms of pollution tend to concentrate. This
pollution builldup is relieved only by the
ability of the natural channels to flush the
pollutants from the delta sloughs into the
Pacific Ocean.

As population and Industry grows in Cen-
tral Valley and the delta regilon, the dis-
solved mineral content of the waters of the
delta will increase. This must be dealt with.
The more fresh water that is diverted south-
ward from the delta and used agriculturally
in a way that adds to dissolved mineral
buildup of the return water, the less able is
the remalning flow of the Sacramento and
the San Joaquin Rivers to flush the dissolved
solids to the sea, and the greater the tend-
ency for the delta to become & mineralized
sink—unless other amellorative steps are
taken.

The delta water problems could be allevi-
ated in part by placing more water into
Sacramento System: For this reason con-
sideration should be given to a branch from
the proposed Pacific aqueduct system main
line as it passes near the vicinity of the head-
waters of Pit River. Water placed in the Pit
River could be considered as replacement for
water diverted southward, with the proposed
Peripheral Canal forming an important link
in this system.

The most direct route for conveying ag-
ueduct water from northeastern California
to Lake Mead (the main destination on the
Colorado) would be an alignment generally
paralleling Nevada's western boundary with
California.

Here in the rain shadow of the Sierra
Nevadas lle many open, desert-type valleys
which are ldeally suited for habitation ex-
cept for a lack of year-round water. These
valleys are well sulted geologically and to-
pographically for construction of a buried
aqueduct, although several lift stations
would be required along the route.

Thus the state of Nevada could come to
play an important role in absorbing part of
the nation's increasing population if the
water line were to pass down its western
flank. The aqueduct could become the axis
of a new north-south development corri-
dor—with development conforming to mod-
ern concepts of environmental quality.

Not many can say they enjoy the environ-
ment and ecology of the natural, unwatered
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desert except as they pass through it or limit
their visits, But the time will come when
desert regions which can be supplied with
water must be made to accommodate future
populations as part of a national program. It
is better to convert the deserts than to in-
vade the mountainous areas.

For example, a branch off the main line of
the proposed Pacific agueduct could be ex-
tended down Owens Valley to replace water
now diverted to the city of Los Angeles, It
would revive the valley agriculturally, and
also provide more water for the Mojave
Desert region.

The main would extend, finally, to Lake
Mead, which is becoming a man-made min-
eralized sink, similar to such natural sinks
as the Great Salt Lake in Utah, the Salton
Sea in California and the Carson Sink in
Nevada.

Under conditions where lakes in a desert
climate lose a good part of the inflow by
evaporation or when the evaporation ex-
ceeds the rainfall, even though these lakes
have outlets, the mineral salts left behind
tend to accumulate and the body of water
tends to approach mineralized sink condi-
tions.

This is what is happening to Lake Mead,
and obviously anything which affects the
quality of its water affects the lands served
by aqueducts extending from the Colorado
River downstream from the lake.

‘What about conditions one or two hun-
dred years from now if nothing is done to
rescue all the lands and people using lower
Colorado River water from this overdose of
salt? Here is a situation with serious na-
tional repercussions, a case of slow creeping
disaster.

Dilution of the mineralized waters by im-
portation of higher quality water may be
part of the solution to the problem. Extract-
ing some of the salts upstream and carting
them to the sea may be a burdensome part
of the answer. But dilution by imported
water would also have another beneficial
effect—it would add to the supply available.

Under the Colorado River Compact of 1922,
the upper basin states are required to re-
lease an average of 7.6 million acre-feet an-
nually on & 10-year basis, at Lee's Ferry
below Glen Canyon Dam. To date this re-
gquirement has imposed no great burden on
the upper basin states, but it will do so in-
creasingly in the future as Colorado, Wyo-
ming and Utah turn to their vast supplies of
coal and oil shale to assist in the natlon’s
supply of energy.

Conversion of these fossil fuels to petrole-
um or gas will require large amounts of water
which will be evaporated to the atmosphere.
Thus, while these upper basin states are
remote physically from the imagined Pacific
aqueduct system, they could benefit from it
by being credited through it, under a na-
tional water augmentation project, with
some of the water they are now required to
pass on downstream under law.

A possible technological limitation of the
Pacific aqueduct system concept is the large
blocks of energy required both to build the
system, and to operate the various pump
lifts along the way, in an era of growing con-
cern over a possible energy crisis.

The validity of the agqueduct concept may
hinge somewhat on breakthroughs for new
forms of abundant energy such as hydrogen
fuslon power, or power from the heat of the
earth's interior.

Here is the case of a multi-state, multi-
reglonal water and power problem that will
require a multi-state and even an interna-
tional approach. The problems are gigantic,
and they require solutions in the same pro-
portion.

THE AGED

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the New
York Times recently published an ar-
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ticle on the isolation of aged nursing
home patients and the need for better
rehabilitation programs, written by Jay
Nelson Tuck, national correspondent for
Medical World News.

As the article points out, society tends
to put people aside when they reach the
age of 65, and the medical profession
itself tends to favor younger patients
over the old. Geriatrics is considered a
depressing specialty. In the catalogs
of 51 out of 99 medical schools, there
was no mention whatever of the care of
the elderly. Among more than 20,000
medical school faculty members, only 15
were identified primarily with the field
of aging, according to a recent study
prepared for the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Aging.

Mr. President, I wish to bring this
article to the attention of Senators, par-
ticularly Senators CHURCH, RIBICOFF,
Moss, and Fonc, who have worked tire-
lessly to improve conditions in nursing
homes.

I ask unanimous consent that Mr.
Tuck’s article be printed in the REcorbp.

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

THE AGED: To WaKE Ur WisHING YoU
WEeRE DEeap
(By Jay Nelson Tuck)

“Perhaps the majority receive adequate
care,” Senator Abraham Ribicoff said re-
cently. He emphasized the word “perhaps.”
Then he went on: “But thousands of oth-
ers spend their waning days in neglect, des-
palr, filth, boredom and unsafe conditions.”

The Connecticut Democrat was talking
about the million Americans—a little un-
der 5 per cent of the nation's over-65 pop-
ulation—who serve out their lives in nurs-
ing homes. The Senate Finance Committee
is currently considering Social Security
amendments, already passed by the House,
that would loosen requirements for nursing
homes—and Senator Ribicoff seeks to keep
standards high. And further, he wants to set
up pllot programs that would keep the el-
derly out of institutions and in the com-
munity.

The basic problem with nursing homes
is what Dr. Carl Eisdorfer, director of Duke
University's Center for the Study of Aging
and Human Development, calls our “no de-
posit, no return” feeling about old people.
Soclety tends to put them aside when they
reach 65, and the evidence is that the medi-
cal profession shares that tendency.

Doctors, perhaps even more than the rest
of us, do not llke to be losers. The whole
welght of their tralning and professional life
calls for winning—to cure the sick; to save
the life. But elderly persons, with ailments
that can only be eased or managed, and with
the certainty of death—the ultimate de-
feat for the physician—Ilying ahead, do not
offer instant rewards.

The care of the elderly is usually neglected
in the physician’s training. A study made for
the Senate Special Committee on Aging found
no mention whatever of the subject in the
catalogues of 51 out of 99 medical schools.
Among more than 20,000 faculty members,
only 15 were identified primarily with the
fleld of aging. Sharing a general social and
psychological bent away from the old, doc-
tors tend to avoid the nursing home.

“If medicine is vulnerable, it's not so much
because doctors behave differently than other
people as it is that we expect leadership from
them,” says Dr. George L. Maddox, professor
of medical sociology at Duke. “Is it not agreed
that people in nursing homes need care? The
medical profession should be asking how we
can get it to them. Why doesn’t the county
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medical society make a survey of its nursing
homes and announce publicly that it will
find a way to take care of these people? If
you're going to play the leadership game,
you've got to lead.”

Meanwhile the aged languish. “When peo-
ple are isolated from their normal environ-
ments, no longer see their friends and loved
ones, no longer contribute to soclety, they
regress and dle,” says Dr. Amos N. Johnson,
of Garland, N.C., past president of the Amer-
ican Academy of Family Physicians.

“I have seen old people in a reasonably
healthy condition who, when put away in the
isolation of custodial care facilities, totally
lose interest in life. They refuse to communi-
cate, refuse to eat, become totally bedridden,
waste away and die. This is a disease process
called ‘isolation’ and should be so designated
on the death certificate.”

The fundamental problem is summed up
in a question asked by Dr. Leonard E. Gottes-
man, associate professor of psychology at the
University of Michigan: “Are programs for
the Institutionalized elderly molded more by
political and economic considerations than
by concern about rehabilitation of the elder-
1y? The answer 1s yes.”

In Senator Ribicoff's view, the efforts to
loosen standards for nursing homes is a case
in point. And the likelihood of a political
backlash of any consequence from nursing
home residents is minimal.

Two years ago there was a fire in a nursing
home called Harmar House, in Marietta,
Ohio, in which the building escaped serious
damage, but a carpet burned with such heavy
smoke that 32 of the 46 residents died. “Is
that the worst thing that could happen to
them?” asks Dr. Eisdorfer. “Or is it still

worse to be one of the many who woke up
that morning wishing they were dead?"

NEW ADMINISTRATION CHILD-
FEEDING PROPOSAL MAY RESULT
IN FEWER—NOT MORE—NEEDY
CHILDREN BEING FED

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, over
he weekend the President proposed to
increase the funding levels for summer
feeding programs and the school break-
fast program by $44.5 million. He pro-
posed no additional funds for the school
lunch program. In addition, he proposed
new national eligibility standards for
free and reduced price lunches which
many urban State and metropolitan city
school food service officials said would
likely sharply reduce the number of
needy children served by the program.

The new proposal would raise summer
program funds this year to $50 million,
or $25 million more than what Congress
has already appropriated. I not only wel-
come this particular move, but wish it
had even been more. The U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors stated in testimony on
April 10, 1972 before the Senate Nutri-
tion Committee that the Nation’'s cities
could “effectively utilize” some $52.4 mil-
lion for this summer’s feeding program
if the money were made available. The
President’s proposal concerning this pro-
gram comes very close in meetfing that
goal.

