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SENATE-Monday, May 15, 1972 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by Hon. ADLAI E. STEVEN­
SON ill, a Senator from the State of 
illinois. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God of creation, ruler of men and 
nations, in this quiet pause in the day's 
occupation, we turn from the clash and 
clamor of the world, from contentions 
and confrontations, from drab duties and 
dateline pressures, to open our hearts to 
Thy presence and our minds to Thy 
higher guidance. Spare 118 from such pre­
occupation with the burdens of the day 
that we fail to see the distant scene. Lift 
our vision beyond things as they are to 
the vision of a new world of things as 
they ought to be. Be especially with those 
who bear the suffering of war and with 
those who bear the burden of decision­
making. Inspire us that we may inspire 
others. Renew us in mind and heart that 
we may bring renewal to others. 

In Thy holy name, w.e 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 15, 1972. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. ADLAI E. 
STEVENSON III, a Senator from the State of 
Tilinois, to perform the duties of the Chair 
during my absence. 

ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Presi dent pro tempore. 

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

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED DURING 
ADJOURNMENT 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of May 11, 1972, the Acting Pres­
ident pro tempore <Mr. METCALF), on 
May 11, 1972, signed the following en­
rolled bills, which had previously been 
signed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives: 

S. 1379. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to establish a volunteers in 
the national forests program, and for other 
purposes; and 

CXVIII--1085-Part 14 

H.R. 13334. An act to establish certain posi­
tions in the Department of the Treasury, to 
fix the compensa.tion for those positions, and 
for other purposes. 

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 passed the following bill in which 
it requests the concurrence of the Sen­
ate: 

H .R. 7130. An act to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to increase the mini­
mum wage under that act, to extend its 
coverage, to establish procedures to relieve 
domestic industries and worker:s injured by 
increased imports from low-wage areas, and 
for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The bill <H.R. 7130) to amend the 

Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to in­
crease the minimum wage under that 
act, to extend its coverage, to establish 
procedures to relieve domestic industries 
and workers injured by increased im­
ports from low-wage areas, and for other 
purposes, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on Labor and . 
Public Welfare. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs­
day, May 11, 1972, be dispensed with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. Without objection, it 1s so ordered. 

WAIVER OF THE CALL OF THE 
CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the call of the 
legislative calendar, under rule VIII, 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 protem­
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ARCTIC WINTER GAMES 
APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-

ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
756, s. 2988. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

S. 2988, to authorize the appropriation 
of $250,000 to assist in financing the Arctic 
Winter Games to be held in the State of 
Alaska in 1974. 

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 was 
ordered to be engrossed for a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed, 
as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
R epresentatives of the United States of 
Ameri ca in Congress assembled, That there 
is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary of Commerce the sum of $250,000, 
for the purpose of assisting the financing of 
the Arctic Winter Games to be held in Alaska 
in 1974. The Secretary shall provide for 
the disbursement of such funds (including 
the making of grants to appropriate persons 
or organizations) on such terms and under 
such conditions as he deems appropriate, in­
cluding the submission to him of such re­
ports from persons or organizations to which 
such funds are disbursed as the Secretary 
considers necessary to protect the interests 
of the United States and assure that such 
funds have been used for the purpose for 
which they were disbursed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 92-788), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The purpose of the bill is to authorize 

the appropriation of $250,000 to the Secre­
tary of Commerce to assist in financing the 
Arotic Winter Games which are scheduled to 
be held in Alaska in 1974. The Secretary is 
authorized to provide for the disbursement 
of these funds under such conditions as he 
deems appropriate. 

BACKGROUND OF THE LEGISLATION 
The Arctic Winter Games, wh:ch were in­

augur-ated in 1970, are international in scope, 
with the Northwest and Yukon Territories of 
Canada and the State of Alaska acting as 
joint sponsors. Twelve basic sports iri the 
program include badminton, basketball, box­
ing, curling, figure skating, hockey, shooting, 
skiing, table tennis, volleyball, and wrestling. 
Additionally, there may be scheduled six 
Eskimo and Indian sports indigenous to the 
northern people, as well as native craftwork 
and cultura.l exhibits. The 1974 games will be 
their third occurrence and the first time they 
have been hosted by the United States. The 

17205 



17206 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 15, 1972 
Canadian Federal Government only con­
tributes funds when the games &re hosted by 
canadian cities. They will not contribute 
when the games are hosted outside ca.nada 
and Alaska. 

The successive $250,000 Canadian con­
tributions in the past have been used for: 

1. Wages for 18 months for full-time gen-
eral manager and staff. 

(a) Office rental and supplies. 
(b) Transportation and communications. 
2. Janitorial services for game areas, offices 

and lodging during games. 
3. Security patrols. 
4. Insurance. 
5. Food and lodging for 1,200 athletes and 

coaches for the 7-day game period. 
6. Special events; that is, parades and cul­

tural displays. 
It is planned that the U.S. contribution 

for the 1974 games will be used similarly. 
These costs were contractual obligations of 
the host to the Arctic Winter Games Corp. 
The host must establish a nonprofit group to 
appropriate the funds. The international 
corporation monitors expenditures, and a.n 
audit is supplied to each participating gov­
ernment. These same procedures would be 
followed with the U.S. contribution. 

For the past two games, the Can&dian Fed­
eral Government expended substantial 
sums-approximately $250,000 for the 1970 
games held in Yellow Knife, Northwest Ter­
ritories, a.nd a like amount for the 1972 
games held in Whitehorse, Yukon Territory. 
The U.S. Government has not contributed to 
this program in the past, although the State 
of Alaska has appropriated $150,000 annually. 

COST OF THE LEGISLATION 
In accordance with section 252 (a) of the 

Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (Pub­
lic Law 91-510, 91st Congress) the commit­
tee estimates that the cost which would be 
incurred in carrying out this bill would be 
$250,000. The committee is not aware of any 
estimates of costs made by any Federal 
agency which are different from those made 
by the cominittee. 

CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 
The bill would make no changes in exist­

ing law. 

PRESIDENT NIXON'S MAll.. ON 
HIS MAY 8 SPEECH 

Mr. SCOTr. Mr. President, as of Satur­
day, May 13, 1972, telegrams and letters 
received at the White House passed the 
100,000 mark. It has not all been recorded 
and tabulated, but is running heavily in 
support of the President's speech at a 
rate of about 4 to 1. 

Most letters and telegrams appear to 
come from a cross section of American 
families. It is noteworthy that many 
identify themselves as Vietnam veterans, 
young people, college professors, college 
students, members of minorities, and 
even one conscientious objector who be­
lieves the President's action will end the 
war. Many identify themselves as Demo­
crats, or as persons who have never voted 
for Mr. Nixon. 

One strong theme which recurs is the 
courage and honesty of the decision 
which placed the inter.est of the Nation 
above politics. Many stress the need for 
unity to support the President in order to 
end the· war honorably. 

Mr. President, I have some of these 
telegrams in my hand. Let me read one 
from Mrs. Leah Walcot!, of 410 Campbell 
Avenue in Havertown, Pa. The telegram 
reads: 

I am again proud to be an American. I am 

proud you are our President. Your courage 
compares you to Harry Truman, the highest 
compliment I ca.n give. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent to have these telegrams and letters 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tele­
grams and letters were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., 
May 8,1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I want to tell you that 
I'm behind you 150 percent. I'm 20 years old, 
a college student, a former Marine discharged 
honorably on the basis of conscientious ob­
jection and a former potential Democra.t. If 
I'm needed to help your campaign of '72 
please do not hesitate to have your party 
leaders contact me, I pray for you and our 
country. A copy of this telegram will be sent 
to the North Vietnam delegation and to the 
USSR Embassy in Washington. Pray for 
peace, kindest regards. 

RICHARD C. BLANCHARD, 

OVERLAND, KANS. 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

May 8,1972. 

As an 18 year old voter, I fully support 
your decision to blockade North Vietnam to 
gain negotiating leverage to free our POWs 
and safely return our U.S. GI's. 

BLANCHE BERRY. 

LYNCHBURG, VA., 
May 9,1972. 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I support you as an American mother of 
soldier who gave his life in Vietnam. 

~ NELLIE SHANNO. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

May 9, 1972. 

Support your latest move against North 
Vietnam, have hope for first time in five 
years. · 

FAMILY OF POW KENNETH FISHER. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May 11, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
Washi ngton, D.C.: 

~ am a student at DePaul University and 
am in complete support of your Vietnam 
policy. -

GARY MARACH. 

EPIPHANY APOSTOLIC COLLEGE, 
Newburgh, N.Y., May 8, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I voted for you in the 
last two national elections and I will vote for 
you again if you continue to give the nation 
the kind of courageous lea.dership you ma.ni­
fested in your speech tonight. As an Ameri­
can, I was never prouder. 

As a Catholic priest, (and I Inight add ... 
a classmate of the Rev. Philip Berrigan, 
S.S.J .... Harrisburgh) I am anxious for 
world peace. And as a Josephite Father wl).o 
has worked 17 years in Black America, I 
would like to see the money spent in Viet­
nam spent in the inner city. Yet T refuse to 
compromise with Communism. You never 
have and I hope you never will. Peace yes ... 
and pleas~ God soon, but NOT at any price. 

The days that lie ahea.d. may be diffi­
cult. COllege campuses may explode. Your de­
cisive aotion xnay even cosrt you the election. 
But I am confident that when your life is 

writ ten years from now brave men will re­
call that this was "your finest hour." 

A very proud American, 
Rev. JOSEPH V. TYSON, S.S.J. 

President NIXoN, 
Washington, D.C.: 

TucsoN, ARiz., 
May 8,1972. 

Regards to your TV speech eve of May 8th, 
proud to be a naturalized American and 
concur wit h your philosophy. 

RoNBEAL. 

OHIO UNIVERITY, 
Athens, Ohio, May 9, 1972. 

Mr. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President, White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: Your actions of 
May 8, 1972 were those of an American ex­
hibiting the conviction necessary for the 
future survival of this nation. At this most 
important period in the history of our coun­
try, I thank you for such conviction. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE A. GRow, 

Instructor of Engineering, Representing 
Lance Cpl. G. L. Grow, U.S.M.C. killed 
Quang Tri 11-30-67. 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.C. 

TuLSA, OKLA., 
May 8, 1972. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are students at 
TU. We adinire your firmness in resisting 
Communist aggression. We pray that God 
will continue to help you to stand for the 
freedom of the world and the honor of this 
country. 

Respectfully yours, 
STEPHEN MCDONALD and DIEGO ABICH. 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.C. 

ScOTTSDALE, ARIZ., 
May 9, 1972. 

We are behind you despite news media. 
Mr. and Mrs. JACK C. WARE. 

UNIVERSIT~ OF SCRANTON, 
Scranton, Pa., May 9, 1972 . 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

DEAR MR. NIXON: May I offer my congratu­
lations on your courage in standing up for 
the people of South Vietnam rather than 
bowing to political expediency or Inilitary 
blackmail. 

I believe the people of this country in the 
main support you in this enterprise. 

If there is anything I can do to help, plea.se 
do not hesitate to ask. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. WILLIAM J. PARENTE, 

Dean of the College and Associate 
Professor of Political Science. 

The PRESIDENT, 
White House, 
Washington, D .C.: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
May 9, 1972 . 

As lawyers, we support the position you an­
nounced on May 8, 1972, and your objectives 
of prisoners of war exchange followed by im­
mediat e and total withdrawal. 

FRANK. U. FLETCHER, 
MARJORIE s. REED. 
EDWARD W. HUMMERS, Jr. 
JOHN C. HARRINGTON. 
VINCENT J . CURTIS, Jr. 

0AKLAWN, ILL., 

President RicHARD NIXON, 
Washi ngton, D.C.: • 

May 9, 1972: 

Mr. President, your action is a gallant one, 
brave, honorable, regarding your stand 
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against North Vietnam, you have our full 
support and confidence. We sympathize with 
you that some of our people and political 
leaders are trying to divide our country and 
have been giving a helping hand to our 
enemy by their statements. We are praying 
to God to give you help and wisdom to carry 
through our Nation in this critical period. 

Gus STAPHIS. 

ATLANTA, GA., May 9, 1972. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
White Hquse, Washington, D.C.: 

You have prayers and support of other 
fighter pilot son in Vietnam. Excellent 
speech. 

President, NIXON, 
Washington, D.C. 

Mrs. MYRTLE ELDER. 

LIVONIA, MICH. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Congratulations On 
your doing what must be done. I am an elec­
trical contractor 11.nd meet people often. Out 
of approximately 30 people I have talked to 
all but one felt as I do and the one was 
only mildly different in his opinion. 

p .S. The age group of these people were 
25 to 65 years old. 

PHILIP J. NICHOLAS. 

ST. LOUIS, Mo., May 11, 1972. 
President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.· 

Congratulations, better late than never, 
feel you just saved the lives of my eight 
sons. 

SAM RAYBURN. 

MT. RAINIER, MD., 
May 8, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washing~on. D.C.: 

Thank you, -Mr. President for protecting 
my son in Vietnam. 

MARY ALLEN BERTRAM. 

MARSHALLTOWN, IOWA, May 8, 1972. 
The PRESIDENT, 
White House, -
Washington, D.C:: 

As an American and wife of a missing man, 
I stand behind- your decision tonight. 

Mrs. BRADLEY CUTHBERT. 

JOHNSON CITY, TENN., 
May 8, 1972. 

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

My husband is MIA. I support your decision 
on Vietnam. 

Mrs. DOUGLAS A VERY. 

!ORT WALTON BEACH, FLA., 
May 9,1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I completely agree with you on your latest 
courageous move. 

Mrs. KEITH HALL, 
A POW Wife. 

FORT WORTH, TEX., 
May 8, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: My husband has been 
missing in action since May 1968. While some 
groups seem to feel peace at any price · may 
I take this opportunity to voice my strong 
support to -the policy you have just taken on 
Vietnam. I believe in America and support 
what my husband W&S fighting for. Am very 
proud to be an Air Force Wife and I feel he 

too would be proud of the rough but fair 
and honorable stand you have taken to pro­
tect not only the prisoners of war, b'Wt all 
our men in uniform as well as the future of 
our country. We must not back down. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. TOMMY E. GIST. 

HAVERTOWN, PA., 
May 8, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I am again proud to be an American. I am 
proud you are our President. Your courage 
compares you to HaiTy Truman, the highest 
compliment I can give. 

Mrs. LEAH WALCOFF. 

SAN LUIS OBISPO, CALIF., 
May 10, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Honor is not worth one more dead. May 
the Lord have mercy upon you. 

RAYMOND H. DEGROOTE. 

DAYTON, OHIO, 
May 9,1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We totally oppose your disasterous action 
in Vietnam. 

COBB FAMILY. 

LAFAYETTE, CALIF., 
May 10, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

. Please stop American invasion and blood 
bath in Vietnam. Stop the bombing and 
mining. 

Mrs. EDITH LYNCH. 

SOUTH LAGUNA, CALIF., 
May 9,1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

We are unalter~bly opposed t9 your deci­
sion to mine Haiphong Harbor. 