Funding for the breakfast program un-
der the administration’s new proposal
would be increased to $52.5 million or al-
most $20 million more than is proposed
in the administration’s fiscal year 1973
budget request. However, it is inferest-
ing to note that the administration it-
self admits, in its own figures, that they
do not intend to spend all of the funds
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Congress appropriated last year for the
breakfast program this fiscal year. I
have, therefore, to conclude that the ad-
ministration’s future spending intentions
concerning the program are as question-
able as their figures on how many schools
are ready to start a breakfast program.
The President, in his message, says that
3,000 more schools have asked for a
breakfast program, yet last month the
Food Research and Action Center, in a
survey of State school food service di-
rectors, found that there were 22,000
schools desiring to start this program, if
adequate funds were made available.

Under the income eligibility standards
proposed by the President for school
lunch, the national floor would be set at
an equivalent of $4,110 annual income
for a family of four. States could exceed
the national level only by 15 percent in
setting income eligibility levels for serv-
ing a free lunch, and by 30 percent in
setting eligibility for reduced price
lunches.

Furthermore, the administration
would stop the present method of ap-
portioning school lunch funds among
the States. Present legislation requires a
formula based on a combination of per-
formance and need, and the administra-
tion would replace this system with a
procedure to reimburse the States on a
per meal served basis.

State officials indicate that under cur-
rent procedures USDA already is em-
ploying a meals-served formula. They re-
port that USDA applies the need-plus-
performance formula only on funds ap-
propriated from general revenue sources.
These funds are now exhausted in most
States, primarily because the Congress
did not appropriate all school lunch
funds from general revenue. However,
Congress did authorize in Senate Joint
Resolution 157 the dollars needed this
year out of section 32 funds to “provide a
rate of reimbursement which will assure
every needy child of free or reduced price
lunches during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1972.” These revenues are taken
from duties levied on imports and given
to the Secretary of Agriculture to spend.
The section 32 money assigned to the
school lunch program is paid out to the
States only after the general revenue
lunch funds are spent and as States earn
them by serving lunches.

Assistant Secretary of Agriculture
Richard Lyng told the press over the
weekend that he hoped the new proposal
would add another million to the 7.6
million free or reduced cost meals served
on a daily basis in the program in recent
months. However, no additional funds
would be made available under this new
proposal to the States for the lunch pro-
gram other than those requested by the
administration for fiscal year 1973 which
are based on reaching a million fewer
needy children than Lyng cited.

State and local school food officials
have indicated that urban areas, where
eligibility levels have been set to reflect
higher living costs would likely be hit
very hard by the new eligibility stand-
ards now being proposed by the admin-
istration. In New York, for example, an
estimated 200,000 children would likely
lose their free lunch by the imposition
of these new standards.
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The most serious problem facing
States and local school districts is that
school lunch funding levels next year
will not provide any higher per meal re-
imbursement than is being paid this
year. And as Josephine Martin, director
of Georgia’s School Food Services, said
last month in testimony before the Con-
gress:

The national school lunch program is fail-
ing to grow or expand at present reimburse-
ment rates.

The administration proposal to now
change the reimbursement formula could
reduce lunch funds in a number of States,
primarily those with greater numbers of
low income families and which are serv-
ing proportionately more Ilunches to
needy children. These States are mostly
in the Southeast region and in those re-
gions with large intercity areas where
low income children live.

Mr. President, you will recall last Sep-
tember we were faced with a similar ef-
fort by the administration to change the
reimbursement formula. At the time we
were forced to legislate a minimum 40-
cent reimbursement rate on lunches for
needy children for this school year cou-
pled with an average 6-cent payment on
all lunches. Since the administration, in
its new proposal, fails to mention what
reimbursement rates it plans to establish,
we must assume—based upon its figures
relating to expected participation next
year, that the reimbursement rate will
be the same or lower than what it is
now. And furthermore, Mr. President,
this new proposal suggests that we are
being asked once again to trust the ad-
ministration, through its regulations, to
implement the congressional mandate to
provide every needy child with a free or
reduced price lunch. After the battles we
had with the administration last year
with its regulations pertaining to both
school feeding and food stamp programs
I find that prospect particularly distaste-
ful.

The administration has made it all too
clear, in both of those actions, that they
prefer “cold promises to hot lunches.”
They again are making it obvious that
they want the stomachs of needy and
hungry children to fit their national
budgets, instead of the reverse, which
Congress has repeatedly insisted upon.
Even now, the administration’s new pro-
posal to put more funds into the summer
feeding and breakfast programs is com-
ing at a time when Congress has begun
considering legislation to raise funding
levels for child nutrition programs. What
the administration is now proposing re-
garding the summer and breakfast pro-
grams has already been embodied in leg-
islation now pending before Representa-
tive Carr PEREINS’ committee in the
House.

The administration’s proposal to in-
crease funds for the purchase and instal-
lation of food service equipment for those
schools not having, or that are in need of
improving, such facilities also leaves
much to be desired. The administration
proposal regarding these funds would ac-
tually stretch out the use of funds made
available for this purpose. If the Presi-
dent is really serious about helping the
almost 60,000 schools needing such as-
sistance, he would have asked Congress
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to appropriate the $60 million this year
he proposed to spend over 3 years,
with a provision that these funds can be
carried forward if unspent. He could then
earmark $40 million for equipping
schools which now do not serve lunch and
authorize $20 million for improving food
service facilities in existing programs.

Mr. President, I have grave misgivings
about this new administration proposal
regarding our Nation’'s child nutrition
programs. Although I plan to reserve my
final judgments concerning the proposal
until I have had an opportunity to care-
fully examine the administration's imple-
menting legislation, it would appear that
the President's statement is just more
“self-serving rhetoric to cover a further
retreat from the promise he gave the
Congress and the Nation in 1969 to ‘put
an end to hunger’ in the United States.”

Finally, I should like to point out that
the administration’s proposal fails to
meet the comprehensive test that I think
is called for in meeting our Nation's total
child nutrition needs. It fails to include:

An outreach program to encourage
families to make use of the free or re-
duced price lunch and breakfast pro-
grams;

A nationwide nutrition education pro-
gram within our schools;

A career program for training new
food service personnel and upgrading
existing professional levels;

A proposal for improving supplemental
feeding for infants, preschool children
and low-income pregnant women; and

A new emphasis on medical research to
discover how nutrition relates to health,
especially as it relates to the physical and
mental development of our very young.

Last year I introduced the Universal
Child Nutrition and Nutrition Education
Act, S. 2593, which would provide a na-
tional program of meeting the nutrition
and nutrition education needs of our Na-
tion’s schoolchildren. It would guarantee
every schoolchild, regardless of income,
of at least one free hot meal per day, and
thereby put an end to the economic caste
system which now prevails in our current
school feeding system. It would also put
an end to the patchwork program we are
now forced to work with and it would
provide for the urgently needed nutrition
education program to help equip our fu-
ture populations with adequate knowl-
edge to make intelligent decisions regard-
ing the relationship between good nutri-
tion and good health.

Mr. President, in a Nation such as
ours, with over a trillion dollar economy
and agriculture capable of producing an
overabundance of nutritious food, we
cannot rest until every needy, hungry
child or citizen is provided with an ade-
quate nutritious diet. In my over 20 years
of national public service, I have always
been dedicated to meeting that objective
and I intend to continue my pursuit of
that objective until it is fully met.

PRESIDENT NIXON'S FIRM
STATEMENT
Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I fully

support President Nixon in his determi-
nation to resolve the Vieitnam situation
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just as quickly as is possible. His
decision was not easy to make, but he
had few acceptable alternatives. The
Communist escalation of the war has put
our forces in grave peril.

We as a nation have interests and
commitments all over the world. America
is the bastion of the free world; we can-
not sink into isolationism, retreat to our
own shores, and forfeit on cur obliga-
tions to the cause of freedom.

President Nixon made a firm state-
ment—not an ultimatum, but a strong
declaration of our very limited objectives
to protect our own troops and halt the
North Vietnamese invasion of South
Vietnam.

He made a generous offer. For the first
time, the President has set a firm with-
drawal date. He has agreed to have all
American troops out of Vietham 4
months after these conditions are met:

First. Release of American prisoners
of war.

Second. Agreement on an interna-
tionally supervised cease-fire.

If they will not agree to these two con-
ditions, then it should be unmistakably
clear to every American and to everyone
in the world that the North Viet-
namese and their allies will settle for
nothing less than the military conquest
of South Vietnam and the forceful im-
position of a Communist regime.

The alternatives thus are reduced to
two for America: stand fast or sur-
render,

We would not be in this present critical
situation in South Vietnam if the Con-
gress had given the strong support to
the President which should go to any
President in time of crisis. Instead,
political opponents have sought to un-
dercut his position at every turn, and
this has encouraged the enemy to fight
0

n.
I would hope that we can find the
united support that will demonstrate
that America is not about fo renege on
its international obligations. President
Nixon has drawn the line and we must
support him or the future is terribly
bleak for our Nation and the free world.

HUMPHREY URGES EARLY ACTION
ON FISCAL RELIEF TO STATES,
CITIES, AND COMMUNITIES

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I am
pleased to join the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Baker) in sponsoring the
State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972.

Our cities are caught in a dilemma. On
one hand, there are great demands on
the cities for basic services. On the other,
the revenue so necessary to support a
high quality of these basic services just
has not been available. The results are
predictable. Cities are in a financial bind
as never before. Townships, medium-size
boroughs, and small communities suffer
a similar fate. Many of our political sub-
divisions have reached their financial
limit.

This financial bind has made direct
Federal fiscal assistance to States, cities,
and communities critically necessary.

I have been a supporter of revenue
sharing since the idea first surfaced in
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the 1960's. It was a good idea then. It is
an even better idea now.

Last year in testimony on my legisla-
tion, S. 241—the Humphrey-Reuss re-
venue-sharing bill before the Senate Sub-
committee on Intergovernmental Rela-
tions, of which the distinguished Senator
from Tennessee is a member—I once
more stated my support for immediate
enactment of revenue sharing.

) I want to make that pledge again to-
ay.

The financial assistance measure ap-
proved by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee incorporates the fundamental mini-
mums I believe necessary for effective
revenue-sharing legislation.

It does include substantial fiscal
relief—a beginning figure of $5.3 billion,
split $1.8 to the States and $3.5 to the
communities. The funds are allocated
on the basis of need. The legislation does
have strong antidiscrimination provi-
sions. It does have innovative provisions
for the Federal collection of State in-
come tax; and the categories for expend-
itures are broad and explicit.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will act expeditiously on this legislation.

The mayors of our cities and com-
munities want it.

The Governors of our States want it.