Mr. and Mrs. HAROLD 0 . ALLEN. 

The PRESIDENT, 

ARLINGTON, VA., 
May9,1972. 

The White House, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR Sm: I would like to tell you, as a typi­

cal long haired, so called "anti-establish­
ment" college student that I support your de­
cision on Vietnam. I find this unusual since I 
have been opposed to the war for the last 
four years. One of the main reasons I was 
opposed to the war is that I felt America had 
been in Southeast Asia for too long. But now 
that you are taking a firm and positive posi­
tion I feel that there is hope, and that you 
will get us out of there maybe even with vic­
tory and honor. 

I ask you sir, please get us out of there but 
not on the same terms as Korea. Thank you 
for taking time to read my letter. 

Sincerely, 
CULLEN R. HUTCHINSON. 

BERKELEY, CALIF., 
May 11, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I vigorously condemn your stupid useless 
and asinine escalation of a sickening and 
murderous conftlct. 

HUDSON SHORTWBLL. 

RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIF., 
May 11, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Admitting defeat is not dishonorable--con­
tinuing the bombing is. Stop the war now. 

VmGINIA and ELI KASSER. 

WOODBURN, OREG., 
May 12, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

MR. PREsiDENT: How can you ask anyone 
to support continued killing? It is absolutely 
stupid to threaten Russia. Our honor is gone. 

WALTER W. DREHER, 
VmGINIA DREHER. 
GERALD DREHER. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 9, 1972 . 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Beg you not escalate war further. It would 
only divide us further. 

President NIXoN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .C.: 

Dr. BENJAMIN SPocK. 

ST. Louis, Mo., 
May 9,1972 . 

Your decision to take xnilitary action 
against North Vietnam is not worth the risk 
involved. My falnily has always voted repub­
lican but we can no longer support your 
administration. 

President NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

c. J . SULLINS. 

EWTON, MASS., 
May 11, 1972. 

Honor is not found in escalation, your 
sense of morality and ethical behavior is 
intolerable. 

President NIXON, 
Tfie White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

EMILY McCLUNG. 

SacRAMENTo, CALIF., 
May 11,1972. 

Get out, get out, get out, get out, get out, 
get out. 

JAMES HOLDEN. 

ARDMORE, PA., 
May 11, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Blockade endangers peace with no pos­
sible positive results. Will support your im­
peachment defeat. 

President NIXoN, 

FRED BENCH. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May9, 1972. 

The White House, Washington, D.C.: 
I am normally a dove but I applaud your 

speech tonight. Thanks for the courage. 
Miss JEAN APPLEMAN. 

SEBRING, FLA., 
May 10, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, Washington, D.C.: 

Support your latest move against North 
Vdetnam. Have hope for fLrst time in five 
years. 

Family of POW KENNETH FisHER. 
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MARSHALLTOWN, IOWA, 

Mal/9, 1972. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, D.C.: 

As an American and wife of a missing man 
I stand behind your decision tonight. 

Mrs. BRADLEY CUTHBERT. 

HAGERSTOWN, MD ., 
May 12, 1972. 

Presiden t RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The Whi te Hou se, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: As an ex-marine 
who fought in Vietnam for seventeen months 
and who vacated the jungle only upon leav­
ing a leg on deposit there in April 1967, I 
thank you from the bottom of my heart for 
last night's courageous decision concerning 
Vietnam. In a nutshell, it means you are 
something more than a politician bent only 
on the next election; it means you are a 
statesman concerned with the freedom and 
honor of the next generation. 

Politically of course, you may be in a little 
trouble--at least from the more vocal of my 
generation. But then you probably never had 
their vote anyway. Having actively cam­
paigned for you as a freshman in a college 
wide debate, I want you to know that due to 
your decision tonight I will continue to sup­
port you whenever and wherever the oppor­
tunity presents itself. 

Again, in behalf of myself and my fellow 
marines, some of whom lost much more than 
a leg, thanks. Your courage means that our 
sacrifices were not in vain. 

Respectfully yours, 
REUBEN DARBY. 

FAYETTEVILLE, N.Y., 
May 8,1972. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have just listened 
to your speech on TV concerning the situa­
tion in Vietnam. I am behind you 100 % . I am 
proud to be an American. In spite of what 
the newspapers and TV newscast try to tell 
me I understand what you are saying. I also 
think I speak for the average little guy who 
knows how great this country is and can be. 

Yours truly, 
ROBERT J. MEISENHELDER. 

LYNCHBURG, VA., 
May 9,1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D .C .: 

The affirmative stand you expressed last 
night is long overdue. Our previous no-win 
policy has been disgraceful. 

RUTH PEEPLES. 

BATON ROUGE, LA., 
May 9, 1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

Sir: We of the Baton Rouge Overseas Wait­
ing Wives Club support you in your latest 
stand on the Vietnam war. 

WYOMING, PA., 
May 9, 1972. 

President NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

One who lost his brother on April 7, 1971 
in Vietnam, your actions this evening 
is a blessing courage and totally without 
malice. I know my brother wherever he may 
be from this evening on will rest a lot easter. 
From myself as Korean war veteran and 18 
monthS in a .POW cam.p I send my l-ove and I 
can sympathize with the tormented feelings 
that you are going through this evening. 

Sin'Ce you beca.me President I followed you 
and at not one time have I ever lost faith 
in you. 

Truly yours, 

President NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .C.: 

Mr. LEWIS MOlER. 

TuCSON, ARIZ., 
May 9, 1972. 

Mr. President, after many mont hs of un­
happiness with your Vietnam policy I am 
encouraged by latest move and support you 
100 percent. 

POW wife VERNA VAN LoAN. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .C.: 

WACO, TEx., 
May 12, 1972. 

We Democrats not Hawks, but backing you 
all the way. 

Mr. and Mrs. JUDSON D. WILLIAMS. 

MORGANFIELD, KY. 
Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President of the United States, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As a twenty-seven­
year-old Vietnam veteran and a western 
Kentucky weekly newspaper publisher, I 
wholeheartedly support your decision to mine 
the Haiphong area and take other courageous 
military steps to bring Hanoi to its knees, 
while you Mr. President did not involve our 
country in the Southeast Asia. I admire 
your devotion to duty and respect your de­
votion to bring about an honorable end to 
the war. 

JOHN MUNFORD. 
Publisher Union County Advocate. 

AVON, CONN., 
May 9, 1972. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have been chain 
dialing for over three hours to reach Western 
Union, but the circuits are all tied up. 

I'll try later, but just to be sure I get 
through I'm writing this letter. 

We support you fully. 
WILLIAM V. McGuiNESS, Jr., 

Family of ten. 

ST. Lours, Mo., 
May 9, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

100 percent in agreement with your policy. 
Taxpaying Missouri Democrat. 

The PRESIDENT, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

CHARLES DENT. 

CHICAGO, !LL., 
May 9, 1972. 

The Polish American Congress wholeheart­
edly supports y'ou and your plans for ending 
the Vietnam war. we concur and support. 

ALOYSIUS A. MAzEwSKI, 
President, Pol~h American Congress. 

President NXXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

ORLAND PARK, ILL., 
May 9,1972. 

We wholeheartedly support your Vietna.m 
decision. McGoVERN and ELLSBERG are wrorig. 

Faithfully yours, 
ROGER and ROXANN PLICHTE. 

GLENDALE, Aluz., 
May 9,1972. 

The PRESIDENT of the United Staltes, 
Washington, D .C.: 

We a.re behind you 100 percent on decision 
you made in Southeast Asia. We are sure our 
KIA son feels the same. 

RALPH and EDITH ECKLUD. 

P r esiden t NIXoN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

AKRON, OHIO, 
May 9, 1972. 

Communists must be stopped. Our son 1s 
in Gulf of Tonkin. 

Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT INGERSOLL. 

OMAHA, NEBR., 
May 9, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

The men in Geputh and my husband at 
Utapio, Thailand are well behind your ac­
tion. 

T. Sgt. and Mrs. LARRY 0. HANSON. 

President NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May 9, 1972. 

In this moment of great strife we the 
members of the Spanish American business­
mens Association wish you to know that we 
agree with your position and that we whore­
h eartedly back you. 

F. MITCHELL, Jr. 
President. 

HOLYOKE, MAss, 
May 8, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: We applaud your 
stand tonight on TV. We are behind you 
100 % . This includes my family of 11 adults 
and 16 grandchildren. 

We cannot let those poor people in S. Viet­
nam down. Today the communists are in­
vading South Vietnam. TomoiTow they will 
be invading San Francisco. If we don't stop 
them. Now. 

Pray the rosary 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. HARTIN FINN. 

LEXINGTON, KY., 
May 9, 1972. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Upon hearing your 
speech last evening, I wanted to stand up an~ 
cheer. I only wish that a man of your cour­
age and conviction had been in the White 
House six years ago. 

I support your actions without reserva­
tion. May God continue to watch and safe­
guard you and our country. 

Sincerely, 
TIMOTHY P. LENDMAN. 

DALLAS, TEx., 
May 9, 1972. 

The PRESIDENT of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .C. 

Sm: Congratulations for having the guts 
to do what should have been done years ago. 

You have our support. Keep up the good 
work. 

Very truly yours, 
LEWIS H. BADER. 
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President NIXoN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

PEORIA, ILL., 
May 9,1972. 

From a voter that voted against you twice, 
but will surely vote for you now. I back you 
all the way in your act of courage in these 
most trying times. 

BILL LIVINGSTON. 

RUSSELL, KANS., 
May 10,1972. 

President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

As parents of three servicemen, one of 
whom served in Korea and two in Vietnam, 
we wish to congratulate you on your brave ef­
forts to end the conflict. 

. Dr. and Mrs. F. N. WHITE. 

PENSACOLA, FLA. 
President RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As the mother of two 
boys, and the wife of a serviceman who has 
spent 12 years in the service of his country, 
with a tour of duty in Vietnam and there­
cipient of two purple hearts, and even though 
I know that my husband may have to return 
to Vietnam, I want you to know that you 
have my wholehearted support. 

I feel your decision is the right decision. 
We can't abandon the people of South Viet­
nam to the fate that would be in store for 
them if the communists were allowed to take 
over their country. 

I know it is hard for you to make this 
decision because it involves so many people 
in the United States and other countries. 

We have to do what's right and more than 
anything else we have to fight for what we 
believe in, and we believe in "freedom." 

My prayers will be with you and with all 
our boys. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARIA L. RECAEDE. 

HoBBS, N. MEx., 
May 9, 1972. 

MR. PRESIDENT: I heard your address on the 
radio last night and I am taking the liberty 
of writing this letter to let you know that 
millions of people have been waiting for you 
to take this type of action for a long time. 
I am certain that these millions are behind 
you 100 percent. It makes me proud again 
to be an American and a veteran. 

I am a veteran of WW2 and Korea, my 
oldest son is a veteran of Vietnam and my 
youngest son is enlisting in the Navy as soon 
as he finishes school. Thank you, and God 
bless you and keep you. 

Sincerely, yours, 
J. C. BROTHERTON. 

DELTA, PA., 
May 8, 1972. 

The PRESIDENT of the United States, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

DEAR MR. NIXON: My family and I abhor 
war, but we commend you for the courageous 
decision you have made in dealing with the 
murderous government of North Vietnam. 

We feel that most Americans, are of the 
same opinion and that this is one of the 
most positive steps our government has ever 
taken in trying to bring an end to this hor­
rible war. 

Our prayers are with you. 
Sincerely, 

ROBERT W. BALDWIN. 

MAPLE GLEN, PA., 
May 9, 1972. 

PRESIDENT RICHARD M. NIXON, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: We listened to your 
excellent speech on television last night. 
You asked for support on your new policy 
for Vietnam. You have ours ... 100 percent. 

Nine members of my family have served in 
Vietnam ... one for two tours of duty. Two 
of the nine are there now. They are brothers. 
One is a chopper pilot; the other, infantry. 
I want them back alive. If this is the best 
way and I pray to God it is, then you have 
our support. 

You're going to need the Lord's help on 
this one. We'll remember you in our prayers. 

Sincerely, ' 
CoNSTANCE E. BECK, 
HAROLD R. BECK. 

LIILLINGTON, N.C., 
May 9, 1972. 

DEAR PRESIDENT NIXON: I am a COllege stu­
dent, and I think you are very brave and in­
telligent man. I heard your speech last night 
and I want to tell you that my family and I 
are proud to be Americans. We shall stand 
by you and pray for you. May God bless you 
and your family. 

An adinirer, 
HELEN M. ROGERS. 

REDONDO BEACH, CALIF., 
May 8, 1972. 

President NIXoN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sm: As a POW family, we are behind 
you 100% for the decision you have made and 
announced this day to blockade North Viet­
nam. 

God bless you and we pray every day that 
you may be guided according to God's will. 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. J. M. MOBLEY. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
May 12, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

You seem to this Columbia University pro­
fessor right on Vietnam. 

President NIXoN, 
The White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

C. LOWELL HARRISS. 

RICHMOND, CALIF., 
May 12, 1972. 

As a responsible college student I am 
proud of my country and President. I com­
mend you and stand behind you 100 percent. 
Your finest moment is at hand. God bless. 

S. BROWN. 

NEW ORLEANS, LA., 
May 9,1972. 

PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C. 

MisTER PRESIDENT: For years I haven't felt 
this type of pride even with a son in the in­
fantry. I feel better than before. You de­
serve a medal. God bless us all. 

WILLIAMS. CALLAHAN, Jr. 

President NIXoN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

PORTLAND, OREG., 
May 9, 1972. 

Canvas of this area find 80 percent of peo­
ple behind your move. Our family are all 
democrats, and we are all behind you 100 
percent. 

JOSEPH C. MILLER. 

CLEVELAND, OHIO, 
May 10, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
Washington, D.C.: 

In the name of our fallen son we support 
you, Mr. President, and pray that God will 
bless and guide you. 

Mr. and Mrs. HOWARD WEBER. 

CHICAGO, ILL., 
May 12, 1972. 

President RICHARD NIXON, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

I am a student at DePaul University and 
am in complete support of your Vietnam 
policy. 

President NIXoN, 
White House, 
Washington, D.C.: 

GAARY MARACH. 

HIGHLAND, CALIF., 
May 11, 1972. 

I am a Democrat and a disabled veteran 
but I support you as a loyal American and 
believe in you sincerely. My prayers are 
with you. 

LOWELL SHEPARD. 

IN SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT NIXON'S 
ACTIONS IN VIETNAM 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, Repre­
sentative William G. Robinson, Republi­
can of Melrose, Mass., was the sponsor 
of a resolution in the Massachusetts 
House of Representatives in support of 
President Nixon's actions in Vietnam. 

The resolution was introduced Thurs­
day, May 11 and passed the House of 
Representatives 149 to 9. 

Representative Robinson will be in 
Washington today to present copies of 
the resolution to Senator BROOKE and 
Senator KENNEDY at 11: 30 and 11 :50 _ 
respectively, and to the White House at 
1 o'clock today, May 15. 

The public opinion polls over the coun­
try, since the decision of the President, 
all show strong support of the President, 
most of them at the rate of about 75 per­
cent in support, to about 20 percent 
against. 

The Harris poll, usually the most con­
servative where any popularity of the 
President is concerned, comes in with a 

_ 59 percent approval. 
In the newspapers, these polls usually 

get about three or four columns over a 
weekend. 

Mr. President, in order better to in­
form the American people, I ask unani­
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD the material which I have dis­
cussed, and other material, with refer­
ence to some of these polls. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PUBLIC OPINION STRONGLY BEHIND PRESIDENT 

NIXON ON VIETNAM 
The American people strongly support the 

President's bold actions to bring an early end 
to the War in Vietnam. Here's a sample of 
the evidence. 

Polls 
Opinion Research-"Three out o! !our 

Aw.ericans (74%) support President Nixon's 
decision ... " 

Harris Survey-"68% of those with opin­
ion's support his dramatic decision." (Based 
on 1400 personal interviews) 
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Sindlinger-"Three quarters of the Amer­

ican people (76.4%) support the President's 
initiative in Vietnam." 

California Field Poll-"Approval for Mr. 
Nixon's handling of the war went from 41% 
before to 53% after, his dramatic decision of 
May 8, 1972." 

ABC Poll-"60% of the American people 
agree with the President's decision to mine 
North Vietnam's ports." 71% of those sup­
porting the President's decision would sup­
port further military action. 

WHITE HOUSE TELEGRAMS AND MAIL 
Over 50,000 telegrams have been received 

thus far at the White House. It is running 
4-1 in favor of the President's Vietnam ac­
tions. The same strong support (4-1 in favor) 
is found in the 40,000 letters that have been 
received by the President. Both telegrams and 
mail are still pouring into the Whi:te House. 

OTHER INDICATIONS OF SUPPORT 
Massachusetts House of Representatives­

By a vote of 149-9, the Massachusetts House 
urged North Vietnam to withdraw its troops 
immediately from the South, and to accept 
President Nixon's peace terms immediately. 
The House earlier rejected anti-war resolu­
tions on the same subject. 

Petitions of support have begun to arrive 
in the White House. Organized groups, from 
professional associations to labor unions 
have sent messages of endorsement for the 
President's actions. 

THREE QUARTERS OF THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
SUPPORT THE PRESIDENT'S INITIATIVES IN VI­
ETNAM AND THE MINING OF HAIPHONG HAR­
BOR 
Sindlinger asked the following question: 
"In his address to the Nation Monday eve­

ning, the President called for the support of 
the American people for his efforts to end the 
war in Vietnam. Would you say you support 
the President in his effort to end the war or 
would you say you do not support him?" 

The replies were as follows: 

Total Percentage 

Sample __ · _______ ---_---------
Support_ _____ ------------ __ _ 
Do not support ______________ _ 
No opinion/Won't say ________ _ 

556 --------------
424 76.2 
128 23.0 

4 .8 

SEVENTY-FOUR PERCENT BACK MINING OF 
HAIPHONG HARBOR; U.S. BACKS PRESIDENT'S 
STRONG STAND 
PRINCETON, N.J.-Three out of every four 

Americans (74%) support President Nixon's 
decision to mine the harbor at Haiphong and 
every other port along the coast of North 
Vietnam. Only 21% are opposed to the Presi­
dent's dramatic decision Monday night. 

Almost an identical number-75% of the 
American people-support the President's 
proposal to withdraw all American forces 
from South Vietnam, within four months 
after the return of our POWs and an inter­
nationally supervised cease-fire. 

These are the results of a national opinion 
survey taken on Tuesday, May 9 after the 
President's announcement of Monday night. 
The survey was taken by the Opinion Re­
search Corporation of Princeton, New Jersey. 

The results of this survey are based on 702 
telephone interviews conducted among a na­
tionwide representative sample of persons 18 
years of age and over. 

Below are the questions as asked and the 
results: 

"To make sure that the supplies do not 
reach the North Vietnamese the President 
has taken the following actions: 

(A) Mined all North Vietnam harbors; 
(B) Having U.S. forces prevent any sup­

plies from reaching North Vietnam by sea; 
(c) Cut off all rail and other communica­

tions in North Vietnam to the extent pos­
sible; 

(D) Continued air strikes against military 
targets in North Vietnam. 

Do you support the President's actions or 
don't you?" 

Yes, support the President-74%. 
No, don't support the President-21 %. 
No opinion-5%. 
"President Nixon. in his speech Monday 

evening, agreed to stop all military action in 
Vietnam and to withdraw all U.S. troops 
within four months as soon as all our Pl:is­
oners of war are released and an interna­
tional cease-fire has been established in In­
dochina. Do you agree or disagree with the 
President's position?" 

Agree with the President's position-75%. 
Disagree with the President's position-

17%. 
No opinion-8%. : 

ABC NEWS POLL 
In a survey covering twelve major cities 

across the United States, ABC News reports 
the following results: 

Do you agree with the President's deci-
sion to mine North Vietnam's ports? 

Yes 59%. 
No 28%. 
Don't Know 13%. 
A total of 71 % of those favoring the Presi­

dent would support further military action. 
Of the 1,000 sample, this would mean that 
42% of all the people would support addi­
tional military action. 

Of those opposing the President's action, 
71% want total withdraw-al, regardless of 
consequences, 14% do not and 14% don't 
know. 

THE HARRIS SURVEY-59 PERCENT OF PUBLIC 
BACKS NIXON VIET MOVES 

(By Louis Harris) 
In a special survey completed on May 9 

and 10 the American people give decisive 59 
per cent to 24 per cent approval of President 
Nixon's move in mining the harbors of North 
Vietnam. These results can be taken as a 
rallying of public opinion behind the Presi­
dent in a time of national crisis, with 68 
per cent of those with opinions supporting 
his dramatic decision. 

At the same time, a national cross-section 
of 1,385 persons interviewed indicated that 
it would be willing to go a substantial dis­
tance toward compromise at the negotiat­
ing table to achieve an end to the Vietnam 
war: 

By 51 per cent to 31 per cent, the public 
favors a "standstill cease-fire," under which 
"both sides would keep their troops where 
they are now." 

By a narrow 44 per cent to 36 per cent, 
it would back "an agreement to end the 
war, but to let North Vietnam keep the 
territory in South Vietnam it now occupies." 

By a substantial 60 per cent to 14 per cent, 
it would favor having "president of South 
Vietnam resign from office, if that were the 
only way to get peace." 

Previous surveys have indicated that up­
wards of 80 per cent of the public also wants 
a return of American prisoners of war as a 
key term in the settlement of the Vietnam 
conflict. 

The cross-section of 1,385 was asked: 
Do you approve or disapprove of President 

Nixon's order to mine all the harbors of 
North Vietnam? 

Percent 
Approve------------------------------ 59 
Disapprove --------------------------- 24 
Not sure_____________________________ 17 

Heaviest support for Mr. Nixon's step to 
mine North Vietnam harbors could be found 
among men, residents of the South and 
West, in smaller towns and rural areas, 
among those 50 years old and over, those 
with a high school education and persons 
with incomes of $10,000 to $13,000. 

Opposition was strongest in the East, 
among those under 30, among Democrats 
and those with a college education. 

The cross-section also was asked: 
Considering the fact that the North Viet­

namese now occupy much of the northern 
part of South Vietnam, would you favor or 
oppose: 

A cease-fire in the fighting in which both 
sides lcept their troops where they are now? 

Percent 
Favor -------------------------------~ 51 
Oppose ----------------~------------- 31 Not sure______________________________ 18 

An agreement to end the war but to let 
North Vietnam keep the territory it now oc­
cupies? 

Percent 
Favor -------------------------------- 44 
Oppose ------------------------------ 33 
Not sure______________________________ 18 

Finally, people were asked: 
Suppose the only way we could get peace 

in Vietnam were to have President Thieu oj 
South Vietnam resign from office. Would you 
favor or oppose such a move?" 

Percent 
Favor -------------------------------- 60 
Oppose ------------------------------ 14 Not sure______________________________ 26 

Those who most favor allowing the North 
Vietnamese to keep the territories they now 
occupy are women, easterners, those under 
30, the college educated and those with in­
comes of $15,000 and over. 

[From the Dallas News, May 10, 1972] 
TExANS IN CONGRESS BACK NIXON'S VIETNAM 

ACTIONS 
(By Saralee Tiede) 

WASHINGTON.-Texans in Congress Tues­
day generally rallied behind President Nix­
on's decision to mine Haiphong Harbor. 
Some of their colleagues in the House and 
Senate were more critical. · 

Republican Sen. John Tower took the 
more dovish senators to task during lengthy 
debate on the President's action. 

"It seems to me that the suggestion of 
much of what has been said here is that we 
should surrender South Vietnam to North 
Vietnam," he said. 

"I can think of nothing more calculated 
to encourage military aggression." 

Tower, who has long favored mining 
North Vietnamese harbors, said he consid­
ers the President's action "the most merci­
ful and humane" means to end the war. 

Sen. Lloyd Bentsen, a Democrat, gave a 
luke-warm endorsement to Nixon's decision 
when he said, "The President coupled the 
military action with the most generous peace 
offer yet advanced. I pray that it will work." 

Bentsen said he doubted that the naval 
interdiction itself would end the war. 

Republican Rep. Jim Collins of Dallas ex-
pressed similar doubts. · 

''I've got some apprehension about taking 
an action like this when we're down to 69,-
000 troops over there," he said, noting that 
he had supported Goldwater's sixnilar pro­
posals in 1964 and seen it roundly defeated 
at the polls. 

Collins said he preferred to emphasize the 
President's peace offer-a definite withdrawal 
date--over the mining. 

Meanwhile House doves and hawks debated 
the President's announcement in heated 
language and at one point, ordered anti-war 
demonstrators cleared from the galleries. 

Reps. Bella Abzug and William Ryan, 
both New York Democrats, called for the 
impeachment of Nixon and majority whip, 
Rep. Thomas O'Neill, D-Mass., said that the 
White House "better show tremendous dip­
lom-atic skills in the next three days or we'll 
be in World War lli." 
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Dallas Rep. Earle Cabell said he consid­

ered the harbor plan the proper step--the 
only positive, honorable thing that can be 
done. 

"It's a calculated risk," he said. "But he's 
acting with the best judgment and the best 
advice." 

Rep. Olin Teague of College Station, also 
a Democrat, said "If Kennedy and Johnson 
had had the guts to do this, the war would 
be over now." 

There is more risk now than there would 
have been several years ago, he said. 

"The greatest sin against the military is 
to commit them to combat and make them 
fight with their hands tied behind them," 
Teague said. 

Rep. Clark Fisher, a San Angelo Democrat, 
said the President's action was justified by 
the need to protect American soldiers. 

"In war everything involves some risk. The 
enemy takes a risk in making a massive, il­
legal action," he added. 

Fisher, a high-ranking member of the 
House Armed Services Committee, said that 
the blockade will have no immediate effect 
militarily since supply lines are already in 
being. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, May 12, 1972] 
MAJORITY BAcKs NixoN, SoUTHLAND SURVEY 

REPORTS 
President Nixon's dramatic announcement 

Monday night that this country has taken 
new military steps to stop the flow of war ma­
teriel to North Vietnam has struck a respon­
sive chord with Southern Californians. 

A special telephone interview poll taken for 
Los Angeles television station KNXT by Field 
Research Corp. on Tuesday among a cross 
section of Los Angeles and Orange county res­
idents found that 73% had seen or heard 
something about Mr. Nixon's speech Monday 
night. 

A summary of results demonstrate public 
belief that the actions taken by Mr. Nixon will 
increase our military involvement in the Viet­
nam war, and that there is now greater dan­
ger of war with Russia or China as a result. 

Notwithstanding, most of the public in the 
survey area supports Mr. Nixon's latest moves 
to blockade North Vietnam and interdict sup­
plies coining in to that country overland. 

Ten days ago, 50% of the public in the sur­
vey area disapproved of Mr. Nixon's handling 
of the Vietnam war while 41% approved. In 
this survey, approval of Mr. Nixon's manage­
ment has gone from 41% to 53%. Disapproval 
had declined from 50% to 32%. 

Further indications of the change in atti­
tude about the Vietnam war is demonstrated 
by a comparison of findings to this question 
asked in both surveys: "We should pull out of 
Vietnam as soon as possible even if this step 
is seen by the rest of the world as a political 
and Inilitary defeat for the United States." 

Ten days ago, 55% of the public agreed with 
that statement and 43% disagreed. Now 
agreement has dropped to 47% and disagree­
ment has decreased to 40%. 

FUNDING CUT 
On the matter of whether Congress should 

cut off money for the Vietnam war, there is 
less agreement for that step now than there 
was 10 days ago. In the survey before Mr. 
Nixon's announcement, 53% of the public 
was in favor of cutting off money and 39% 
was not. At this point, the public is evenly 
divided--44% favoring and 44% opposing 
that step. 

Substantial majorities of the public agree 
with Mr. Nixon's stand that his action is the 
only way to get the remaining troops out of 
Vietnam, that the United States made a com­
mitment to South Vietnam which should be 
honored, and that the move increases the 
chances of getting prisoners of war returned. 

There is little question that Mr. Nixon has 
virtually overnight rewon a large measure of 
confidence which he gradually lost in re-

cent months as it became apparent that his 
Vietnam.ization policies were not working. 

Previous surveys have shown that in na­
tional crises, there is an instinctive rallying 
around the President. For example, this oc­
curred when President Lyndon B. Johnson es­
calated the Vietnam war after the Gulf of 
Tonkin incident. 

CUBAN CRISIS 
In another instance, there was an outpour­

ing of support for President John F. Kennedy 
during the Cuban Inissile crisis. 

The question of whether Mr. Nixon has 
permanently halted the decline in public 
support for his policies will probably depend 
on how successful he is in these latest Viet­
nam moves. 

In this survey, opinion was sharply divided 
between Democrats and Republicans and be­
tween young and old. Republicans were over­
whelmingly supportive of the President and 
his actions. Democrats disapproved of Nixon's 
management, but by a smaller margin than 
previously. People in the 18- to 24-year-old 
age bracket were most disapproving and un­
supportive. 

In a special poll conducted by the Field 
organization for The Times in Los Angeles 
and Orange counties between April 15 and 17, 
a majority of persons approved of the renewed 
U.S. bombing attacks in Vietnam. 

But they also said they believed the United 
States should withdraw from Southeast Asia 
as soon as possible, even if that step is seen 
as a political and military defeat. 

[From the Clticago Tribune, May 12, 1972] 
NIXON MAKES GAIN ON VIET IN CANADA 

(By Eugene Griffin) 
OTTAWA, ONT., May H.-President Nixon's 

decision to mine the ports Of North VietNam 
has been greeted with editorial respect in 
Canadian papers which usually are critical 
of him. 

"Both Hanoi and Moscow now know that 
the President will not allow 60,000 American 
troops to be driven bloodily into the sea," 
the Toronto Star said today. "Not while 
America has the power to reduce North Viet 
Nam to a lifeless plain." 