The people of the Nation want it.

It must be passed.

THE NAVAL BLOCKADE ON
NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President,
Keyes Beech, of the Chicago Daily News,
has been covering the fighting in Indo-
china since the Vietnamese war against
the French—probably for longer than
any other American journalist. His views
of the President’s May 8 escalation were
printed in today’s issue of the News. They
should be of interest to the Members of
the Senate, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that this be printed in the Recorp.

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

A STAGGERING GAMELE
(By Eeyes Beech)

President Nixon's decislon to Impose a
naval blockade on North Vietnam is the act
of an angry and desperate man. He has, in
effect, matched Hanol's all-out offensive to
conquer South Vietnam with his own last
roll of the dice.

It is a staggering gamble.

He is risking a bigger war to win a small
war. He is telling the Russians—and the Chi-
nese—they cannot deliver arms to North
Vietnam but that the United States can and
will dellver arms to South Vietnam.

In doing so he has invited a confrontation
with the world's two great Communist pow-
ers at a time when he was moving toward an
accommodation with them.

Moreover, by a single stroke, he s attempt-
ing to achieve a victory that has eluded the
United States and its allies for more than a
decade.

He could—although the possibility is re-
mote—get away with it. Neither China nor
Russia wants to go to war over Vietnam, But
it seems inconceivable that the two Commu-
nist giants, competing as they are for Hanoi's
allegiance, can afford to accept Mr. Nixon’'s
ultimatum.

Regardless of the response from Moscow
and Peking, there can be no doubt what
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Hanoli will do. For the hard and faceless men
who run North Vietnam there can be no
turning back. They write their own ticket.
They accept aid but they do not take orders
from Moscow or Peking.

Over the long haul, it is possible the block-
ade could reduce Hanol to military impo-
tence—if Mr. Nixon can make it stick. But
there is little or no prospect that it will stop
Hanol's current offensive.

1t is easy to believe the Communists when
they say they have stockpiled enough war
material to continue their offensive. And, in
any case, it takes weeks or months for war
supplies unloaded at Haiphong to reach the
fighting front.

There is nothing new about Mr. Nixon's
decision to bomb the two rail lines linking
Hanoi with China. That was done during the
'80s, An estimated 50,000 Chinese soldier=
laborers were sent into North Vietnam to
keep the rail lines open. They were with=
drawn when the bombing ended in 1968.

But in imposing a naval blockade—al-
though Mr. Nixon was careful not to use that
word—the President took a course that Lyn-
don Johnson shyed away from in 1967.

That I know from personal experience.
During an interview with Mr. Johnson in
May, 1967, I asked him if he intended to
bomb Haiphong.

“I'm not going to say whether I will or
whether I won't,” sald Mr. Johnson. “An
awful lot of good people come in here and tell
me that’s what I ought to do.

“But sure as Hell if I did, one of our pilots
would drop a bomb down the smokestack of
one of those Russian ships out there in the
harbor. And next morning, after Russia had
declared war, all those good people who
wanted me to bomb Haiphong would come in
and say:

“ \r, President, that ain’t what we meant
at all.’ "™

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1972

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business, which
will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 8526) to provide authorizations
for certain agencles conducting the foreign
relations of the United States, and for other
purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
guestion is on agreeing to amendmenl_:
No. 1175 of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. STENNIS) .

RECESS SUBJECT TO THE CALL OF
THE CHAIR

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate stand in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and at 1:23
p.m. the Senate took a recess, subject to
the call of the Chair.

The Senate reassembled at 1:35 p.m.,,
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. HUGHES) .
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FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the bill (8. 3526) to provide
authorizations for certain agencies con-
ducting the foreign relations of the
United States, and for other purposes.

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I seek
recognition. I will be talking on a matter
germane. What is the matter before us?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pend-
ing matter before the Senate is the
amendment of the Senator from Missis-
sippi (Mr. SteEnNIs), No. 1175 to the
pending bill, S. 3526.

NATIONAL SECURITY STUDY MEMORANDUM NO. 1

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I think
what I have to say is very germane to
that subject, because it deals with our
involvement in Southeast Asia, and at
the same time it deals with what the
President of the United States reported
to the American people concerning the
course of action he has chosen to under-
take in South Vietnam.

Mr. President, I attempted some time
back to release a study to the U.S. Sen-
ate because I felt its information to be
very important with respect to the de-
cisionmaking that was taking place in
the White House with regard to the
American policy that we face today. I
hurriedly, after last night's decision,
have gone over that study.

It is interesting to note that whenever
we have a study like this, one can al-
ways find new material in it, and he can
find in it something that is even more
relevant today than before. I tried to
look for material that was related di-
rectly to the blockade of Haiphong and
the other ports.

I think there was something that was
left unsaid in the President's statement
yesterday as he began to escalate toward
a possible confrontation with the Soviet
Union—and we should not talk only
about the Soviet Union. I think we
should begin to talk about China, which,
of course, borders Vietnam.

But in this National Security Study
Memorandum No. 1, the question was
asked, What would be the effects of
blockading all of the naval ports of North
Vietnam? The answers are very clear, I
have the answers, and I would like to
bring them forward now to this body and
to the American people since they are
so relevant to what the President pro-
posed in his message.

The answer from the State Depart-
ment is:

To begin with, it must be noted that in
practical terms it would be impossible to
deny all imports by sea. Even if the one
principal port (Halphong) and the two sec-
ondary ports (Cam Pha and Hon Gal) were
closed, there would still be twelve minor
ports as well as numerous coastal t.ransshlp-
ment polnts sultable for over-the-beach off-
loading. Lightering operations would permit

an indeterminate amount of supplies to en-
ter North Viet-Nam from the sea.

Lighterage may be something that
some of my colleagues are not familiar
with, but it is something that we in Alas-
ka, not being blessed with developed
ports on our coastal areas, are familiar
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with. Basically, the west coast of Alas-
ka is supplied entirely by lighterage.

To think that a blockade of North
Vietnam would be successful is incorrect,
based not only on my domestic expe-
rience in Alaska, but based on the expe-
rience of the Secretary of State and the
entire State Department.

An answer from the CIA on the same
subject—and I am quoting it—is as fol-
lows:

Strikes in August, 1967 against the Hanoi-
Dong Dang rall line were effective in stop-
ping through service for a total of only ten
days. Strikes during this period against the
highways that parallel the Dong Dang line
showed no insignificant or sustained reduc-
tion of capacity. The Hanoi-Lao Cal rall line
capacity, after destruction of the Viet Tri
bridge, was maintained at 700 tons per day
by use of a rail ferry. If more capacity had
been required, however, there is every reason
to believe that additional facilities would
have been installed at this location to re-
store the through capacity of the line,

I continue:

In addition to the overland capacity, an
airlift from Chinese airfields could potential-
ly provide a means for importing a large
volume of high-priority goods.

Now, this is a new element that has
not been mentioned in any dialog that
I have heard with respect to our tactics
in Southeast Asia. That is the possibility
of an airlift. Certainly we pioneered tha*
concept. We were able to supply all o!
West Berlin with an airlift for in ex-
cess of a year, with almost unlimited
tonnage. Do we believe, by any stretch
of the imagination, then that an airlift
could not similarly be used in Hanoi, Hai-
phong, or any other place in North Viet-
nam? Such an airlift could come from
places in the Soviet Union, or from places
in China.

Continuing:

Moreover, total interdiction of seaborne
imports would be difficult because shallow-
draft lighters could be used to unload cargo
from ocean-going ships anchored in waters
outside the mined ma.jor harbor areas.

In other words, the President can put
his mines around these ports, but the
ships from Sweden and the Soviet Union
could anchor out there and lighter the
cargo in on sampans with very shallow
draft. And according to the CIA, they
can bring in all the goods that they need
to wage a war and to keep their nation
going through this process.

I repeat:

Moreover, total interdiction of seaborne
imports would be difficult because shallow-
draft lighters could be used to unload cargo
from oceangoing ships anchored in waters
outside the mined major harbor areas. Large
numbers of small coastal ships and junks
could move cargoes from ships diverted to

southern Chinese ports of Fort Bayard,
Canton.

In other words, the goods could be sent
to China, loaded on to sampans, and
brought right to the beaches.

There is a note to this quotation which
reads:

Interdiction of the lines of communication
between Hanoi and the China border could
not be sustained at the level that was
achieved in the southern Panhandle of North
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Vietnam during August through October 1968
for a number of reasons. The multiplicity of
modes and transport routes in the North
would make it necessary to sustain inter-
diction at a larger number of points than
in the Panhandle. Air defenses in the North—
aircraft, missiles, and antiaircraft artillery—
make air attacks less accurate and also more
costly in terms of U.S. air losses,

Mr. President, this is the CIA:

We believe it is unlikely that either B-52s
or Sea Dragon forces could be brought to bear
in an interdiction campalgn in the North.

What they are saying is that they
believe that an air blockade, essentially
bombing, and a sea blockade will not
work. This is what was told the President
of the United States in 1969.

Now let us move to another one of the
President's distinguished advisers. That,
of course, is the Defense Department, the
office of the Secretary of Defense. I
quote:

It has been estimated that a minimum of
6,000 attack sorties per month would be re-
guired against the two rail lines from China.

That is just the two rail lines, 6,000
sorties. These are sorties that would have
to be diverted from South Vietnam, that
are supposed to be defending the safety
of American troops. These sorties would
have to be taken from there and moved
to the north. I quote further:

Even at this level of effort, the North
Vietnamese could continue to use the rall
lines to shuttle supplies if they were willing
to devote sufficient manpower to repair and
transhipment operations, Interdiction of the
road system would be still more difficult.
Since the bombing halt north of 19° in April
1968, North Vietnam has repaired all major

road and rallway bridges, constructed ad-
ditional bypasses and alternative routes and
expanded the railroad capacity by converting
large segments from meter to dual gauge
truck. These improvements would make even
more difficult prolonged interdiction of the
overland lines of communication.

I continue to read:

We currently fily approximately 7,000 sorties
per month against two pr roads in
Laos without preventing throughput truck
traffic.

Let me repeat: At this point, in 1969,
we were flying 7,000 sorties on two pri-
mary roads in Laos, which is a lot tight-
er funnel than the whole breadth of
North Vietnam, which borders the Chi-
nese border, and the conclusion was that
it was done without preventing though-
put truck trafiic.