The Toronto Globe and Mail, a critic of 
American policy in Viet Nam, said that "The 
vague shaky outlines of peace can be seen." 

"Whether they take firm shape will depend 
initially on the Russians, but finally on the 
Chinese," it said. 

The Vancouver Province said: "President 
Nixon makes it clear that his country is not 
prepared to end the war by accepting defeat 
or the consequences of such capitulation. 
Among the consequences would be the ex­
posure of 17 Inillion South Vietnamese to 
the reprisals of their Northern conquerors." 

In the House of Commons here, Mitchell 
Sharp, the secretary of state for external af­
fairs, said he did not think it would be help­
ful for the Canadian government to make a 
statement on the situation in VietNam. 

[From the Boston Globe, May 12, 1972] 
MASSACHUSETTS FOES OF WAR LOSE IN HOUSE 

(By Rachelle Patterson) 
The Ma.&sachusetts House of Representa­

tives yesterday rejected immediate US with­
drawal from Vietnam on a vote of 149 to 9, 
and instead adopted a resolution urging 
North Vietnam to withdraw its troops im­
mediately, release American prisoners of war 
and accept President Nixon's peace terms. 

Forty-four representatives, oonservatives 
and liberals alike, voted "present." 

The House action repudiates the Senate's 
36 to 1 vote Wednesday condemning the 
escalation of the Vietnam War and urging 
the immediate withdrawal of aU American 
forces and material from Southeast Asia. 

The vote by the Democratic-controlled 
House comes little more than two weeks after 
Democrats in the state voted overwhelmingly 

for US Sen. George McGovern, a presidential 
candidate, who wants an immediate US with­
drawal from Vietnam. 

The House resolution calling on Congress 
to en act an antiwar amendment to end the 
conflict was briefly resurrected later on in 
the session by one of its sponsors, Rep. John 
Businger (D-Brookline), but to no avail. It 
was again defeated, 105 to 60, with 41 mem­
bers voting present. 

Although the Republican senators ap­
peared sympathetic towards President Nixon 
during Wednesday's Senate debate, they 
finally voted for the resolution condemning 
his action after a specific reference to the 
President was deleted from the statement. 
Most Republicans voted against the resolu-
tion in the House. -

During yesterday's House debate, Rep. 
Gerald P. Lombard (D-Fitchburg) said the 
Senate put on a "bizarre" performance. Not­
ing that the Senate resolution was sponsored 
by Democrats, he said, "There are Democrats 
and there are Democrats-I'm one of the 
others. President Nixon has been patient be• 
yond belief." 

Rep. William G. Robinson (R-Melrose). 
who successfully substituted the resolution 
urging North Vietnam to withdraw for the 
immediate withdrawal resolution, said he 
supports the President's move "and it ap­
pears to be working." 

Rep. Vincent J. Piro (D-Somerville), who 
wound up voting for the Robinson substitute 
resolution, opposed the measure in debate, 
noting "it seeins ridiculous to waste our time 
talking about international politics." 

Favoring the antiwar resolution, Rep. Alan 
D. Sisitsky (D-Springfield). said "some of the 
President's key advisers disassociated them­
selves from his policy of escalating the war 
without consultation." 

Businger, one of the sponsors, said 
Robinson "is trying to cloud the issue," by 
his substitute resolution, noting that the 
"House is already on record for North Viet­
namese withdrawal." 

[From the Wichita Eagle, May 10, 1972] 
KANSAS DELEGATION-NIXON'S VIET MOVES 

DRAW PRAISE, FROWNS 
(By Jerry Fetterolf) 

James Pearson, Kansas' senior senator and 
candidate for re-election, said Tuesday after­
noon he had "no comment at this time" 
about President Nixon's plan for the United 
States to mine North Vietnam ports. 

The other six members of the Kansas con­
gressional delegation, contacted by telephone 
in Washington, gave reactions varying from 
strongly favoring to mildly disapproving the 
latest action in the conflict. 

In Topeka, Alf Landon, former Kansas gov­
ernor and 1936 GOP candidate for president, 
wrote President Nixon the administration's 
Vietnam policies have received stronger back­
ing than that given President Truman when 
he sent troops into Korea in 1950. 

"Your comprehensive policies and their 
bold execution to meet the Indo-China prob­
leins are receiving the most gratifying popu­
lar suppol't here in Topeka," Landon wrote 
Nixon. 

"The only historical comparison is Presi­
dent Truman's decision between night and 
morning to enter Korea. The support you 
have today-here in Topeka, at least-is 
much stronger without reservation." 

Sen. Bob Dole, R-Kan., national GOP chair­
man, termed Nixon's action "a bold move and 
a necessary move." 

In comment about possible Russian re­
action and a possible halt to Nixon's planned 
visit to Moscow this month and the Viet­
namese consequences of the mining, Dole 
said "the option is theirs. We are in the same 
position with Russia that we are in the 
Middle East. 

"The President took a grave political risk. 
But, in his mind, re-election was secondary 
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to maintaining the credibility of the United 
States." 

Rep. Keith Sebelius, R-lst District, said : 
"I don't think we have any choice in the 
matter. We are still taking men out of Viet­
nam on schedule, and the package proposal 
the President made for the North Vietnamese 
is as it should be." 

Rep. William Roy, D-2nd District, said: "I 
hope that what he is doing wm work. But 
from what I know and from our experience, I 
have no great expectations that it will work. 
If this is an error, it will show up later, and 
all we can do is wait." 

Rep. Larry Winn, R-3rd District, said: "It 
was a grim statement--but I don't know 
what could have been done differently. It 
(the statement) was what most of us knew 
had to be done. We've been sitting around 
hoping for years the thing would bounce 
our way-but it didn't. So, now we had to 
act." 

Rep. Gardner Shriver, R-4th District, said: 
"I had a feeling Congress should be involved 
in such a grave step as that which was 
taken." 

But he added. "I am pleased with the 
President's willingness to do everything pos­
sible to end the war." 

Rep. Joe Skubitz, R-5th District, said the 
decision was "most courageous." 

"Of course, it involves hazards," Skubitz 
added. "Whether it will prove right or wrong 
ultimately, only history will decide. In any 
event, this is a time when all Americans­
doves and hawks alike--must show a united 
front to the world. In division lies danger, 
perhaps even disaster. 

"The world must understand that we 
Americans can disagree but when our coun­
try's welfare is at stake we set aside policy 
differences and we become as one. There is 
no alternative." 

[From the Detroit News, May 10, 1972] 
DOVISH SENATORS PLAY POLITICS 

To the Editor: The Democratic Party and 
some of its senators in particular have shown 
themselves to be true politicians by their 
anti-Vietnam war statements. 

Senator Fulbright called the bombings of 
Hanoi and Haiphong "barbaric, inhumane 
and obscene." But does he classify Hanoi's 
invasion of South Vietnam as an act of 
mercy? It is an effort to force Communist 
doctrine upon an independent people. 

The reasoning of some of the anti-war do­
gooders is incomprehensible. It is obvious 
Mr. Nixon's only course was to resume our air 
war and naval bombardment to try to stop 
the enemy. 

Granted, we never should have become in­
volved in the :first place in this horrible war. 
But now we must do all we can to withdraw 
gracefully and with honor. 

I'm not a Republican but I support Mr. 
Nixon's courageous choice of action and ex­
pect leaders of both political parties to do the 
same. 

DAVID D. JONES. 
I was shocked by Senator McGovern's 

vicious attack on Mr. Nixon over Vietnam. 
McGovern said Mr. Nixon's talk to the nation 
was political trickery and calculated decep­
tion. That sounded like propaganda from 
Hanoi. 

It is frightening to think McGovern could 
be elected president. 

C. THOMAS. 
Senator McGovern is an ultra-liberal who 

appeals to peaceniks and radical youth. How 
can he look the other way when North Viet­
namese troops with Russian tanks slaughter 
everyone in their path in South Vietnam? 

Probably he is too busy condemning the 
bombing of enemy Inlitary tarkets to notice! 

C. VoGEL. 

The Vietnam war will never end if any of 
our dovish Democrats is elected president. 
Mr. Nixon is our oruy hope for ending the 
war-and he is bringing it to a close. 

JIMMY DREYFUS. 

[From the Indianapolis Star, May 10, 1972] 
HOOSIERS CHEER, Boo NIXON ACTION IN 

VIET 
Hoosier reaction to the Nixon decision to 

mine North Vietnamese harbors was varied 
yesterday. 

State Senator Phillip E. Gutman (R-Fort 
Wayne), Senate president pro tempore, said 
yesterday he believes Presiderut Nixon "has 
silenced his critics by establishing his dead­
line for complete withdrawal of American 
troops from Vietnam within four months, 
contingent upon the release of American 
prisoners." 

Gutman, a candidate for the Republican 
gubernatorial nolllination, said Mr. Nixon's 
proposal "leaves the decision to prolong the 
war squarely up to the North Vietnamese." 

"The blockade (announced by Mr. Nixon) 
is needed to discourage and prevent the 
needless, senseless slaughter of South Viet­
namese and Americans," Gutman said. 

Gutman said, "As a gubernatorial candi­
date, I feel it is imperative that all Hoosiers 
know that this is my position." 

Indiana Attorney General Theodore L. 
Sendak telegraphed his support to the White 
House. Sendak's message said, "Every knowl­
edgeable American who puts American se­
curity ahead of Communist aggression will 
support your continuing effective action in 
Southeast Asia." · 

American Legion National Commander 
John H. Geiger indorsed the President's ac­
tion. 

He said, "The security of our Asian allies, 
our POWs and our troops demand the action 
you have initiated." 

Ten executives of the Christian Church 
(Disciples of Christ) sent a telegram to Pres­
ident Nixon urging withdrawal of American 
troops and a cease-fire so the people of Viet­
nam can begin rebuilding their country. 

Indianapolis City-County Councilman 
Kenneth N. Giffin, a Republican and the 
youngest member of the Council, said that 
he would introduce a resolution at the May 
22 meeting backing the President's deci­
sion and praising Mr. Nixon for his "strong 
defense of American lives and his desire to 
end the war." 

Beurt R. SerVaas, Republican president of 
the City-County Council, said that it is in 
the "national interest to withdraw from 
Vietnam but with honor ... Surrender is not 
acceptable to the majority of Americans." 

Abbie Hoffman, antiwar activist and "Chi­
cago Seven" conspiracy trial defendant, said 
yesterday at DePauw University, Greencastle, 
where he was scheduled for a speech, that 
"the idea of going to Russia to talk peace 
in 10 days after attempting to blow up Rus­
sian ships in North Vietnam harbors clearly 
has to be a sign of intense schizophrenia." 

About 1,000 persons, mostly Purdue Uni­
versity students, gathered on the campus in 
West Lafayette last night to protest the Nix­
on move. They marched to the Tippecanoe 
County Courthouse in Lafayette. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the people 
are behind the President. I hope that 
Congress will get to work. 

I yield back the remainder of my time. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, the dis­
tinguished Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
PEARSON) is now recognized for not to ex­
ceed 15 minutes. 

<The remarks Mr. PEARSON made on the 
submission of Senate Concurrent Resolu­
tion 80 are printed in the RECORD under 
Submission of a Concurrent Resolution.) 

(The remarks of Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD 
when he submitted a resolution on be­
half of Senators THuRMOND and HoL­
LINGS are printed in the RECORD under 
Submission of a Resolution.) In Richmond, about 50 students peacefully 

protested in front of the city's Municipal 
Building while other students passed out 
flyers which accused Mr. Nixon of creating TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORN-
an international crisis. ING BUSINESS 

The Hoosiers for Peace called the action of 
the President "manipulative, and simplistic. ·• 
They added, "It is the action of a bully who 
would risk total annihilation to keep from 
being publicly humiliated." 

Alvin F. Koltz, the Hoosiers for Peace ex­
ecutive secretary, said that Mr. Nixon is on 
an immoral course. He also said that the 
actions of the North Vietnamese could not 
be excused and are "just as wrong." 

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

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
GRAVEL TOMORROW Senator R. Vance Hartke (D-Ind.) said 

that the President has elected to "bring us 
to the brink of mankind's last war" because Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
"he could not admit his own failures in Viet- dent, I ask unanimous consent that, on 
nam-:• He urged Congress to reverse the Nixon - tomorrow, immediately after the two 
deciswn. . leaders have been recognized under the 

Mrs. Helen Duart, Lafayette, Indiana standing order the able Senator from 
chairman of the National League of Fallli- ' . 
lies of Prisoners of War-Missing in Action, Alaska (Mr. GRAVE~) be recogruzed for 
said that she supported President Nixon. not to exceed 15 nnnutes. 
"He is still my commander-in-chief," she The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
said pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

She said that "we can't go on negotiating The Senator from West Virginia is 
for 10 more years, because the prisoners won't recognized. 
last that long." 

Mrs. Duart is the wife of Air Force MaJ. 
David Duart who ha.s been a captive in North 
Vietnam for the last :five years. 

Employees at the Indianapolis office of 
Western Union said that a large volume of 
messages has been sent to Washington since 
the Nixon announcement. The messages were 
heavily in favor of the President, sources 
said. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­

pore. The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT OF THE ATOMIC 
ENERGY ACT OF 1954 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I should 
like to have the attention of the Sena­
tor from Tennessee, and also the dis­
tinguished assistant majority leader, 
regarding a calendar number which re­
lates to a bill reported by the Joint Com­
mittee on Atomic Energy and passed by 
the House of Representatives. 

It is Calendar No. 755, S. 3543. 
It is a bill to amend the Atomic Energy 

Act of 1954, as amended, to authorize the 
Commission to issue temporary operat­
ing licenses for nuclear power reactors 
under certain circumstances, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. President, I realize the importance 
of the pending business and what it 
means to the Senate to expedite it. I do 
not want to do anything seriously to in­
terfere with that. I realize, too, that in 
our conference the other day we sug­
gested there be no postponement of the 
pending legislation because of its 
importance. 

Now I would not expect a quick an­
swer, but I was wondering whether we 
could not have at least one day allotted 
to us at some convenient time, in the 
judgment of the leadership, so that we 
could bring up this matter to see if we 
can dispose of it. I will tell you why, Mr. 
President, I say that. 

We have been told in open hearings 
that there are many places in the coun­
try where, this coming summer, they ex­
pect a shortage of electric energy which 
might result in brownouts or blackouts. 
We have about 15 nuclear powerplants 
that have either been constructed or sub­
stantially constructed. But, because they 
have been contested with respect to 
permanent license applications, they are 
now in limbo. Tremendous amounts of 
money have been invested in these plants. 

The proposed legislation would author­
ize the Atomic Energy Commission to 
grant a temporary, interim license so 
that we can meet the crisis in these vari­
ous parts of the country. These plants 
happen to be located where shortages are 
expected. That is all the legislation 
amounts to. 

It does not preclude, where a very seri­
ous question of safety or environmental 
effect is raised, going to a trial type of 
hearing. But in most cases where a crisis 
or an emergency exists, the commission 
would have authority to grant a tempo­
rary license. 

Mr. President, I would hope that we 
could bring this matter up. I would not 
want to have it said that we could not 
meet the contingency of a brownout or 
blackout because this Senate could not 
consider the bill and do something about 
it. 