The road network from China has 7-10
principal arteries and numerous bypasses.
Finally, the monsoonal weather in NVN
would make it difficult to sustain interdiction
on the land lines of communication. Poor
visibility would prevent air strikes during
25-30% of the time during good weather
months and 50-65% of the time during poor
weather months,

This is the end of the quotation from
the Defense Department's advice to the
President of the United States in 1969:

Thus, it is not possible to give a definitive
amount to the question of how much war-
essentlal Imports could come Into NVN if
sea Imports are denied and a strong air cam-
paign is initiated.

Here we have the entire intelligence

might, the entire intelligence gathering
system of the United States, to which
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was posed the question in 1969, in a
situation exactly as it exists today. Let
me repeat, that situation as it existed—
and for the benefit of the press, so that
they will not have to wait until the Rec-
orD is printed tomorrow, I will read it
again, more slowly and articulately. This
is the conclusion of the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense:

Thus, it not possible to give a definitive
amount to the question of how much war-
essential Imports could come into North Viet-
nam If sea imports are denled and a strong
air campaign is initiated.

We have initiated a mighty air cam-
paign, Now the President tells us we are
going to initiate a naval blockade. Both
items were considered here, and what we
found out, what the intelligence depart-
ment told the President of the United
States, was that they do not know what
is going to happen.

They just do not know. They do not
know because quite obviously the record
is abundantly clear that this type of ac-
tivity will have no appreciable military
effect on the conduct of the war.

If that is best advice the President of
the United States has received, obvi-
ously any American must ask himself
in good conscience, “Then why is the
f&&sgdent of the United States doing

S ? ”»

Again last night we heard the rhetoric,
the unbelievable rhetoric about the ar-
rogance of North Vietnam.

What is more arrogant than the su-
perpower of the world pointing to a little
nation of 18 million people and saying,
“We are going to envelop you in a steel
curtain that won't permit you to get
anything in to survive, whether it is food
or whether it is military strength.”

‘What could conceivably be more ar-
rogant than that? I think that arrogance
can only be matched by the abysmal
stupidity of thinking, in the face of this
information which I have just laid before
the Senate that it could possibly have
any military effect.

So I think the arrogance is ours, the
arrogance of thinking that we ecan go
into that couniry and dictate what its
people will have in the way of a govern-
ment and the way its people will live.

I think that if we truly believe in the
doctrine of self-determination, then
quite obviously we should withdraw the
American forces and let these people de-
cide—whether it be by force of arms or
by election—what kind of government,
what kind of society they want. I do not
think we have any moral right to go
there and do it for them and to go there
and do it under the guise of friendship
and agreements. We do not honor our
agreements any more than any other
country honors its agreements. We did
not honor our agreements with Pakistan.

If I can depart, to define what is going
on today in this country, it ecan be de-
fined very simply. We saw it exhibited
by the President of the United States
yvesterday on TV, when he called upon
all Americans to stand behind him in a
united effort because of the possible
shame that would come from losing. The
Chief Executive did not know how to win
this thing, and quite obviously he does
not know how to lose it, either, because it
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takes a certain grace, a certain strength
of character, to lose and to get out.

The reason why we are there today,
and the only thing holding us there
today, participating in this carnage, this
carnage that has taken place between
Asians, that we are abetting, that we are
fostering, an< that we are permitting, is
a machismo, a sense that we are better
than anybody else, a male attitude that
we cannot lose. It is to nurture this na-
tional machismo that the President pur-
sues this policy.

How much greater strength of charac-
ter would it reveal! for the President to
stand up and say, very simply, “We have
tried everything.” I do not expect him
to take my view and admit that we have
made a mistake. I think that takes a
greater depth of character than we now
have in the leadership of this country.
But I am not asking that we admit a
mistake. All I am saying is that he just
stand there and say:

We have tried everything we can. We have
given these people four times as much aid as
the North has received from its Communist
associates. We have given them total air
cover, we have given them sea cover, and yet
they do not want to win. The best they can
do is p'l.lt. to rout and pﬂ.lage their own
areas and rape their own women. We have
tried everything. We are just going to leave.
We have done everything honorable men can
do, and we are just going to leave. We wish
it were not that way. We wish they wanted to
fight for their own country, but apparently
they won't, so we will Just leave.

In my mind, the President of the
United States could do that. He could
do that with honor. It would not look like
a defeat. But, of course, he cannot do
that, he will not do it, because he feels
that it would be dishonorable to “lose
this war.”

Nobody questions for a moment that if
we want to win the war we can win it.
Just load up the B-52's with hydrogen
bombs, and we can obliterate the coun-
tryside, we can obliterate the country,
and plant the American flag. We can
plant Old Glory on that devastated land
and say we won the war. Obviously, we
do not have the moral depravity it takes
to win the war; and since we do not
have the moral depravity to win, why do
we not have the moral courage to recog-
nize that we cannot win it? Why do we
not just get out?

I have tried to get these documents
in the ReEcorp. The areas that I quoted
today were not quoted previously on this
floor or in the newspapers. But the ac-
tions of the President last night and the
policy of this country make this study
relevant, more relevant day by day.

I do not know what the Republican
minority will do to thwart the efforts to
get these documents printed in a normal,
formal fashion. All I have done is to come
before the Senate to ask Members to read
the documents and then make a decision.
I have heard that they may censure me
because I have not gone through a nor-
mal, formal process. That type of saber
rattling has not intimidated me, is not
intimidating me today, and is not going
to intimidate me tomorrow. The minority
uses a mechanistic approach deliberately
to thwart this body from coming to a vote
or going through the committee process
to make a determination.
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I must say that it is not the entire
minority, because the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. JAVITS), & Very
fine Republican, is trying to work out a
very deliberate method by which we can
make a decision as to whether or not
these documents should be released. But
if that method is thwarted, then I would
promise you that I will come to the floor
and move that the clerk read it. Then we
will have an up-or-down vote, and let the
Senate go on record as to whether or not
it wants to be party, like the Chief Ex-
ecutive of this country, to keeping in-
formation from the American people.

What is so secret about the informa-
tion I have just released? What was so
secret? Did it involve any troop move-
ments? Two weeks ago, I heard Secretary
of State Rogers talk about a division
moving down from North Vietnam. That
is baftle information. That is a good
deal more secret than what I have talked
about, The secrets I have released right
now are opinions based upon a collection
of facts that a certain policy would not
work.

Quite obviously, the reason why this
administration wants this secret is that
it is the policy they have undertaken. It
is very embarrassing to undertake a
policy and to have studies in the files
that show the policy is not going to work;
because then the very simple question is
asked: Why does the Chief Executive
undertake a policy that his intelligence
sources say will not work? I can only
say that it is male machismo, a sense
that we have to prevail, that we are the
super power of the world. I can only con-
clude by saying that with the policy
enunciated by the President of the United
States, he shows himself and this Na-
tion to be not the superpower of the
world but the bully of the world.

I yield the floor.

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

Mr. GRAVEL. I am happy to yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN, For the record, I came
into the Chamber during the middle of
the Senator's presentation. Do I cor-
rectly understand that the quoted por-
tions of his statement today were from
the so-called Kissinger paper which is
classified and which the Senator from
Alaska was going to reac on a prior
occasion but which was not read?

Mr. GRAVEL. Yes. In answer to the
question of the assistant minority leader,
I quoted—and I have sent him copies of
these papers—from pages 175, 228, 535.
Yes, I quoted verbatim, and I repeated it
so the press could hear it loud and clear.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I am sure the press
heard it. I imagine that they were up
there before the Senator began his
speech.

Mr. GRAVEL. I want to correct my
colleague. I saw only one member of the
press when I came into the Chamber.

Mr. GRIFFIN. How is that document
classified?

Mr. GRAVEL. I presume that docu-
ment is classified “secret.” In fact, I have
every reason to believe it is classified
“gecret.” I know it is classified “secret.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. The transcript of the
several closed sessions of the Senate have
been made public, so I am not revealing
anything, but it was my understanding
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that the Senator from Alaska had de-
cided not to try to put this material into
the REecorp, pending consideration by
the Senate of a resolution offered by the
Senator from New York (Mr. JAvITS).
Is the Senator from Alaska now disre-
garding that? Perhaps I should say “un-
derstanding,” because I think that was
the impression that his colleagues re-
ceived during the closed session.

Mr. GRAVEL. If I may enlarge upon
that, I can recall clearly what I stated.
During the closed session we talked of
secrecy. I was impressed with the way
my colleagues seemed to be absorbing the
new information. Then it was suggested
by the Senator from New York and the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CrUrRcH) that
they offer a resolution to develop a for-
mat through a committee process where-
by we could declassify this. At that time
I said I was so impressed with that good
will that I would not press to insert these
documents in the Recorp. I have restated
it. I believe the Senator from Michigan
was here when I said that I will not press
to put the documents in the Recorp. I
said I would wait and see what would
happen in the committee, because the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA)
indicated that this matter should go to
the Committee on the Judiciary. I do not
know that the leadership has made a
decision whether it will go to the com-
mittee. If it is to go to the committee
and we are talking about 60 days or a
6-month delay, as stated here today, I
said that at that time I will, as soon as
I am convinced that I am being thwarted
by the mechanistic tactics of the minor-
ity leadership, move to have the clerk
read them and have an up-or-down vote.

However, today, I felt that, since the
President of the United States launched
this Nation on a radical and dangerous
course of action, I would quote precisely
from the study those portions which
dealt with the course of action he is now
undertaking.

Mr. GRIFFIN. In other words, having
indicated to the Senate in closed session,
the proceedings of which now have been
made public, that the Senator from
Alaska would not go forward and put
this classified information into the Rec-
orp, he has now decided this afternoon
to put portions of it into the REecorbp,
notwithstanding that indication to the
Senate.

Mr. GRAVEL. That stretches it a little
bit. I did not make a compact in secret
session. I had not even seen the resolu-
tion the Senator from New York was
going to put in. So obviously I had res-
ervations on that.

What I said on the floor was that I was
impressed with the good will of this body
and the desire to develop a method by
which to declassify this. That good will
has already been sabotaged by the state-
ment of Senator Hrusga who was also
here at the time.

Mr. GRIFFIN. It rather appears that
the Senator from Alaska is not willing
to await any action by the Senate, I
take it, as to whether the BSenate
would——

Mr. GRAVEL. I have already said I
will wait.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Well, I take it, he is
going to go ahead at his own pace.
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Mr. GRAVEL. No, no. I do not know
whether the President will appear to-
night and announce some other policy so
that “page 255” will be made bankrupt.
I think I have an obligation to the
American people, if the President chooses
to make this 3-year-old study relevant,
point by point, to let the American peo-
ple have the information that he has.
He is not even listening to his own in-
telligence community.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I believe the record is
clear as to what the Senator from Alaska
has done today, and I am not inclined
to carry this colloquy any further. It
will be up to the Senate, of course, par-
ticularly the majority of the Senate, to
decide whether the Senator from Alaska
is acting within the rules of the Senate
and within the rules of good taste.

Mr. GRAVEL. Let me add to that,
that I have heard a lot about the rules
of the Senate and good taste. That is
sabre rattling. That is cage rattling.

What have I done? Have I broken a
rule?

I am standing here as a U.S. Senator
informing my constituents in Alaska and
the people of this Nation about some-
thing the President has done.

Have I talked about the number of
bombers?

Have I talked about the number of
troops?

What are we doing, playing fun and
games here?

Human lives are at stake. We are going
to bomb these people. That blood will be
on our hands. Yet we stand here and just
talk about possibly violating some Sen-
ate rules.

What Senate rules?

What spirit of the Senate?

This body is a body of communication.
We come here as Senators to debate. We
come here as Senators to inform the
American people.

So, what have I done? Have I done
anything wrong?

I wish the Senator from Michigan
would stand up and make clear his im-
plied threat that the majority should do
something. There is no problem. I am
communicating. I think my colleagues on
the majority side in greater numbers are
beginning to realize that we hold no al-
legiance to a security stamp placed on
it by the President of the United States.
We have as much responsibility to the
people of this country as has the Presi-
dent of the United States.

What gives him the prerogative of a
greater love of life than I? None at all.

I do not impugn his patriotism. Why
should my patriotism be impugned? That
is what is being impugned—not only my
patriotism but also my ability to read
and interpret the rules.

I submit that I am interpreting the
rules a lot better than most of the mem-
bership of this body.

All I am doing here today is inform-
ing the American people, in a democracy,
of the consequences of a policy that has
been undertaken, a policy of unbelievable
consequence, because we are playing
“chicken” with one of the greatest pow-
ers in the world. We are saying, “If you
Russians dare to send a ship into Hai-
phgeng, we are going to blow it out of the
water.”
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If that is not a serious danger to world
peace, I do not know what is.

What is this body supposed to do?

Sit back and just enjoy the air condi-
tioning here and let one man—when we
are 535 elected representatives of the
people—decide to push this Nation to
the brink of a confrontation?

Are we supposed to do nothing about
it—particularly when every Senator
here has the study in his office and can
go to his office and read it and can read
the pages where it speaks of the con-
clusion of the intelligence community
that they do not know what will happen
with this policy.

Since when do we undertake a policy
as dangerous as this, when we do not
know what will happen?

Not only do we press the Soviet Union
into a confrontation but we also press
China into one.

I am quick to applaud the President
for his trip to China and I am quick to
applaud his trip to Moscow because I
think, genuinely, if we can negotiate a
SALT agreement and develop a detente,
then Richard Nixon will have accom-
plished something substantive and some-
thing of benefit for all of us. But I am
not going to let him threaten his good
works with stupid works. That is what
I am going to try to expose, because like
any other human being, he can do some
bad things as well as good things. He has
done some good things. TTe is doing some
bad things right now.

I think that the duty of the party out
of office is to criticize, to point out, to
give alternatives, and let the American
people decide who is effecting or who
could effect the best kind of policy for
this counftry.

Fortunately, that decision will finally
be made this coming November.

But what will happen between now
and this coming November?

How many people will die because we
refuse to recognize that our allies in
South Vietnam have neither the fiber nor
the desire to defend themselves?

How many people do we have to kill
before we find that out?

Can we not say that we have tried and
walk away from it?

Of course we can.

The only problem is, it seems to be
an ego problem to some people in this
country. I can frankly say that I do not
think the American ego can be traded
off in loss of life. I really do not. I think
that this Nation can build its character
by saving lives,

To stand up and talk about peace when
we are really killing people is totally
schizophrenic. That, of course, is the
problem with our policy today. It is to-
tally schizophrenic.

RECESS SUBJECT TO CALL
OF THE CHAIR

Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. President, I move
that the Senate stand in recess subject
to the call of the Chair.

The motion was agreed to; and, at
2:08 p.m., the Senate took a recess, sub-
ject to the call of the Chair,

The Senate reassembled at 5:20 p.m.,
when called to order by the presiding
officer (Mr, ALLEN) .
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MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

REPORT ON ADMINISTRATION OF
THE FEDERAL RAILROAD SAFETY
ACT OF 1970—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN) laid before the Senate the fol-
lowing message from the President of
the United States, which, with the ac-
companying report, was referred to the
Committee on Commerce:

To the Congress of the United States:

I transmit herewith the First Annual
Report on the administration of the Fed-
eral Railroad Safety Act of 1970 (P.L.
91-458, of October 16, 1970), as required
by Section 211 of that Act. The report
covers the period October 16, 1970
through December 31, 1971.

RICHARD NIXON.

THE WHITE Housg, May 9, 1972.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomination
of John Y. Ing, of Hawaii, to be a Gov-
ernor of the U.S. Postal Service, which
was referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House
had agreed to the concurrent resolution
(8. Con. Res. 41) authorizing the print-
ing of the report of the proceedings of
the 45th biennial meeting of the Con-
vention of American Instructors of the
Deaf as a Senate document.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to bill (H.R. 8083) to amend
title 5, United States Code, to provide a
career program for, and greater flexibil-
ity in management of, air traffic control-
lers, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House insisted upon its amendment
to the bill (S. 1736) to amend the Public
Buildings Act of 1959, as amended, to
provide for financing the acquisition,
construction, alteration, maintenance,
operation, and protection of public
buildings, and for other purposes, dis-
agreed to by the Senate; agreed to the
conference asked by the Senate on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. Gray, Mr. KLu-
ZYNSKI, Mr. WRicHT, Mr. HarsHA, and
Mr. GroVER were appointed managers on
the part of the House at the conference.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

FOREIGN RELATIONS
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1972

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 3526) to pro-
vide authorizations for certain agencies
conducting the foreign relations of the
United States, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 1186

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. Case) and myself, I
send to the desk a perfecting amend-
ment, and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be read.

The amendment was read as follows:

On page 38, lines 5 and 6, strike out “after
December 31, 1972,".

On page 38, line 6, immodiately after “for
the purpose of” insert “maintaining, sup-
porting, or”.

On page 38, line 7, strike out ", subject to™
and insert in lleu thereof “four months after
reaching”.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I am not
going to press for a vote at this time.
Out of courtesy to all Senators who would
be interested in the effect that the adop-
tion of the perfecting amendment would
have, I want to make the Recorp tonight,
so that the full case will be available for
Senators to review in the morning.

I ask unanimous consent that the per-
fected Church-Case amendment, might
appear at this peint in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the language
was ordered to be printed in the Recogrbp,
as follows:

TITLE VII—TERMINATION OF HOSTILI-
TIES IN INDOCHINA

Sec. T01. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, none of the funds authorized or
appropriated in this or any other Act may
be expended or obligated for the purpose of
maintaining, supporting, or engaging United
States forces, land, sea, or air, In hostilities
in Indochina, four months after reaching an
agreement for the release of all prisoners of
war held by the Government of North Viet-
nam and forces allied with such Government
and an scm\mtmg for all Americans m!sslng
in action who have been held by or known
to such Government or such forces.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, my
friend and colleague the able and dis-
tinguished senior Senator from New
Jersey (Mr, Case) and I issued a state~
ment today regarding the perfecting
language that has been offered to the
Church-Case amendment, and, with the
Senator’s permission, I would like to
read that statement into the REecorp.
The press release read as follows:

Concern over the President's announce-
ment of the mining of North Vietnamese
ports and stepped-up air activity has tended
to obscure moves the President has made
toward ending American participation in
the war.

In our view, the President has announced
terms that correspond essentially to the
formula which many critics of the war have

called for over the past two years: namely,
& prompt termination of our involvement
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in the war upon the release of American
prisoners.

This 1s very close to the Case-Church
amendment which is a part of the State
Department Authorization bill now pend-
ing in the Senate. We have long sought to
have Congress share with the President the
responsibility for bringing an end to our
part in the confiict in Vietnam. Therefore,
it is our intention to amend the Case-
Church amendment to conform to the four
month period that the President has now
indicated is sufficlent time for effecting a
total American withdrawal, It is our hope
that this effort to give statutory support
to a prompt American withdrawal in return
for our prisoners will be backed by both
Houses of Congress.

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

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I was wondering whether
any consideration was given to the wel-
fare of the refugees in South Vietnam
in the event North Vietnam overcomes
that part of the country. Do we agree
to let North Vietnam take over control
of the people of South Vietnam?

Mr. CHURCH. We have not taken is-
sue here with the position of the Presi-
dent in that respect. He said very clearly
last night that if our prisoners are re-
leased and a cease-fire is entered into,
he will withdraw the balance of Ameri-
can forces from Indochina within 4
months and would leave the settlement
of the Indochinese war to the people of
that country. In other words, our posi-
tion in that respect is identical to that
taken by the President.

Mr, ATKEN. Does the amendment call
for a cease-fire?

Mr. CHURCH. The amendment does
not call explicitly for a cease-fire. It
calls for the cessation of our involve-
ment in the war within the 4-month pe-
riod the President prescribed upon an
agreement for the release of our
prisoners of war.

Mr. ATKEN. But it does not say any-
thing about disarming the people of
South Vietnam?

Mr. CHURCH. Indeed not and, as the
Senator knows, I would strongly oppcse
any efforts to disarm.

Mr. ATKEN. That is what I wanted the
Senator to say because that is, in my
opinion, the big stumbling block to any
agreement.

Mr. CHURCH. Yes, indeed.

Mr. ATIKEN. I think the amendment
has been greatly improved, but my prin-
cipal concern, I might say, has been
about the slaughter which would inevi-
tably take place should we agree to all the
terms insisted upon by North Vietnam.
I would estimate that the slaughter
would be about four times what it was in
Bangladesh.