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

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I associate 
myself with the remarks of the distin-

guished Senator from Rhode Island, the 
chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. This is a bill of first 
ranking importance in view of the pos­
sible emergency faced in this country 
this coming summer. There is a real 
threat of a blackout or brownout occur­
ring unless we act. The House acted and 
acted very promptly. 

I am very much hopeful that the Sen­
ate will consider the prospect of consid­
ering this bill. As the Senator from 
Rhode Island pointed out, it is a good 
bill. It is judicially balanced between en­
vironmental protection and nuclear pow­
er. It is essential that we act on this mat­
ter immediately. 

I recognize the difficulties of the pres­
ent procedural situation, and I honor 
them. However, I believe that it is of suf­
ficient importance to warrant the lead­
ership in trying to make an effort to 
schedule this bill for prompt action. None 
of us want to be said to be responsible or 
partly responsible for having caused a 
brownout this coming summer. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, even if 
we do this on a two-track basis. 

Mr. BAKER. The Senator is correct; 
even if we do it on a two-track basis. I 
suggest this is one of these unique pieces 
of legislation that requires extraordinary 
handling. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am glad that the able Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) has brought 
this matter to the attention of the Sen­
ate at this time. He and I discussed the 
matter last week. I in turn discussed it 
with the distinguished majority leader. 
Efforts were made last week to schedule 
this bill for action today. Those efforts 
were not successful. We were able to get 
an agreement on the bill limiting the time 
thereon to 2 hours, 1 hour on the 
Schweiker amendment, and one-half 
hour on any other amendment. The ma­
jority leader is here and recognizes the 
exigencies of the situation. We are re­
stricted, somewhat, by the caucus action. 
However, I feel that there should be a 
little flexibility reserved to the leadership 
to bring up critical measures such as the 
bill to which the Senator from Rhode 
Island addresses himself. 

I will make every effort today, with 
the approval of the distinguished major­
ity leader, to help schedule this bill per­
haps on tomorrow afternoon after the 
vote on the Byrd amendment, or at the 
earliest moment possible. It could be 
handled in one afternoon. 

Mr. PASTORE. I would think so. I 
would leave it up to the leadership. If it 
becomes too controversial, Senators could 
make up their minds whether they want 
to set it aside. 

I think we should do something by 
unanimous consent. It is almost impossi­
ble to get that, I realize. However, I 
would hope that if we have to go on a 
two-track basis to consider this legisla­
tion, we will do so. I daresay that it 
would not take more than a day to do it. 

We were off last Friday for reasons 
best known to the Senate. And if we had 
had this bill to consider then, we could 
have done it last Friday. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
want to assure the Senator that we will 

try to see if we cannot get this bill con­
sidered on a two-track basis. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I thank 
the leadership for their cooperation. 
They have been very kind and coopera­
tive. 

QUORUM CALL 

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

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

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With­
out objection, it is so ordered. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate 

and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 

tempore (Mr. STEVENSON): 
A resolution adopted by the Legislature 

of the State of Hawaii; to the Committee 
on Finance: 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION 341 
"Requesting the President and Congress of 

the United States to revise or repeal the 
foreign oil import quota program 
"Whe;reas, the foreign oil import quota 

system was established to safeguard United 
States national security by encouraging ex­
ploration and development of domestic oil 
resources; and 

"Whereas, the mandatory controls on im­
ports of crude and residual oils were estab­
lished pursuant to Presidential Proclamation 
3279 a little over a decade ago and many 
changes have occurred in the domestic and 
world petroleum markets since then; and 

"Whereas, officials of the federal govern­
ment, including the Subcommittee on Anti­
trust and Monopoly of the Judiciary Com­
mittee of the United States Senate and the 
United States Department of Justice, and 
many economists have questioned the need 
to protect national security through the oil 
quota system, and the effect of the oil quota 
system on the competitiveness of the United 
States oil and petrochemical industries in 
domestic and world markets; and 

"Whereas, the foreign oil import quota sys­
tem is unjust to consumers by maintaining 
the price of petroleum products at higher 
levels than would exist if unlimited or larger 
quantities of foreign oil were available for 
domestic consumption; and 

"Whereas, the consumers and economy of 
Hawaii have suffered more than other states 
because Hawaii does not have any energy re­
sources of its own and is wholly dependent 
upon oil; now, therefore, 

"Be it resolved by the House of Repre­
sentatives of the Sixth Legislature of the 
State of Hawaii, Regular Session of 1972, 
that the President and Congress of the 
United States be, and is hereby, respectively 
requested to review and revise or repeal the 
present oil import quota program in order to 
eliminate the inequities to the consumer and 
to provide and encourage greater competition 
among the petroleum and petrochemical in­
dustries; and 

"Be it further resolved that duly certified 
copies of this Resolution be transmitted to 
President Richard M. Nixon, the President 
Pro Tempore of the United States Senate, 
the Speaker of the United States House of 
Representatives, Senator Hiram L. Fong, 
Senator Daniel K. Inouye, Congressman 
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Spark M. Matsunaga, and Congresswoman 
Patsy T. Mink." 

A letter from the Railway Progress Institute 
relating to t he urgent need of the railroad 
industry for financial assistance; to the Com­
mit tee on Commerce. 

A resolution adopted by the Louisiana State 
B ar Association relating to the subject of 
no-fault insurance; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

A resolution adopted by the city of Tuc­
son, Ariz., concerning redistribution of Fed­
eral highway trust funds for use in develop­
ing mass t ransportation systems; to the Com­
mittee on F inance. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on May 12, 1972, he presented to the 
President of the United States the en­
rolled bill <S. 1379) to authorize the Sec­
retary of Agriculture to establish a volun­
teers in the national forests program, and 
for other purposes. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE-S. 2772 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services be discharged from 
consideration of the bill, S. 2772, to au­
thorize the Secretary of the Army to con­
vey certain lands originally acquired for 
the Garrison Dam and Reservoir project 
in the State of North Dakota to the 
Mountrail County Park Commission 
Mo~trail County, North Dakota; and 
that It be referred to the Committee on 
Public Works. This bill covers convey­
ance of land acquired by the Army for 
the construction and maintenance of the 
Garrison Dam and Reservoir project in 
North Dakota and more properly comes 
under the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Public Works. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the Committee on Armed Serv­
ices will be discharged from the further 
consideration of S. 2772, and the bill will 
be referred to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE-S. 3198 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Armed Services be discharged from 
consideration of the bill S. 3198 to au­
thorize and direct the Secretary of the 
Army to convey the Andrew Jackson 
Lodge No. 5, Fraternal Order of Police 
of Nashville, Tenn., certain lands of 
the United States of America at the Old 
Hickory lock and dam project, Cumber­
land River, Tenn.; and that it be re­
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the Committee on Armed Serv­
ices is discharged from further consider­
ation of S. 3198, and the bill will be re­
ferred to the Committee on Public Works. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE-S. 3549 
AND S. 3453 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it has 
come to my attention that S. 3549 which 
was referred to the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services more appropriately 
falls under the jurisdiction of the Sen­
ate Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

This bill would amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide coverage for the 
Reserves and National Guard under the 
Servicemen's Group Life Insurance 
program. 

In addition, S. 3453 which was re­
ferred to the Veterans' Affairs Com­
mittee more appropriately falls under 
the jurisdiction of the Armed Services 
Committee. This bill would credit time 
in the ROTC and all the Academy pro­
grams for military pay purposes. 

I therefore ask unanimous consent, 
Mr. President, that the Senate Com­
mittee on Armed Services be discharged 
from further consideration of S. 3549 
and that the bill be referred to th~ Sen­
ate Veterans' Affairs Committee; also 
that the Veterans' Affairs Committee 
be discharged from further considera­
tion of S. 3453, and that the bill be re­
ferred to the Armed Services Commit­
tee. 

These proposed actions have been in­
formally cleared with the sponsor of 
these bills. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the Committee on Armed 
Services will be discharged from fur­
ther consideration of S. 3549, and it 
will be referred to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs; and, without objec­
tion, the Committee on Veterans' Affairs 
will be discharged from further con­
sideration of S. 3453, and the bill will 
be referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

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. ALLEN: 
S . 3602. A bill to amend the Federal Prop­

erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
to prohibit the making available of Govern­
ment procurement sources to Federal gran­
tees and contractors. Referred to the Com­
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
S. 3603. A bill authorizing demonstrat ion 

programs for beach erosion control at cer­
tain locations along the shores of Delaware 
Bay in the State of Delaware. Referred to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
S. 3604. A bill to provide for the establish­

ment o:( sa:(ety standards for mobile homes 
in interstate commerce, and for other pur­
poses. Referred to the Committee on Bank­
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (for Mr. JoR­
DAN of North Carolina) : 

S . 3605. A bill for the relief of Miss Cather­
ina Van den Akker. Referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
S.J. Res. 232. A joint resolution to au­

thorize the President to designate the period 
beginning April 15 , 1973, as "National 
Plumbing Industry Week." Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself and Mrr 
ROTH): 

S .J. Res. 233. A joint resolution au t horiz­
ing and requesting the President to issue 
annually a procla.matioll; designating the 
week beginning on the last Monday of May 
of each year as "National Natural History 
Week." Referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON ~ODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. ALLEN: 
S. 3602. A bill to amend the Federal 

Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 to prohibit the making avail­
able of goverrupent procurement sources 
to Federal grantees and contractors. Re­
ferred to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, no segment 
of our economy is more vulnerable to un­
warranted pressures and interference 
than is small business. 

It is therefore, with great concern that 
~e observe a major Federal agency tak­
mg over the job which has been tradi­
tionally performed by small business. 

The General Services Administration 
was created by Congress in 1949 to serve 
the procurement and supply needs of 
Federal agencies. It was not established 
to enter into direct competition with lo­
cal dealers and wholesalers. Therefore, 
~hen GSA began to offer its supply serv­
Ices to most major recipients of Federal 
funds, over 30,000 small businessmen 
~hroughout the Nation, including many 
m Alabama, protested. On examining the 
facts, it appears to me that the General 
Services Administration has not only 
entered into direct and indirect compe­
tition with small businesses, but may 
soon force a number of small firms out of 
business. Something must be done im­
mediately to prevent these damages to 
small business. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I am intro­
ducing a bill to amend the Federal Prop­
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949. This amendment would prohibit 
GSA from extending its supply services 
to grantees, subgrantees, contractors 
and others outside the official Federai 
establishment. 

The purpose of this bill is to protect the 
tens of thousands of small businesmen in 
America today who face severe, direct 
competition from the Federal Govern­
ment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that a memorandum further ex­
plaining this bill be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo­
randum was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF THE PROPOSED 

AMENDMENT TO THE FEDERAL PROCUREMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES ACT OF 1949 
The purpose of the Federal Procurement 

and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(hereinafter the" '49 Act") is to simplify th~ 
procurement, utilization and disposal of gov­
ernment property, to reorganize certain agen­
cies of government and for other purposes. 
The Act seeks to effect maximum efficiency, 
economy and service in the uttlization and 
procurement of property for agencies 1n the 
executive branch of the federal government 
by centering responsibility therefore in the 
General Services Administration which this 
Act · established. The Act further provides 
that the General Services Administrator 
shall, as t ar as practical upon the request of 
an y agency in the legislative or judicial 
branch of the government, or of any mixed­
ownership government corporations, or of 
the Dist rict of Columbia, purchase, ware­
house and dist~ibute personal property and 
non-personal services to meet their needs. · 
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On April 17, 1971, the General Services Ad­

ministrator, purporting to act under author­
ity of the '49 Act, promulgated and caused to 
be published in the Federal Register, Fed­
eral Property Management Regulations, 41 
C.F.R. section 101-26. In summary, these 
Regulations authorize other government 
agencies to, in turn, authorize contractors, 
sub-contractors, grantees and sub-grantees 
of such agencies, to buy from G.S.A. inven­
tories, or order directly from manufacturers, 
supplies and equipment at prices and on 
other terms and conditions negotiated by 
G.S.A. with the manufacturers. On Decem­
ber 23, 1971, the Administrator promulgated 
and caused to be published in the Federal 
Register, Federal Property Management Reg­
ulations, 41 C.F.R. section 101-33, which ex­
pand the scope of the Regulations of April 17, 
1971. 

On January 7, 1972, a suit was filed in the 
United States District Court for the , Dis­
trict of Columbia, N.A.W. et al v. G.S.A. et al., 
Civil Action No. 3Q-72, contesting the valid­
ity of these Regulations. 
. Without prejudicing the merits of that 
suit, it is the purpose and intent of the pro­
hibit encroachment by the General Services 
Administration and its Administrator into 
the domain of the Congress. The proposed 
amendment merely states explicitly that 
which is already contained in the '49 Act, as 
amended, namely that -the General Services 
Administration and its Administrator are 
not empowered to authorize other govern­
ment agencies to, in turn, authorize con-

. tractors, sub-contractors, grantees and sub­
grantees of such agencies to use G.S.A. sup­
ply sources and facilities. Procurement func­
tions by federal agencies for contractors, sub­
contractors, grantees and sub-grantees of 
such agencies may be authorized by Con­
gress alone, an'd may be performed by G.S.A. 
only where such procurement functions are 
transferred to G.S.A. in accordance with Sec­
tion 107(b) of the '49 Act (5 U.S.C. section 
630e(b)). 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
S. 3603. A bill authorizing demonstra­

tion programs for beach erosion control 
at certain locations along the shores of 
Delaware Bay in the State of Delaware. 
Referred to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I am in­
troducing today proposed legislation to 
authorize the Army Corps of Engineers to 
nndertake demonstration projects to 
repair the severe beach erosion that has 
occurred along the Delaware Bay shore 
in the State of Delaware. This demon­
stration work would, of course, also seek 
to prevent further erosion damage. · 
· Mr. President, the situation is danger­
ous along the Delaware Bay coast and it 
is continuing to deteriorate. The U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers recently fin­
ished its national shoreline study, nn­
dertaken at the direction of Congress. In 
its regional inventory report, covering 
Delaware, the corps made this state­
m~nt: 

Along the be~ches between Pickering Beach 
and Lewes, erosion of the Shoreline, with few 
exceptions, has been continuous since earliest 
surveys dating to 1843. During the 10-year 
period from 1954 to 1964, the loss of beach 
above mean low water between Kitts Hum­
mock an-i Lewes totaled 532,000 cubic yards 
annually. · 

The study then added this discourag­
ing point: 

The reach of shore between Pickering 
Beach and Lewes experienced a net land­
ward recession of the shoreline since 1843, 

averaging from 3 to 9 feet-per-year between 
1843 and 1964. 

Quite obviously, the current damage is 
no cyclical problem. Nature is not repair­
ing itself. This continuing threat must be 
met with new, innovative methods in or­
der to reverse this damage. 

This legislation I am introducing cites 
a number of specific locations along the 
Delaware Bay coast where this demon­
stration work is to be undertaken: Pick­
ering Beach, Kitts Hummock, Bowers, 
Slaughter Beach, Broadkill Beach, and 
Lewes. Other sites would also be exam­
ined by the Corps of Engineers for po­
tential demonstration work. 