Mr. CHURCH. I addressed myself to
that very point in a lengthy speech I
gave to the Senate on Friday. I said in
that speech I did not think the Presi-
dent could honorably accept a settlement
of that war which would consciously
overthrow the present South Vietnamese
regime and substitute in its place a Com-
munist-dominated regime. I think the
Senator and I are very close to an un-
derstanding, and I hope it might be pos-
sible for him to support the amendment
in its new form.
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Mr. AIKEN. What would be the name
of the amendment—the Case-Church-
Mansfield-Byrd-Nixon amendment?

Mr. CHURCH. I would prefer to
call it the Case-Church-Aiken-Mansfield
amendment. I would hope that the Sen-
ator would find it possible to support it.

Mr. AIKEN. I would say 4 months
sounds much better than 2 months after
our election in November.

Mr. CHURCH. I agree,

Several Senators addressed the Chair.

Mr. CHURCH. May I yield first to the
distinguished cosponsor of the amend-
ment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TuN-
NEY). The Chair would inquire of the
Senator from Idaho if he wants his
amendments to be considered en bloc.

Mr, CHURCH., Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr, GRIFFIN. What was the request?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That the
three parts of the amendment be con-
sidered en bloc. They address different
sections of the bill.

Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President, may I ask
the Senator one other question? Was any
consideration given to the President'’s
request for a cease-fire with international
supervision, or will the Senator from
Idaho tell us what he thinks about it?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. The best way for
us to complete the American withdrawal
would be with a cease-fire, and I hope
very much that Hanoli agrees to that
proposition. We have not included it in
the amendment because we did not think
it was essential to the basic formula of
the release of the prisoners and the com-
pletion of the withdrawal in 4 months.
I understand why the President asks for
it; Hanoi would be well advised to agree
to such a cease-fire.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator will recall
that the reason there never was any elec-
tion after 1956 in Vietnam was that North
Vietnam insisted on having the election
supervised by the ICC—which they com-
pletely controlled—and the United States
insisted that it be supervised by the U.N.
The result was that there was no elec-
tion. But all Communist states today
have normal diplomatic relations with
and recognize two Vietnams. They have
normal diplomatic relations with North
Vietnam and the so-called National Lib-
eration Front which the Communists
consider to be the governing body of
South Vietnam.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much for his observation.

I am happy to yield now to the Senator
from New Jersey.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I do not think
much more of an explanation is neces-
sary about the amendment the Senator
from Idaho and I have introduced. I am
very happy to join with the Senator. I am
happy indeed that the President has come
forward with a proposal that seems to us
in all honesty to be very close to our own
amendment, This is the single thing we
want to recognize. So far as I know, the
President has made a clear assertion of
his intention, once certain conditions are
met, to end, and to end completely, Amer-
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ican military involvement in Southeast
Asia and to withdraw, within 4 months,
all American troops. It is this complete
ending of American participation in the
war the Senator from Idaho and I want
particularly to accept as a fine move to-
ward the goal for which we have been
working for a long time. I am very happy
to join in the modification of the amend-
ment in order to bring it closer to the
position announced by the President.

Nonetheless, I cannot refrain from ex-
pressing my disapproval of the Presi-
dent's decision .0 mine North Vietnam’s
ports and block shipping.

For the last T years this course has
been considered by our leaders too reck-
less and too dangerous. I know of no
American interests or commitments
which justify this risk.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
very much. Congress should assume some
responsibility for our withdrawal policy
by writing this kind of provision in the
law. We would not only fortify the credi-
bility of the President, it would enhance
the prospect for its success, too. It would
make clear both to the American people
and the rest of the world that, once
satisfactory agreement has been reached
for the release of our prisoners of war,
Congress stands ready to cut off further
funds fo finance any further engagement
in hostility in Indochina with American
forces months after that agreement on
the prisoners is entered into.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want to compliment and commend the
distinguished Senator from Idaho and
the distinguished Senator from New
Jersey for what I consider to be one of
the most constructive amendments ever
presented to this body. It fits in very
well with the statement of the President
as to his willingness to end American
military involvement in Indochina con-
tingent upon an agreement for the re-
lease of our prisoners of war and those
missing in action. More importantly, this
amendment asserts the power of Con-
gress, and it places responsibility for this
action directly on Congress, as well as
on the Executive.

It represents a sharing of responsibility
with the President. I supported this
particular amendment in the Democratic
caucus because I felt it was much more
important than a mere resolution erit-
icizing or disapproving the President's
message of May 8 insofar as it related
to military escalation in Indochina. I
supported, nevertheless, the resolution of
disapproval of the military escalation be-
cause I feel very strongly that it is
fraught with danger and will not contrib-
ute to the settlement of the war. The
Congress should express its opinion in
this regard. But the amendment intro-
duced by the Senator from Idaho and
the Senator from New Jersey represents
responsible and, I hope, effective action
by Congress.

It shows the Congress can do some-
thing. We can end the war. We could do
it by cutting off the funds. But we seek




May 9, 1972

to do it responsibly, because no Member
of this body would want to take such ac-
tion as the cutting off of funds, without
the release of the prisoners of war or
agreement thereon and on an accounting
for all Americans missing in action.

Let me also add, Mr. President, that I
strongly support and urge upon the
President that he go to the United Na-
tions Security Council and ask for action
there for a cease-fire on the part of all
parties in Vietnam and throughout In-
dochina. I recognize that administrations
present and past have been very reluc-
tant to do this. The United Nations
Security Council in May 1972, however,
is different than it was 2 years ago, 5
Years ago, or even a year ago. Mainland
China is now a member of the Security
Council. So is the Soviet Union.

What is needed in Vietnam or Indo-
china now is an end to the killing, an end
to the slaughter, an end to the war, and
a cease-fire ought to be high on the
agenda. The President has endorsed it.
I urge that he accept the offer of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations
to be of assistance. I urged him to do this
on April 7 and think that subsequent
developments make it even more im-
perative today that we work through the
U.N.

I understand that the Soviet Ambassa-
dor to the U.N., Mr, Malik, today has met
with the Secretary General. I would hope
that we would not be second in line to
seek the good offices of the U.N. I do hope
that we would be first to pursue this
possibility for peace, or at least for the
implementation of a cease-fire. I would
further suggest that in our proposal for
action by the Security Council on a
cease-fire in Indochina we lay before the
Security Council in detail our proposals
for the withdrawal of all American
forces, along the lines now described by
the President, and that we accept inter-
national supervision of that withdrawal,
just as we would insist upon interna-
tional supervision by the United Nations
of the cease-fire. Once these steps were
taken, I would hope that we would also
urge the United Nations to undertake
some form of economic assistance of at
least an emergency nature to help that
beleaguered area of the world, which
today is filled with tragedy and human
suffering.

This, I think, is the minimum that
this country ought to pursue. The Presi-
dent has ordered the mining of the Har-
bor of Haiphong. I do not agree with this
action. I think it is dangerous, fraught
with uncertainty and unbelievable dan-
gers. In contrast to this kind of action,
there is no danger in pursuing the cause
of a cease-fire. There is no danger in go-
ing to the United Nations, taking full ac-
count of whatever limitations it may
have. There we can confront the Soviet
Union and China with our willingness to
negotiate, with our willingness to have a
cease-fire, and with our willingness to
withdraw our forces, all under interna-
tional supervision. ;

I raise my voice here today, Mr. Presi-
dent, just as I have continued to do in
the past, but this time in recognition of
the grave proportions which the present
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crisis has now assumed. I urge the Presi-
dent that he direct his appropriate rep-
resentative to go to the Security Council,
through the Secretary-General, and ask
for an emergency meeting of the Secu-
rity Council to seek a cease-fire or to pur-
sue every possibility for it to make cer-
tain that the cease-fire be internation-
ally supervised.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr, Presidentf, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Minne-
sota for his generous remarks about the
amendment, and I wish to associate my-
self with his proposals relating to the
United Nations.

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

Mr., CHURCH. I am happy to yield
again to the senior Senator from Ver-
mont.

Mr., AIKEN. Let me again compliment
the authors of this amendment for the
revision they have made. I have been
very, very worried for the last few days,
or weeks, as far as that goes, over this
world situation. I think that the changes
made represent a very considerable step
toward the restoration of sanity and
safety in international affairs. I believe
we have been on the verge of one of the
greatest crises that we have encountered
for a long, long time. I believe Russia has
to accept much of the blame for that, We
have had a contest, apparently, to see
who could come the nearest to the brink
without falling over, and we were geiting
very, very close to it. Now I hope that we
can put aside some of our other thoughts
and work together.

Mr. President, we must work together.
The two sides of the aisle here must work
together, and the legislative branch must
work with the executive branch, and vice
versa, if we are to come out of the pre-
dicament we have found ourselves in
without unprecedented disaster. So I do
hope we can lay aside some of our other
differences.

I think the election of a President is
incidental to the world situation today.
Personally, I have fried to support our
Presidents, when they are right. We all
have experienced misrepresentations in
the news media from time to time, with
different representatives of that great
profession sometimes getting their own
thoughts instead of those of the one
being interviewed into their stories; but
on the whole, most of the reporting has
been very good.

I think we have made progress today.
I hope that Russia and the other coun-
tries involved will cooperate fully in the
effort to solve this situation, and, as the
President says, without any shame being
put on anyone.

That is what I feel, and that is what I
hope that we will all work for. This situa-
tion can be cleared up. It must be cleared
up.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I want
to tell the Senator how much I appre-
ciate his remarks.

The senior Senator from Vermont and
I have stood together in the past in some
rather tough battles in the Senate. We
have tried to find a responsible role for
Congress to play in the formulation of
national policy. That is what the Senator
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from New Jersey (Mr. Case) and I are
striving to do now. We do not want to
write a law that conflicts with what the
President has said with respect to the
release of our prisoners of war and the
termination of further hostilities, but to
write a law that conforms with that
proposition and backs it up with the
power of the purse. In so doing, Congress
shares with the President the joint re-
sponsibility for bringing us out of this
Wwar.

Mr. AIKEN. I think that what the
President said last night about the res-
toration of peace is the finest part of his
speech, and one of the finest statements
he has made in a long, long time.

Mr. CHURCH. A great deal of atten-
tion has been focused upon the escalation
of the war. I disagree, as I think the
Senator knows, with the military action
the President decided to take. But the
one thing that has been overlooked is
that in the same speech he made a prop-
osition for peace that needs to be given
closer attention, not only by this body,
but also by Hanoi and by Moscow and
other parties to the conflict.

The purpose of this amendment is to
add credibility to that proposition by
writing it into law and backing it up
with the power of the purse.

Mr. ATKEN. As I said some months
ago about the situation inveolving India,
Pakistan, and Bangladesh, there is blame
enough to go around. There is also credit
enough to go around, if we seek it.

Mr., GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield to me for the
purpose of some clarification?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Following along in the
tone and spirit of the colloquy between
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
and the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont, certainly this is a time when we
need cooperation between the several
branches of the Government. We do not
really need congressional one-upmanship
or political one-upmanship.

I was pleased this morning, as I turned
on the television, to listen to and watch
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
refer to the President’s latest proposal,
in which the President said that if the
enemy would release our prisoners and
we could get an internationally super-
vised cease-fire, we would withdraw our
forces from Vietnam within 4 months;
and the distinguished Senator from
Idaho told the American people this
morning that he thought that was, in
effect, a good proposal, and he believed
that the North Vietnamese should accept
it. Am I substantially quoting the Senator
correctly ?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes. I said I hoped that
Hanoi would accept it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Then, is the so-called
perfecting amendment that the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho and the
distinguished Senator from New Jersey
have offered the same as—is it consistent
with the President’s proposal last night,
or does it involve some one-upmanship?

Mr. CHURCH. There certainly is no
one-upmanship involved, in practical
terms. It is not possible to one-up the
President; it never has been done in my
experience in politics.
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Mr, GRIFFIN. Is this new amendment
identical then to the Presider t's proposal
of last evening?

Mr. CHURCH. No. The proposal is not
identical to the President’s, but neither
is it in conflict with it.

Last night the President put the prop-
osition that if North Vietnam would re-
lease the prisoners of war and agree to a
cease-fire, he, in turn, would withdraw
the remainder of our forces within 4
months.

Mr. GRIFFIN. And this morning the
Senator from Idaho favored the Presi-
dent's proposal. Is that correct?

Mr. CHURCH. Yes.

I am not here at this point to quibble
with the President's proposition. He is
putting to Hanoi the best proposition he
can. Naturally, he would like to have a
cease-fire; that would permit the with-
drawal of the remainder of our forces
under conditions of dignity and safety.

The essence of the President'’s proposal,
however, is the release of the prisoners
and a termination of further participa-
tion within a 4-month period. I do not
think we could write a law so specifically
as to bind the President in every particu-
lar. For instance, we do not know what
counteroffer Hanoi might make.

Mr. GRIFFIN. It looks as though a
counteroffer is already being made here
in the Senate.

Mr, CHURCH. No. We want the Pres-
ident to have such flexibility as he needs.

Would the Senator from Michigan, for
example, turn down an offer by Hanoi
tonight to release our prisoners of war
tomorrow in exchange for a commitment
on our part to withdraw the remainder of
our forces within 4 months? If that were
just the proposition Hanoi put to us,
would the Senator from Michigan turn
it down, saying, “No. The American pris-
oners can continue to stay in jail. That is
not satisfactory, because Hanoi has not
agreed to a cease-fire requirement’”?

In other words, we are not trying to
straitjacket the President in such a way
that the law is written in too confining a
manner. We are taking the essence of the
President’s proposition. As we see that,
the essence is releasing American prison-
ers of war, and within 4 months, there
will be no further American forces in or
over Indochina. Those are the two im-
portant pillars of the proposition, and
those are the two pillars we have incor-
porated in this amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. CHURCH. 1 yield.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Frankly, I am disap-
pointed that the Senator from New Jer-
sey and the Senator from Idaho would
come in with a new proposal that leaves
out one of the two important conditions
that were incorporated in the President’'s
proposal.

I attribute the best of motives to my
colleagues, but is it really expected that
the enemy would accept the President’s
proposal, as the Senator from Idaho
urged Hanoi to do on television this
morning, when this afternoon he comes
in with a different proposal that cuts the
President’s offer in two—and leaves out
half of it? It seems to me that the bar-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

gaining with the enemy is being done
here in the Senate.

Mr. CHURCH. We are not doing the
bargaining for the President, and our
proposition in no way undercuts the
President.

Mr, GRIFFIN. The Senator's proposal
leaves out the cease-fire.

Mr. CHURCH. We are proposing an
enactment that has the end effect of
cutting off funds. That is a legislative
function. That is a power that belongs
just to Congress. I am sure that had the
Founding Fathers not written the Con-
stitution 200 years ago they never would
have thought of vesting the power of
the purse exclusively in Congress. Nc
doubt that power, too, would now be
confined to the Executive. But the Con-
stitution as written provides Congress
the power of the purse.

The end result of this amendment, if
enacted, would be this: Once agreement
is entered into on the release of Ameri-
can prisoners of war, then, 4 months
after that agreement has been reached,
no further funds would be available for
purposes of engaging American forces
in further hostilities in Indochina.

We are attempting to legislate here
by using the power of the purse, No pro-
vision is in conflict with the essence of
the President’s own proposition; if we
were to enact our proposal, it would add
credibility to the President’s proposi-
tion. Perhaps more important, Congress
would have found itself, rediscovered its
responsibilities, and backed up the prop-
osition with the power of the purse.

That is what we undertake to do;
it is consistent with the objective of the
President. There is no part of this
amendment in conflict with the Presi-
dent’s own proposal.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Of course, it is not in
conflict, so far as it goes, but the Sen-
ator's amendment leaves out the very
important provision that there must be
agreement to an internationally super-
vised cease-fire. I see no great problem
in legislating a trigger provision that
would include agreement for an inter-
nationally supervised cease-fire as well
as release of our prisoners of war.

Mr. President, at this point, for the
record, I should like to read a pertinent
portion from the President’'s speech of
last night—that portion when he said:

Once prisoners of war are released, once
the internationally supervised ceasefire has
begun, we will stop all acts of force through-
out Indochina. And at that time we will
proceed with a complete withdrawal of all

American forces from Vietnam within four
months,

This morning the Senator from Idaho
indicated his approval of the President’s
offer as I have read it and urged the
enemy to accept it. If an amendment
were offered to his amendment which
would add appropriate reference to the
internationally supervised cease-fire
condition, would the Senator from Idaho
support such an amendment, as he did
in effect this morning?

Mr. CHURCH., First, I cannot support
any amendment until I see it in writ-
ing—

Mr. GRIFFIN. Assuming that it would
be.
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Mr. CHURCH. Yes——

Mr. GRIFFIN. To carry out its pur-
pose——

Mr. CHURCH. And second, while I
have expressed the position that I hope
that the North Vietnamese will accept
the proposition and accede to a cease-fire,
I would not want to write an amendment
in such a binding way as to deprive the
President of the flexibility he needs and
would want in negotiating with Hanoi.

The Senator from Michigan cannot
prophesy what may happen next week
or several weeks after, what kind of
counteroffer Hanoi might want to make
or how the President might respond to
that counteroffer.

I do not want to write the amend-
ment in such a way as to tie his hands,
even to the particulars of his proposi-
tion last night. I want to reach through
to the essence of that proposition—the
release of our prisoners of war and the
withdrawal of all our forces within 4
months——

Mr. GRIFFIN. Even though there were
no cease-fire?

Mr. CHURCH. If the President may
want to modify his own position on the
cease-fire. The essence is to get our
prisoners of war released and all our
Armed Forces withdrawn.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Under the Senator's
amendment, funds would be cut off
whether or not the President agreed

Mr. CHURCH. We would cut off funds
only after the 4-month period that the
President himself has indicated is suf-
ficient for an orderly withdrawal of all
our forces.

Mr. GRIFFIN. The Senator has modi-
fied the President’s offer by leaving out
one important condition——

Mr. CHURCH. The Senate cannot
modify an offer to the enemy. Congress
cannot negotiate a cease-fire. That is
within the hands of the Executive.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would agree with the
Senator.

Mr., CHURCH. Let there be no mis-
understandinge from this colloquy. The
one thing Congress can do is to control
the expenditure of public funds. This is
what we seek to do, but we seek to do
it in conformity with the President's
own proposition, that once the prisoners
of war are released, he is prepared to
withdraw the balance of our forces with-
in a 4-month period. That certainly is
the way the amendment should be writ-
ten. That is the form in which I hope
the Senate will adopt it.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Would it be unfair to
say that the Senator from Idaho will not
agree himself, this afternoon, to the pro-
posal he urged the enemy this morning
to accept?

Mr. CHURCH. No. I think that mis-
states the proposition. I did and do urge
Hanol to accept the President's pro-
posal.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I know that the Sena-
tor did. I heard th= distinguished Sena-
to

r.

Mr. CHURCH. I hope that Hanoi will,
but I cannot prophesy what Hanoi will
do. I cannot foresee what counteroffer
Hanol will make. I am sure that the
President would want to take into con-
sideration any proposal or counter pro-
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posal, or any response that Hanoi may
make to this offer on his part. Therefore,
it seems to me that we should not be too
specific in writing the law but we should
look to the essence of the proposition
which, as I say, is the release of our
prisoners of war and the withdrawal of
the balance of our forces within a 4-
month period.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would observe most
respectfully—I do not know how the
Senate will go or how it will work its
will—that the chances the enemy would
accept the President’s proposal have di-
minished within the past half-hour
when the amendment was offered.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from New Jersey.

Mr, CASE. Mr. President, only on that
one point, I must suggest that our
amendment which conforms at least
with the spirit and, we think, the sub-
stance of the President’'s proposal has
not diminished anything. Our amend-
ment existed several weeks ago when
the Foreign Relations Committee ap-
proved it 9 to 1. Thus, it was already a
part of the bill now being considered by
the Senate. We have now changed it
because the President has said that 4
months was sufficient time to complete
American withdrawal from Indochina. I
do not think, therefore, that our revised
amendment has in any way hurt the
cause of peace or increased the obduracy
of the North Vietnamese.

This is not the first time we have pro-
posed this amendment. We are just re-
newing and adding fo our past efforts.
We are attempting to make our amend-
ment conform more closely to the posi-
tion that the President has announced.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Idaho yield there?

Mr. CHURCH. Let me first respond to
the Senator from New Jersey by saying
that I concur completely in his remarks.
I think that the effect of the amend-
ment, if adopted and enacted info law,
will enhance the prospects that we will
get our prisoners back and bring our
part in this war to a close, because it
would back up that proposition with a
declaration on the part of the Congress
of the United States and make it clear
that once our prisoners are released there
would be no money available for further
participation in the war at the end of
the 4-month period.