Because of continued deterioration at 
these beaches and others, I believe the 
coast of Dcla ware Bay would serve as an 
ideal location for demonstration work 
that is applicable to other beach erosion 
problems in other sections of the Nation . 

There is one further advantage to this 
proposal. The beaches of Delaware Bay 
are relatively small. Therefore, such a 
demonstration project could be under­
taken at a relatively modest cost. Yet 
it would yield benefits that can only be 
described as vast. It would give our Na­
tion new information with which to les­
sen the loss of vital coastal and beach 
areas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
at this point in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

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

s. 3603 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Chief of Engineers, under the direction of 
the Secretary of the Army, is hereby author­
ized and directed to undertake the develop­
ment of a demonstration program consist­
ing of planning, constructing, operating, 
evaluating, and demonstrating shoreline ero­
sion control devices and techniques at loca­
tions of serious erosion along the shores 
of Delaware Bay, particularly at those 
beaches known as Pickering Beach, Kitts 
Hummock, Bowers, Slaughter Beach, Broad­
kill Beach and Lewes in the State of Dela­
ware. 

SEc. 2. There is authorized to be appro­
priated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1973, and each of the succeeding four fiscal 
years such sums as may be required to carry 
out the provisions of this Act. Sums appro­
priated pursuant to this Act shall remain 
available until expended. 

By Mr. BROCK: 
S. 3604. A bill to provide for the estab­

lishment of safety standards for mobile 
homes in interstate commerce, and for 
other purposes. Referred to the Commit­
tee on Bankirig, Housing and Urban Af­
fairs. 
NATIONAL MOBILE HOME SAFETY LEGISLATION 

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I intro­
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
provide adequate assurances to every 
potential mobile home buyer that the 
product he purchases is safe and con­
structed in such a way as to insure him 
a home which meets certain basic stand­
ards of quality. 

This legislation, if enacted, will fill a 
serious void in State and Federal regula-

tion by instituting Federal standards in 
an industry which is the fastest growing 
housing provider in the Nation. 

Mr. President, the increased cost of 
housing is a concern of every American. 
When I cast the lone dissenting vote 
against the omnibus housing bill, I ex­
pressed my deep concern that the aver­
age family finds it virtually impossible 
to own its own home without some sort 
of public subsidy. The cost of housing in 
this Nation has risen at an alarming rate. 
In the area of single family dwellings, 
the average rate of increase in the cost 
of such housing has risen an incredible 
23 percent for the period 1967 to 1971. 
For those families who are unable to ob­
tain Federal assistance, the price of a 
home has seen an even more precipitous 
climb. In 1965 the cost of a home was 
$23,600; in 1970 the price had skyrock­
eted over $32,500. 

The housing bill the Senate passed on 
March 2, 1972, would allow Federal as­
sistance to any family with an income 
of less than $11,000. What this means is 
that in effect subsidies could be available 
for close to half of all Americans. But, 
of course, while legally support is avail­
able, in practice for every 10 Americans 
who could qualify for the program, only 
one will. ever receive support because of 
limited appropriations. 

Thus, in their search for low-cost 
fiousing, more and more Americans are 
choosing mobile homes. Over 7 million 
Americans live in mobile homes. Half of 
the one family homes built in the United 
States today are mobile homes and 95' 
percent of the houses sold for under 
$15,000 are mobile homes. 

The popularity of housing constructed 
offsite is rising steeply with no end in 
view. The failure of the conventional 
home construction industry and trades 
to institute reforms to encourage pro­
ductivity is in a large part responsible 
for this growth. 

Last year alone, over half a million 
mobile homes were manufactured. In 
Tennessee the number of mobile homes 
delivered in State rose an incredible 72 
percent in just a year's time. Almost 
every area of the country is experiencing 
similar growth. In 1971, Florida the Na­
tion's leader in mobile home shipments 
had slightly less than 50,000 mobile 
homes installed. This State has approxi­
mately 1,300 mobile home parks and over 
165,000 individual lots. 

Despite the phenomenal increase in 
manufacturing, sale, and purchase of 
mobile homes, there has been an appar­
ent lack of effort by the States in the 
Federal Government to assure that the 
homes sold meet basic safety standards. 
With the increased demand for housing, 
particularly in the case of mobile homes, 
there has been and are bound to be more 
incidents of deficiencies in standards and 
quality of construction. 

Therefore, because of the stalldardiza­
tion of mobile home construction, the 
ability of this progressive industry to 
meet uniform Federal criteria is greatly 
improved. In fact, the Mobile Home 
Manufacturer's Association contends 
that one uniform standard and one en­
forcement procedure will enable the 
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manufacturer to know precisely what is 
required of him. 

The following is a response to a ques­
tion I posed to the Mobile Home Manu­
facturer's Association on why there 
should be a single construction stand­
ard for mobile homes? 

A single standard for mobile home con­
struction will allow manufacturers to mar­
ket their products on a national basis with­
out having to build to a variety of state and 
local standards. If states are permitted to 
promulgate standards which differ or exceed 
a Federal standard they are, in effect, forcing 
manufacturers to build as many different 
products as there are states. A single stand­
ard will allow produ cers to make a universal 
product. This approach accommodates the 
elimination of costly production line changes 
which otherwise add to the cost of the home. 
A preliminary benefit of any standardization 
is the resultant reduction of unit cost. Any 
Federal standards should seek to realize and 
pass this benefit to the home buying public. 

Rather than face a myriad of State 
requirements and regulations with vary­
ing inspection and enforcement proce­
dures, a uniform code will offer the con­
sumer a quality, reliable product wher­
ever he purchases. 

Unlike site-constructed homes, mobile 
homes are not subject to local building 
codes. You now have at the community 
level some of the most incredibly archaic 
and out of date building codes ever de­
signed by man to perpetuate special in­
terests. Fortunately, mobile home manu­
facturers have not been caught in the 
bind facing the small homebuilder. How­
ever it is important to remember that 
local building codes were originally 
drawn for the protection of the health 
and welfare of the public. For this same 
reason, new Federal legislation is need~d 
to protect the interest of the mob1le 
home buyer. 

The distinction between standard 
homes and mobile homes is oftentimes 
meaningless, as many mobile home 
models are really not mobile at all. The 
average size is 12 feet wide and 60 feet 
long, and they can be purchased in 
double or even triple width. In most 
cases, tbe only time these homes are ever 
mobile is for the trip between the fac­
tory and the mobile home park. Even 
then, they must be moved by tractor or 
heavy-duty trucks. 

Today, only about half of the States 
have adopted any direct standards or 
guidelines covering mobile homes. These 
standards were developed by the Amer­
ican National Standards Institute. Out 
of the 10 top manufacturing States, five 
have no code whatsoever-New York, 
Pennsylvania, illinois, Michigan, and 
Ohio. 

These same standards are utilized by 
the members of the Mobile Home Manu­
facturer's Association; however, like 
most self-regulatory activities, they lack 
teeth. 

Moreover, criticism has been made of 
the ANSI code itself. The final- report 
of the N~tional Commission on Product 
Safety pointed up several significant 
deficiencies in the mobile home code. 

In most States which have adopted the 
code, most only apply it to homes manu­
factured in the State and. sold in the 
State. Mobile homes manufactured in 

a State without any regulations or guide­
lines and sold in a State with a code or 
the reverse are in many cases not reg­
ulated at all. This is the situation in my 
own state of Tennessee. 

Equally significant is the lack of en­
forcement in States which have adopted 
the code. In Florida, for example, there 
are three inspectors that handle all com­
plaints against manufacturers of mobile 
homes and recreational vehicles in addi­
tion 'i:.o inspection of the construction of 
all such vehicles. As the country's larg­
est consumer of mobile homes, Florida 
is said to have one of the better enforce­
ment programs. 

Although both the Federal Housing 
Administration and the Veterans' Ad­
ministration require that all mobile 
homes financed by either must meet the 
ANSI standards, there is no formal in­
spection by federally designated officials. 
The FHA employs a self -certification 
procedure and the VA has just begun a 
quarterly review of manufacturing plants 
by a person from each of their State 
offices. It should be recognized that a 
great deal of expertise is required to ade­
quately inspect a. mobile home and many 
nonprofit inspection companies presently 
employed by States do little to insure the 
soundness of a particular unit. 

In late 1969, the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board authorized a Federal Sav­
ings and Loan Association to make loans 
for purchase of mobile homes. Again, 
there is no requirement that these homes 
meet any safety standards whatsoever. 

The lack of effective regulation of this 
rapidly .expanding mode of living has re­
sulted in property damage, financial ruin, 
human suffering, and in some cases even 
death. 

It should be noted, however, that there 
are only a few manufacturers who fail to 
adhere to the ANSI code in order to beat 
the competition. Most violations occur as 
a matter of oversight and the incidents 
of malicious intent are almost unknown. 
Nevertheless, oversights from ignorance 
or simply the fact that no regulations ex­
ist are little excuse for the delivery of in­
ferior, and in some cases unsafe, 
products. 

Let us look at some recent statistics. A 
leading mobile home insurance company 
estimated that the avera;ge mobile home 
fire loss in 1971 was $1,529 as compared 
to $350 for a conventiopal home. The 
average mobile home fire loss increased 
from $889 in 1966 to $1,529 today. An 
analysis made by one insurance company 
of 5,543 mobile home fire in 1971 esti­
mated that damage due to such fires 
amounted to $6, 780,972.34. The State of 
Oregon estimates that the average loss to 
a mobile home as compared to its value 
is 3.80 times as great as the same ratio 
for a standard home. The average age of 
mobile home that has a fire is 7¥2 years 
as compared to 40 years for a conven­
tional home. 

The mortality rate in mobile home fires 
has been estimated by the State of Ari­
zona to be eight times higher than that 
of ordinary dwellings and 3.29 times 
greater in the State of Oregon. In one 
mobile home fire .in Syracuse, N.Y., this 
past winter, five people died within 8 
minutes after the fire broke out. A 2%-

year-old baby died as a result of a mobile 
home fire in Indianapolis, Ind. In all, 19.2 
percent of all mobile home fires were due 
to faulty electrical wiring. 

Another pressing safety problem re­
lates to wind damage. Most States do not 
require that mobile homes be fastened 
on the site. Without foundations they 
are usually vulnerable to being over­
turned in windstorms. In January, a tor­
nado swept through a mobile home park 
of Fort Rucker, Ala., killing five and in­
juring 80. The worst damage to nearby 
houses were a few roofs lifted but no 
personal injury. 

In Boulder, Colo., 35 mobile homes 
were recently destroyed during a wind­
storm of 65 miles per hour-$800,000 
worth of damage was done. The cause of 
the pestruction was threefold. 

The tumbuckles used to fasten the 
cables was not adequate-they were 
three-eighths of an inch instead of five­
eighths of an inch-the cable clamps· 
which attach the cable to the turnbuckles 
were not properly tightened; and the 
ends of the cables were put 2% inches 
into concrete rods which had no holding 
power. 

Since the vast · majority of mobile 
homeowners are either retired or young 
persons just getting started who have put 
their life savings and personal posses- · 
sions in the mobile home, any fire or loss 
imposes an enormous hardship. 

Warranties offered by mobile home 
manufacturers cover very few losses. The 
warranties are oftentimes a short dura­
tion and hard to comply with. Some com­
panies, for example, require that the 
mobile home be returned to the point of 
purchase for repair under the warranty. 

Moreover, insw·ance companies have 
become increasingly reluctant to insure 
certain models of mobile homes due to 
the high risk of loss involved. Insurance 
rates for mobile homes are considerably 
higher than those for standard homes. 
The insurance on the average $6,000 mo­
bile home is approximately $100. This is 
equivalent to the insurance on a $40,000 
conventional home. 

The legislation I am introducing to­
day authorizes the establishment of en­
forceable uniform national safety stand­
ards that will provide protection to the 
elderly and the very young who purchase 
mobile homes. Undoubtedly, it will also 
result in the expanded use of mobile 
homes as a low cost, enjoyable form of 
living. 

Throughout the country mobile home 
living has burgeoned and thousands of 
more Americans will soon find this low­
cost form of housing a highly desirable 
altemative to site constructive homes. 
Senior citizens wanting to avoid apart­
ment dwelling and young people seeking 
economical and comfortable housing are 
choosing the mobile home. If my legisla­
tion is enacted, I am confident that the 
mobile home industry will expand even 
more rapidly as prospective purchasers 
will have greater assurance that the 
home they purchase meets basic safety 
criteria. 

The legislation being offered today is 
modeled to a certain extent on the Motor 
Vehicle Safety Act of 1970. It is a bal­
anced, fair approach to the problem. The 



May 15, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 17217 
thrust is to establish minimum, uniform, 
safety standards while at the same time 
promoting the use of the mobile home as 
a low cost, desirable form of housing. 

As a member of the Housing Subcom­
mittee of the Senate Committee on 
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, I 
believe that legislation relating to mobile 
home safety is imminent. The bill I in­
troduce today is similar to a proposal 
already introduced by Congressman Lou 
FREY of Florida whose interest and con­
cern about mobile -home construction 
first drew my attention to the great need 
for effective and reasonable legislation 
in this area. This year both the House 
and Senate housing bills contain addi­
tional funds for mobile home programs. 
In view of this, I am hopeful that early 
action will be taken to require minimum 
standards of safety for all mobile homes. 

The following is an analysis of the 
legislation; the Secretary of HUD shall 
through a National Mobile Home Safety 
Bureau establish Federal mobile home 
safety standards. In prescribing stand­
ards the Secretary shall consider: First, 
all relevant mobile home safety data; 
second, consult with the States; and 
third, consider whether any proposed 
standard is reasonable, practicable and 
will not place undue financial burden 
on the manufacturer or dealer or result 
in a substantial increase in the retail 
price of mobile homes. 

The standards would be established no 
earlier than 180 days after enactment 
with revised standards at least 180 days 
later. A National Mobile Home Safety 
Advisory Council will be established. The 
majority will be representatives of the 
general public, including representatives 
of State and local governments, and the 
remainder shall include representatives 
of the American National Standards In­
stitute Committee on Mobile Homes and 
Recreational Vehicles and representa­
tives of the mobile home manufacturers, 
dealers, and insurers. The Secretary must 
consult with the Advisory Council before 
establishing or amending any standards. 
These standards shall not apply to the 
sale, offer for sale, or introduction or de­
livery for introduction in interstate com­
merce of any mobile home after the first 
purchase of it in good faith for purposes 
other than resale. 

Once the standards have been promul­
gated, no person shall manufacture for 
sale, offer for sale, or introduce or de­
liver for introduction in interstate com­
merce or import into the United States, 
any mobile home manufactured unless it 
conforms to such standards. 

The Secretary is further authorized to 
conduct research testing, development, 
and training for the development of new 
standards and to determine the relation­
ship between mobile home performance 
characteristics and accidents involving 
mobile homes and the occurrence of 
death or injury from such accidents. 