I can think of nothing better calcu-
lated to enhance the prospects of suc-
cess. So I disagree completely with the
Senator from Michigan.

Mr. CASE. I do, too. The Senator is
right, that this would have the weight
of the legislative branch as well as the
executive branch behind the offer. Cer-
tainly, to that extent, it would be a more
solid offer than a statement made by the
President alone.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I yield.

Mr. CRANSTON. First, I should like
to respond to the point under debate, to
say that I would be delighted, and I am
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sure the Senator from Idaho and the
Senator from New Jersey would be de-
lighted, if the peace proposals offered by
the President of the United States last
night were to be accepted—the cease-
fire, the exchange of prisoners, and the
orderly withdrawal of our troops. That
is a fine offer, and if it can be accepted,
that would be wonderful. We would all
be delighted.

When we realistically consider what
the other side is most apt to accept, how-
ever, I think we have to ask whether they
are willing to accept a cease-fire when
they are doing very well without one, The
insistence on the cease-fire would com-
plicate what we are seeking fo achieve
and what, hopefully, the President
wishes to achieve. This simple amend-
ment, as revised and offered by the Sen-
ator from New Jersey and the Senator
from Idaho, follows the President’s
statement that we could be out within 4
months. It has been revised in accord-
ance with his stated position of last
night, but its terms are subject only to
the release of our prisoners of war rather
than to an internationally supervised
cease-fire in addition to the prisoners
of war. This amendment is probably
the simplest, most straightforward, most
direct, and most rapid way to end our
involvement in the war,

If T may, I should like to comment on
one other aspect of the current situa-
tion, that is, what the President has said
and what transpired this afternoon at
the Democratic caucus.

The President has spoken many times
of the “invasion” of South Vietnam by
the North. I do not believe that “inva-
sion” is the correct term to describe what
has occurred. In the caucus this after-
noon, the junior Senator from Alabama
offered a resolution, the purport of which
was to condemn the “invasion” of South
Vietnam by North Vietnam.

I proposed an amendment to strike the
word “invasion” and substitute the word
“ineursion.” My reason for doing that
was that invasion, to me, is the word
used to describe an act of international
aggression launched by nne independent
country against another independent
country. I do not believe that is the
proper, precise description of what has
occurred in Southeast Asia.

Supporters of President Nixon re-
peatedly refer to North Vietnam and
South Vietnam as if they were two in-
dependent nations. Although the United
States did not sign the Geneva agree-
ments of 1954, we emphasized that the
two areas of Vietnam were not to be re-
garded as two separate countries. That
was stated repeatedly by President Ei-
senhower at that time. Richard Nixon
was then Vice President.

The Geneva agreements contained a
provision for elections by 1956. The Diem
government never held them, and we
never pressed for them, President Eisen-
hower, as I recall, said in his memoirs
that the reason we did not press for
them was that there was some reason to
believe that Ho Chi Minh would win the
election.

Point 6 of the declaration of the
Geneva Conference said:
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The millitary demarcation line is provi-
slonal and should not in any way be inter-
preted as constituting a political or terri-
torial boundary.

At the time, the President of the
United States said of the Geneva agree-
ments:

The United States will not use force to
disturb the settlement.

The U.8.s position at that time was
stated as follows:

In the case of nations now divided against
their will, we shall continue to seek to
achieve unity through free elections super-
vised by the UN. . . .

That statement referred to Vietnam,
North and South, as an example of “the
case of nations now divided against their
will.,” That statement referred to a single
Vietnamese nation as well as to other
nations.

It was for that reason that I suggested
the substitution of the word “incursion”
for “invasion.” The word “incursion”
does not have the same international
connotations. My motion was agreed to
by the caucus. Thereupon the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) withdrew his
motion, and there was no vote on it.

Incidentally, the word “incursion” was
the word I took from President Nixon.
That was the word he used to describe
the movement of American troops into
Cambodia. Given the record of that par-
ticularly historic event, I think “inva-
sion” might well have been the correct
word. However, I am trying to use the
President’s word, “incursion,” to describe
what happened in the recent case of
North Vietnam and South Vietnam.

Having said all that, let me say one
other thing. My action in offering that
amendment in the caucus is not in any
way intended to condone violence. There
is a strong feeling of abhorrence on the
part of this Senator from California, and
on the part of many other Democratic
Senators from other States, at the vio-
lence, the hostilities, and the use of mili-
tary power by the so-called Government
of North Vietnam against the people and
the so-called Government of South Viet-
nam,

I deplore any violence. I deplore those
hostilities. I deplore it when any nation
or group resorts to violence in its rela-
tions with another nation or group.

It is for that reason that the caucus
went on record as criticizing the actions
and the hostilities as represented last
night by the President of the United
States.

There are those who have said that
those who oppose the President’s policy
never condemn the actions of North Viet-
nam. I condemn those actions, and I know
that many other Senators who also op-
pose the policies of the President also
condemn the actions of North Vietnam.
We do not support violence wherever
used, except in self-defense. I think that
the violence we have resorted to and that
the North has resorted to—and I think
in many instances the violence that the
South has resorted to in South Viet-
nam—is not for the purpose of self-
defense.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
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QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1187

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I submit an amendment in the second
degree to the Church-Case perfecting
amendment, No. 1186, which I ask the
clerk to report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The amendment was read, as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Roe-
ErRT C. Byrp) proposes an amendment to the
Church-Case amendment, No. 1186, in the
second degree as follows:

After the word “reaching” insert *‘cease-
fire and”.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, may we have order? I will state
the program for tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will state
the program for tomorrow, such as I can
foresee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS AND FOR UNFINISHED
BUSINESS TO BE LAID BEFORE
THE SENATE TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that fol-
lowing the recognition of the two leaders
tomorrow under the standing order there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business for not to exceed 30
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 3 minutes, and that at the conclusion
of that period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business the Chair lay be-
fore the Senate the unfinished business.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow would
seem to be as follows:

The Senate will convene at 12 o’clock
noon. After the two leaders have been
recognized under the standing order
there will be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 30 minutes, with statements
limited therein to 3 minutes, at the con-
clusion of which the Chair will lay be-
fore the Senate the unfinished business,
S. 3526, to provide authorizations for
certain agencies conducting the foreign
relations of the United States, and for
other purposes.

The pending question at that time will
be on the adoption of the amendment in
the second degree, No. 1187, offered by
the junior Senator from West Vir-
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ginia (Mr. Rosertr C. Byrp) to the
Church-Case perfecting amendment No.
1186 to the language in S. 3526 proposed
to be stricken by the Stennis amendment
No. 1175.

May I inquire of the Chair if my state-
ment is correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senate
should anticipate further debate on the
pending question and there possibly
could be rollcall votes tomorrow. Of
course, tabling motions are in order at
almost any time, and rolleall votes could
occur thereon. Conference reports, being
privileged matters, of course, can be
called up at almost any time if and when
ready.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. 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 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 6:26
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Wednesday, May 10, 1972, at 12
noon.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate May 9, 1972:

John Y. Ing, of Hawail, to be Governor of
the U.S. Postal Service for the remainder
of the term expiring December 8, 1872, vice
Elmer T. Klassen, resigned.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

THE LOSS OF LIBERTY IN ROME
DURING THE DAYS OF CICERO

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Tuesday, May 9, 1972

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, a recent edition of the Charleston,
S.C., News & Courier included an in-
teresting editorial describing the loss of
liberty in Rome during the days of
Cicero.

The conditions which Cicero attacked
would seem to have some parallels in
modern America.

I ask unanimous consent that the
editorial, entitled “Ancient History,” be
printed in the Extensions of Remarks,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

[From the Farmville Herald, April 26, 1972]
ANCIENT HISTORY

One of the few reliable voices of conserva-
tism in North Carolina comes over WRAL-TV.
‘The speaker is Jesse Helms. Recently Mr.
Helms was quoting Cicero, who lived a couple
of thousand years ago. Sensing that Rome was
about to fall on account of corruption in
government, Cicero told the Roman Senate:

“We are taxed in our bread and our wine,
in our incomes and our investments, on our

land and on our property, not only for base
creatures who do not deserve the name of
man, but for foreign nations, for complacent
nations who will bow to us and accept our
largess and promise to assist us in the keep-
ing of the peace—these mendicant nations
who will destroy us when we show a moment
of weakness or "vhen our treasury is becoming
bare. We are taxed to maintain legions. on
thelr soll . . . We keep them in precarious
balance only with our gold . . . They take
our very flesh, and they hate and despise
us.”

The Senators rejected Cicero’s warning.
Rome decayed. Liberties disappeared. In his
second oration, Cicero sald:

“I tell you that freedom does not mean the
freedom to exploit the law in order to destroy
it. It is not freedom which permits the Tro-
jan Horse to be wheeled within the gates.
He who espouses tyranny and oppression is
against (his country). He who plots against
established authority and incites the people
10 vioclence is against (his country).”

The Roman Constitution contained a refer-
ence to the ‘‘general welfare of the people.”
Cicero warned the Senators not to misinter-
pret "welfare.” Under that phrase “all sorts
of excesses can be employed by lusting ty-
rants to make us all slaves.” The politicians
of Rome snickered, and proceeded to use the
treasury to buy the political support of the
masses,

Tiring of such talk, Rome banished Cicero.
At the end of his trial, he said:

“You have succeeded against me. Be it as
you will. I will depart. For this day’s work,
Lords, you have encouraged treason and
opened the prison doors to free the traitors. A

nation can survive its fools . . . But the traitor
moves within the gates freely, his sly whis-
pers rustling through all the alleys, heard
in the very halls of government itself . . . He
rots the soul of a nation; he works secretly
and unknown in the night to undermine the
(fundamentals of a nation); he infects the
body politic so that it can no longer resist.”

Rome fell. It was & long time ago, Who
cares today?

QUEEN ISABELLA DAY, 1972

HON. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.

OF VIRGINIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Tuesday, May 9, 1972

Mr, HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Honorable Linwood Holton,
Governor of Virginia, recently proclaimed
the observance of Queen Isabella Day in
honor of the Spanish monarch who was
so instrumental in promoting the voy-
ages of discaovery to the New World.

This tribute to Queen Isabella was most
appropriate. I ask unanimous consent
that the text of Governor Holton’s proc-
lamation be printed in the Extensions of
Remarks.

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




		Superintendent of Documents
	2024-05-25T14:08:13-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