The Secretary is also authorized to 
conduct with the advisory council a 
thorough study of standards for used 
mobile homes and recommend additional 
legislation if he feels such is necessary 
within 1 year after this legislation is en­
acted. 

Each violation of the prohibited acts 

outlined in section 108 of the bill are sub­
ject to the civil penalty of $1,000. Injunc­
tive relief is also available in the U.S. 
district courts. In addition, if a mobile 
home does not conform to applicable 
Federal mobile home safety standards 
and it is prior to a sale by a distributor 
or dealer, the manufacturer or distribu­
tor shall either repurchase the home at 
his cost or furnish the parts and costs of 
installation to the distributor or dealer. 

Provision is made for judicial review 
for any person adversely affected by an 
order-standard-issued by the Secre­
tary. 

Inspection and investigation is author­
ized as may be necessary to enforce the 
standards established. Designated em­
ployees may enter at reasonable times 
factories or warehouses for prompt in­
spection. Each manufacturer, distribu­
tor, and dealer shall establish and main­
tain such records and reports as the Sec­
retary may require. The Secretary may 
also require each manufacturer to give 
performance and technical data to each 
prospective purchaser. Finally, each 
manufacturer shall furnish to each first 
purchaser and all dealers notification of 
any defect in a mobile home produced 
that relates to mobile home safety which 
he has discovered after manufacturing 
such home or which has been discovered 
through testing or inspection by the Na­
tional Mobile Home Safety Bureau. 

- Certification that each mobile home -
conforms to the Federal safety standards 
shall also be given by each manufacturer 
to each distributor or dealer at the time 
of delivery. 

Section 120 of the bill allows any State 
to assume responsibility for the develop­
ment and enforcement of mobile home 
safety standards if the plan they submit 
to the Secretary for such provides for the 
development and enforcement of mobile 
home safety standards which are as ef­
fective in providing safe mobile homes 
as is the Federal program. Detailed re­
ports would still be made by manufactur­
ers, distributors, and dealers to the Sec­
retary. And, the State agency will make 
such reports as the Secretary may re­
quire. The Secretary shall make a con­
tinuing evaluation of the way each State 
ts carrying out its plan. Approval may be 
withdrawn at any time. 

Grants will be made to States that 
nave designated a State agency to assist 
them in identifying their needs andre­
sponsibilities in the area of mobile home 
safety standards or in developing State 
plans. The Federal share shall not ex­
ceed 90 percent. Grants of up to 50 per­
cent can also be made to assist the States 
in administering and enforcing State 
plans for mobile home safety. Title II in 
the bill amends existing law to provide 
that loans made by the FHA, VA or a 
Federal savings and loan association 
for the purchase of a mobile home may 
only be made for a home that meets the 
mobile home safety standards estab­
lished by this legislation. 

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

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

s. 3604 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Con­
gress declares that the purpose of this Act is 
to reduce the amount of insurance costs, 
property damage, personal injury, and death 
resulting from mobile home accidents with­
out any substantial increase in the retail 
price of a. mobile home. Therefore, Congress 
determines that it is necessary to establish 
practical Federal safety standards for mobile 
homes in interstate commerce; to authorize 
mobile home safety research and develop­
ment; to encourage and provide financial 
assistance for the development of State 
mobile home safety programs; and to pro­
vide that for the purposes of any Federal 
guarantee of a loan for the purchase of a 
mobile home or the making or investing in 
any such loan by a Federal savings and loan 
association, each such mobile home shall 
meet or exceed such Federal safety standards. 
TITLE I-MOBILE SAFETY STANDARDS 

SHORT TrrLE 

SEc. 101. This Act may be cited as the "Na­
tional Mobile Home Safety Standards Act of 
1972". 

DEFINrriONS 

SEc. 102. As used in this title, the term­
(1) "dealer" means any person who is en­

gaged in the sale and distribution of new 
mobile homes, primarily to persons who in 
good faith purchase any such mobile home 
for purposes other than resale; 

(2) "defect" includes any defect in the 
performance, construction, components, or 
materials of a mobile home; 

(3) "distributor" means any person who 
is engaged in the sale .and distribution o! 
mobile homes for resale; 

(4) "interstate commerce" means com­
merce between any place within a State and 
any place within another State, or between 
places within the same State through an-
other State; _ 

(5) "manufacturer" means any person en­
gaged in manufacturing or assembling mo­
bile homes, including any person engaged In 
importing mobile homes for resale; 

(6) "mobile homes" means a. factory­
assembled structure designed primarily for 
use as a dwelling unit without a permanent 
foundation and manufactured and equipped 
with the necessary service connections so as 
to be readily movable as a unit on its own 
running gear; 

(7) "mobile home safety" means the per­
formance of a mobile home in such a man­
ner that the public is protected against any 
unreasonable risk of the occurrence of ac­
cidents due to the design or construction of 
such mobile home, or any unreasonable risk 
of dewth or injury to the public if such 
accidents do occur; 

(8) "mobile home safety standard" means 
a minimum, practicable standard for mobile 
home performance which meets the need for 
mobile home safety; 

(9) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development; 

( 10) "State" includes each of the several 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com­
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, the Canal Zone, and American 
Samoa; and 

( 11) "United States district courts" means 
the Federal District Courts of the United 
States and the United Sta.tes courts of the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, the Canal Zone, and American 
Samoa. 

FEDERAL MOBll.E HOME SAFETY STANDARDS 

SEc. 103. (a) The Secretary shall establish 
by order appropriate Federal mobile home 
safety standards. Each such Federal mobile 
home safety standard shall be practicable, 
shall meet the need for mobile home safety, 
and shall be stated in objective terms. 
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(b) The provisions of sections 551 through 

559 of title 5, United States Code, shall apply 
to all orders establishing, amending, or re­
voking a Federal mobile home safety stand­
ard under this title. 

( c} Each order establishing a Federal 
mobile home safety standard shall specify 
the date such standard is to take efiect, 
which shall not be sooner than one hundred 
and eighty days or later than one year from 
the date such order is issued, unless the Sec­
retary finds, for good cause shown, that an 
earlier or later efiective date is in the public 
interest, and publishes his reasons for such 
finding. 

(d) Whenever a Federal mobile home 
safety standard established under this title 
is in efiect, no State or political subdivision 
of a .State shall have any authority either to 
establish, or to continue in efiect, with :re­
spect to any mobile home, any safety stand­
ard applicable to the same aspect of per­
formance of such mobile home which is not 
equal to the Federal standard. 

( e} The Secretary may by order amend or 
revoke any Federal mobile home safety 
standard established under this section. 
Such order shall specify the date on which 
such amendment or revocation is to take 
efiect, which shall not be sooner than one 
hundred 81lld eighty days or later than one 
year from the date the order is issued, un­
less the Secretary finds, for good cause 
shown, that an earlier or later efiective date 
is in the public interest, and publishes his 
reasons for such finding. 

(f) In prescribing standards under this 
section, the Secretary shall-

(1) consider relevant available mobile 
home safety data, including the results of 
the research, development, testing, and eval­
uation activities conducted pursuant to this 
title, and those activities conducted by the 
American National Standards Institute Com­
mittee on Mobile Homes and Recreational 
Vehicles to determine how to best protect 
the public; 

(2} consult with such State or interstate 
agencies (including legislative committees} 
as he deems appropriate; 

(3) consider whether any such proposed 
standard is reasonable, practicable, and ap­
propriate for the particular type of mobile 
home for which it is prescribed; 

(4} consider whether any such standard 
will place an undue financial burden upon 
manufacturers and distributors of mobile 
homes; 

( 5) consider whether any such standard 
will result in a substantial increase in the 
retail price of mobile homes; and 

(6) consider the extent to which any such 
standard will contribute to carrying out the 
purposes of this title. (g) The Secretary 
shall issue initial Federal mobile home safety 
standards upon the expiration of the one 
hundred eighty-day period which begins on 
the date of enactment of this Act. The Secre­
tary shall issue new and revised Federal mo­
bile home safety standards under this title 
upon the expiration of the three hundred 
sixty-day period which begins on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

NATIONAL MOBD..E HOME SAFETY ADVISORY 
COUNCIL 

SEC. 104. (a) The Secretary shall establish 
a National Mobile Home Safety Advisory 
council, a majority of which shall be repre­
sentatives of the general public, including 
representatives o:f State and local govern­
ments, and the remainder shall include 
members of the American National Stand­
ards Institute Committee on Mobile Homes 
and Recreational Vehicles and representa­
tives of mobile home manufacturers, dealers, 
and insurers. 

(b) The Secretary shall consult with the 
Advisory council before establishing, amend­
ing, or revoking any mobile home safety 
standard pursuant to the provisions of this 
title. 

(c) Members of the National Mobile Home 
Safety Advisory Council may be compensated 
at a rate not to exceed $100 per diem (in­
cluding traveltime) when engaged in the 
actual duties of the Advisory Council. Such 
members, while away from their homes or 
regular places of business, may be allowed 
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence as authorized by section 5703 
(b) of title 5, United States C<>de, for persons 
in the Government service employed inter­
mittently. Payments under this section shall 
not render members of the Advisory Council 
employees or officials of the United States 
for any purpose. 

JUDICIAL REVIEW OF ORDER 

SEc. 105. (a} (1} In a case of actual con­
troversy as to the validity of any order under 
section 103, any person who will be adversely 
afiected by such order when it is efiective 
may at any time prior to the sixtieth day 
after such order is issued file a petition with 
the United States court of appeals for the 
circuit wherein such person resides or has his 
principal place of business, for a judicial 
review of such order. A copy of the petition 
shall be forthwith transmitted by the clerk 
of the oourt to the Secretary or other officer 
designated by him for that purpose. The 
Secretary thereupon shall file in the court 
the record of the proceedings on which the 
Secretary based his order, as provided in 
section 2112 of title 28 of the United States 
Code . . 

(2} If the petitioner applies to the court 
for leave to adduce additional evidence, and 
shows to the satisfaction of the court that 
such additional evidence is material and 
that there were reasonable grounds for the 
failure to adduce such evidence in the pro­
ceeding before the Secretary, the court may 
order such addition& evidence (and evidence 
in rebuttal thereof) to be taken before the 
Secretary, and to be adduced upon the hear­
ing, in such manner and upon such terms 
and conditions as to the court may seem 
proper. The Secretary may modify his find­
ings as to the facts, or make new findings, 
by reason of the additional evidence so taken, 
and he shall file such modified or new find­
ings, and his recommendation, if any, for 
the modification or setting aside of his orig­
inal order, wtih the return of such additional 
evidence. 

(3} Upon the filing of the petition re­
ferred to in pargraph (1) of this subsection, 
the court shall have jurisdiction to review 
the order in acoordance with the provisions 
of sections 701 through 706 of title 5, United 
States Code, and to grant appropriate relief. 

(4} The judgment of the court affirming 
or setting aside, in whole or in part, any 
such order of the Secretary shall be final, 
subject to review by the Supreme Court of 
the United States upon certiorari or certifica­
tion as provided in section 1254 of title 28 of 
the United States Code. 

(5} Any action instituted under this sub­
section shall survive, notwithstanding any 
change in the person occupying the office 
of Secretary of any vacancy in such office. 

(6} The remedies provided for in this 
subsection shall be in addition to and not in 
substitution for any other remedies pro­
vided by law. 

(b} A certified copy of the transcript of 
the record and proceedings under this sec­
tion shall be furnished by the Secretary to 
any interested party at his request and pay­
ment of the costs thereof, and shall be 
admissible in any criminal, exclusion of im­
ports, or other proceeding arising under 
or in respect of this title, irrespective or 
whether proceedings with respect to the 
order have previously been initiated or be­
come final under subsection (a). 

RESEARCH, TESTING, DEVELOPMENT, AND 
TRAINING 

SEc. 106. (a) The Secretary shall conduct 
research, testing, development, and training 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
'title, including, but not liinited to-

(1} collecting data from any source for 
the purpose of determining the relationship 
between mobile home performance charac­
teristics and (A} accidents involving mobile 
homes, and (B) the occurrence of death, or 
personal injury resulting from such acci­
dents; 

(2) procuring (by negotiation or other­
wise) experimental and other mobile homes 
for research and testing purposes; 

( 3} selling or otherwise disposing of test 
mobile homes and reimbursing the pro­
ceeds of such sale or disposal into the cur­
rent appropriation available for the pur­
pose of carrying out this title. 

(b} The Secretary is authorized to con­
duct research, testing, development, and 
training as authorized to be carried out by 
subsection (a} of this section by making 
grants for the conduct of such research, 
testing, development, and training to States, 
interstate agencies, and nonprofit institu­
tions. 

(c) Whenever he Federal contribution for 
any research or development activity au­
thorized by this title encouraging mobile 
home safety is more than minimal, the Secre­
tary shall include in any contract, grant, 
or other arrangement for such research or 
development activity, provisions efiective to 
insure that all information, uses, processes, 
patents, and other developments resulting 
from that activity will be made freely and 
fully available to the general public. Noth­
ing herein shall be construed to deprive the 
owner of any background patent of any right 
which he may have thereunder. 

COOPERATION WITH PUBLIC AND PRIVATE 
AGENCIES 

SEc. 107. The Secretary is authorized to 
advise, assist, and cooperate with, other Fed­
eral departments and agencies, and State and 
other interested public and private agen­
cies, including the Ainerican National Stand­
ards Institute Committee on Mobile Homes 
and Recrea,tional Vehicles, in the planning 
and development of-

( 1} mobile home safety standards; and 
(2) methods for inspecting and testing to 

determine compliance with mobile home 
safety standards. 

PROHmiTED ACTS 

SEC. 108. (a} No person shall-
(1} manufacture for sale, sell, ofier for 

sale, or introduce or deliver for introduction 
in interstate commerce, or import into the 
United States, any mobile home manufac­
tured on or after the date any applicable Fed­
eral mobile home safety standard takes ef­
fect under this title unless it is in conform­
ity with such standard, except as provided in 
subsection (b) of this section; 

( 2) fail or refuse access to or copying of 
records or fall to make reports or provide 
information, or fail or refuse to permit entry 
or inspection, as required under section 
112; 

(3) fall to is&ue a certificate required by 
section 114, or issue a certificate to the ef­
fect that a mobile home conforms to all 
applicable Federal mobile home safety stand­
ards, if such person in the exercise of due 
care has reason to know that such certi11-
cate is false or misleading in a material re­
spect; or 

( 4) fail to furnish notification of any de­
fect as required. by section 113. 

(b) (1} Paragraph (1} of subsection (a) 
shall not apply to the sale, the offer for sale, 
or the introduction or delivery for introduc­
tion in interstate coDllll.erce of any mobile 
home after the first purchase of it in good 
faith for purposes other than resale. In or­
der to assure a continuing and effective na­
tional mobile home safety prognun, 11t is the 
policy of Congress to encourage the adop­
tion of State inspection of used mobile 
homes. Therefore, to that end the Secretary 
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shall conduct a. thorough study and _inves­
tigation to determine the adequacy of mobile 
home safety standards and mobile home in­
spection requirements and procedures appli­
cable to used mobile home vehicles in each 
State, and the effect of programs authorized 
by this title upon such standards, require­
ments, and procedures for used mobile 
homes, and report to Congress as soon as 
practicable, but not later than one year af­
ter the date of enactment of this Act, the 
results of such study, and recommendations 
for such additional legislation as he deems 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
title. As soon as practicable after the sub­
mission of such report, but no later than one 
year from the date of submission of such re­
port, the Secretary, after consultation with 
the Council and such interested public and 
private agencies and groups as he deems ad­
visable, shall establish uniform Federal mo­
bile home safety standards applicable to all 
used mobile homes. Such standards shall be 
expressed in terms of mobile home safety per­
fonna.nce. The Secretary is authorized to 
amend or revoke such standards pursuant to 
this Act. 

(2) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) shall 
not apply to any person who establishes that 
he did not have reason to know in the exer­
cise of due care that such mobile home is 
not in conformity with applicable Federal 
mobile home safety standards, or to any per­
son who, prior to such first purchase, holds 
a certificate issued by the manufacturer or 

-- importer of such mobile home, to the effect 
that such mobile home conforms to all ap­
plicable Federal mobile home safety stand­
ards, unless such person knows that such 
mobile home does not so conform. 

(3) A mobile home offered for importation 
in violation of paragraph ( 1) of subsection 
(a) shall be refused admission into the 
United States under joint regulations issued 
by the Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Secretary; except that the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary may, by such 
regulations, provide for authorizing the im­
portation of such mobile home into the 
United States upon such terms and condi­
tions (including the furnishing of a. bond) 
as may appear to them appropriate to in­
sure that any such mobile home will be 
brought into conformity with any applicable 
Federal mobile home safety standard pre­
scribed under this title, or will be exported 
or abandoned to the United States. 

( 4) The Secretary of the Treasury and the 
Secretary may, by joint regulations, permit 
the temporary importation of any mobile 
home after the first purchase of it in good 
faith for purposes other than resale. 

(5) Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) shall 
not apply in the case of a mobile home in­
tended solely for export, and so labeled or 
tagged on the mobile home "itself and on the 
outside of the container, if any, which is ex­
ported. 

(c) Compliance with any Federal mobile 
home safety standard issued under this title 
does not exempt any person from any lia­
bility under common la~. 

CIVU. PENALTY 

SEc. 109. (a) Whoever violates any provi­
sion of section 108, or any regulation issued 
thereunder, shall be subject to a. civil pen­
alty of not to exceed $1,000 for each such 
violation. Such violation of a provision of 
section 108, or regulations issued thereun­
der, shall constitute a separate violation 
with respect to each mobile home or with 
respect to each failure or refusal to allow 
or perform an act required thereby, except 
that the maximum civil penalty shall not 
exceed $400,000 for any related series of vio­
lations. 

(b) Any such civil penalty may be com­
prOinised by the Secretary. In determining 
the amount of such penalty, or the amount 
agreed upon in compromise, the appropriate­
ness of such penalty to the size of the busi-
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ness of the person charged and the gravity of 
the violation shall be considered. The amount 
of such penalty, when finally determined, or 
the amount agreed upon in compromise, may 
be deducted from any sums owing by the 
United States to the person charged. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

SEC. 110. (a) The United States district 
courts shall have jurisdiction, for cause 
shown and subject to the provisions of rule 
65 (a) and (b) of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure, to restrain violations of this title, 
or to restrain the sale, offer for sale, or the 
introduction or delivery for introduction, in 
interstate commerce, or the importation into 
the United States, of any mobile home which 
is determined, prior to the first purchase of 
such mobile home in good faith for purposes 
other than resale, not to conform to ap­
plicable Federal mobile home safety stand­
ards prescribed pursuant to this title, upon 
petition by the appropriate United States at­
torney or the Attorney General on behalf of 
the United States. Whenever practicable, the 
Secretary shall give notice to any person 
against whom an action for injunctive relief 
is contemplated and afford him an oppor­
tunity to present his views, and, except in 
the case of a. knowing and willful violation, 
shall afford him reasonable opportunity to 
achieve compliance. The failure to give such 
notice and afford such opportunity shall not 
preclude the granting of appropriate relief. 

(b) In any proceeding for criminal con­
tempt for violation of an injunction or re­
straining order issued under this section, 
which violation also constitutes a violation 
of this Act, trial shall be by the court or, 
upon demand of the accused, by a jury. Such 
trial shall be conducted in accordance with 
the practice and procedure applicable in the 
case of proceedings subject to the provisions 
of rule 42 (b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure. 

(c) Actions under subsection (a) of this 
section and section 109(a) may be brought 
in the district wherein any act or transaction 
constituting the violation occurred, or in the 
district wherein the defendant is found or is 
an inhabitant or transacts business, and 
process in such cases may be served in any 
other district of which the defendant is an 
inhabitant or wherever the defendant may be 
found. 

(d) In any actions brought under subsec­
tion (a) of this section and section 109(a), 
subpoenas for witnesses who are required to 
attend a United States district court may run 
into any other district. 

(e) It shall be the duty of every manu­
facturer offering a. mobile ~orne for impor­
tation into the United States to designate in 
writing an agent upon whom service of all 
administrative and judicial processes, notices, 
orders, decisions and requirements may be 
made for and on behalf of such manufac­
turer, and to file such designation with the 
Secretary, which designation may from time 
to time be changed by like writing, similarly 
filed. Service of all administrative and judi­
cial processes, notices, orders, decisions and 
requirements may be made upon such manu­
facturer by service upon such designated 
agent at his office or usual place of residence 
with like effect as if made personally upon 
such manufacturer, and in default of such 
designation of such agent, service of process, 
notice, order, requirement or decision in any 
proceeding before the Secretary or in any 
judicial proceeding for enforcement of this 
title or any standards prescribed pursuant to 
this title may be made by posting such proc­
ess, notice, order, requirement or decision in 
the Office of the Secretary. 

NONCOMPLIANCE WXTH STANDARDS 

SEc. 111. (a) If any mobile home is deter­
mined not to conform to applicable Federal 
mobile home safety standards, Or contains a 
defect which relates to mobile home safety, 
after the sale of such mobile home by a. 

manufacturer or a. distributor to a distributor 
or a. dealer and prior to the sale of such mo­
bile home by such distributor or dea.ler-

(1) the manufacturer or distributor, as the 
case may be, shall immediately repurchase 
such mobile home from such distributor or 
dealer at the price paid by such distributor 
or dealer, plus all transportation charges in­
volved and a. reasonable reimbursement of 
not less than 1 per centum per month of such 
price paid prorated from the date of notice 
of such nonconformance to the nate of re­
purchase by the manufacturer or distributor; 
or 

(2) the manufacturer or distributor, as the 
case xnay be, at his own expense, shall im­
mediately furnish the purchasing distributor 
or dea.ler the required conforming part or 
parts or. equipment for installation by the 
distributor or dea.ler on or in such mobile 
home, and for the insta.lla.tion involved the 
manufacturer sha.ll reimburse such distribu­
tor or dealer for the reasonable value of such 
insta.llati~n plus a. reasonable reimbursement 
of not less than 1 per centum per month of 
the manufacturer's or distributor's selling 
price prorated from the date of notice of such 
nonconformance to the date such vehicle is 
brought into conformance with applicable 
Federal standards, so long as the distributor 
or dealer proceeds with reasonable diligence 
with the insta.llation after the required part 
or equipment is received. 

(b) In the event that any manufacturer or 
distributor refuses to comply with the re­
quirements of parag-raphs (1) and (2) of sub­
section (a.), then the distributor or dealer, 
as the case may be, to whom such noncon­
forming mobile home has been sold may 
bring suit against such manufacturer or dis­
tributor in any district court of the United 
States in the district in which such manu­
facturer or distributor resides, or is found, 
or has an agent, without respect to the 
ainOunt in controversy, and shall recover the 
damage by him sustained, as well as all court 
coots plus reasonable attorney's fees. Any 
action brought pursuant to this section shall 
be forever barred unless commended within 
three years after the cause of action shall 
have accrued. 

(c) The value of such installations and 
such reasonable reimbursements as specified 
in subsection (a) of this section shall be fixed 
by mutual agreement of the parties, or failing 
such agreement, by the court pursuant to the 
provisions of subsection (b) of this section. 

INSPECTION OF MOBILE HOMES AND 

RECORDS 

SEc. 112. (a.) The Secretary is authorized 
to conduct such inspe~ion and investiga­
tion as may be necessary to enforce Federal 
mobile home safety standards established un­
der this title. He shall furnish the Attorney 
General and, when appropriate, the Secre­
tary of the Treasury any information ob­
tained indicating noncompliance with such 
standards, for appropriate action. 

(b) For purposes of enforcement of this 
title, officers or employees duly designated 
by the Secretary, upon presenting appropri­
ate credentials and a written notice to the 
owner, operator, or agent in charge, are 
a.uthorized-

(1) to enter, at reasonable times, any 
factory, warehouse, or establishment in 
which mobile homes are manufactured, or 
held for introduction into interstate com­
merce, or are held for sale after introduc­
tion; and 

(2) to inspect, at reasonable times and 
within reasonable limits and in a reason­
able manner, such factory, warehouse, or 
establishment. 
Each such inspection shall be commenced 
and completed with reasonable promptness. 

(c) Every manufacturer, distributor, and. 
dealer of mobile homes shall establish and 
maintain such records, make such reports. 
and provide such information as the Sec­
retary may reasonably require to enable him 
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to determine whether such manufaoturer, 
distributor, or dealer has acted or is act­
ing in compliance with this title and mo­
bile home safety standards prescribed pursu­
ant to this title and shall, upon request of 
an officer or employee duly designated by the 
Secretary, permit such officer or employee to 
inspect appropriate books, papers, records, 
and documents relevant to determining 
whether such manufacturer, distributor, or 
dealer has acted or is acting in compliance 
with this title and mobile home safety stand­
ards prescribed pursuant to this title. 

(d) Every manufacturer of mobile homes 
'shall provide to the Secretary such perform­
ance data and other technical data related 
to performance and safety as may be re­
quired to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. The Secretary is authorized to require 
the manufacturer to give such notification of 
such performance and technical data that 
the Secretary determines necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this Act, to--

(1) each prospective purchaser of a mobile 
home before its first sale for purposes other 
than resale at each location where any such 
manufacturer's mobile homes are offered for 
sale by a person with whom such manufac­
turer has a contractual, proprietary, or other 
legal relationship in a manner determined 
by the Secretary to be appropriate, which 
may include, but is not limited to, printed 
matter (A) available for retention by such 
prospective purchaser and (B) sent by mail 
to suoh prospective purchaser upon his re­
quest; and 

(2) the first person who purchases a mo­
bile home for purposes other than resale, at 
the time of such purchase, or in printed mat­
ter placed in the mobile home. 

(e) All information reported to or other­
wise obtained by the Secretary or his 
represent&ttive pursuant to subsection (b) 
or (c) which contains or relates to a trade 
secret or other matter referred to in section 
1905 of title 18 of the United States Code, 
shall be considered confidential for the pur­
pose of that section, except that such infor­
mation may be disclosed to other officers or 
employees concerned wLth carrying out this 
title or when relevant in any proceeding un­
der this title. Nothing in this section shall 
authorize the withholding of information by 
the Secretary or any officer or employee under 
his control, from the duly authorized com­
mittees of the Congress. 

NOTIFICATION OF DEFECTS 

SEc.113. (a) Every manufacturer of mobile 
homes shall furnish notification of any defect 
in any mobile home produced by such manu­
facturer which he determines, in good faith, 
relates to mobile home -safety, to the pur­
chaser of such mobile home, within a reason­
able time after such manufacturer has dis­
covered such defect. 

(b) The notification required by subsection 
(a) shall be accomplished-

( 1) by certified mail to the first purchaser 
(not including any dealer of such manufac­
turer) of the mobile home containing such a 
defect, and to any subsequent purchaser to 
whom has been transferred any warranty on 
such mobile home; and 

(2) by certified mail or other more expe­
ditious means to the dealer or dealers of 
such manufacturer to whom such mobile 
home was delivered. 

(c) The notification required by subsec­
tion (a) shall contain a clear description of 
such defect, an evaluation of the risk to mo-
bile home safety reasonably related to such 
defect, and a statement of the measures to be 
taken to repair such defect. 

(d) Every manufacturer of mobile homes 
shall furnish to the Secretary a true or rep­
resentative copy of all notices, bulletins, and 
other communications to the dealers of such 
manufacturer or purchasers of mobile homes 
of such manufacturer regarding any defect 
in such mobile home sold or serviced by such 
dealer. The Secretary shall disclose So much 

of the information contained in such notice 
or other information obtained under section 
112\ a) to the public as he deems will assist 
in carrying out the purposes of this title, but 
he sha.Il not disclose any in!ormation which 
contains or relates to a trade secret or other 
matter referred to in section 1905 of title 18 
of the United States Code, unless he deter­
mines that it is necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 

(e) If through testing, inspection, inves­
tigation, or research carried out pursuant to 
this title, or examination of reports pursuant 
to subsection (d) of this section, or other­
wise, the Secretary determines thiat any 
mobile home-

( 1) does not comply with an applicable 
Federal mobile home safety standard pre­
scribed pursuant to section 103; or 

(2) contains a defect which relates to 
mobile home safety; 
then he shall immediately notify the manu­
facturer of such mobile home of such defect 
or failure to comply. The notice shall con­
tain the findings of the Secretary and shall 
include all information upon which the 
findings are based. The Secretary shall afford 
such manufacturer an opportunity to pre­
sent his views and evidence in support 
thereof, to establish that there is no failure 
of compliance or that the alleged defect 
does not affect mobile home safety. If after 
such presentation by the manufacturer the 
Secretary determines that such mobile home 
does not comply with applicable Federal 
safety standards, or contains a defect which 
relates to mobile home safety, the Secretary 
shall direct the manufacturer to furnish 
the notification specified in subsection (c) 
of this section to the purchaser of such 
mobile home as provided in subsections (a) 
and (b) of this section. 

(f) Every manufacturer of mobile homes 
shall maintain a record of the name and 
address of the first purchaser, other than a 
dealer or distributor, of each mobile home 
produced by that manufacturer. The Sec­
retary may establish, by order, procedures 
to be followed by manufacturers in estab­
lishing and maintaining such records, in­
cluding procedures to be followed by dis­
tributors and dealers to assist manufac­
turers to secure the information required 
by this subsection which will not affect the 
obligation of manufacturers under this sub­
section. Such procedures shall be reasonable 
for the particular type of mobile home for 
which they are prescribed. 
CERTIFICATION OF CONFORMITY WITH SAFETY 

.j3TANDARDS 

SEc. 114. Every manufacturer or distribu­
tor of a mobile home shall furnish to the 
distributor or dealer at the time of delivery 
of each such mobile home by such manu­
facturer, the certification that each such 
mobile home conforms to all applicable 
Federal safety standards. Such certification 
shall be in the form of a label or tag per­
manently affixed to each such _ mobile 
home. 

NATIONAL MOBILE HOME SAFETY BUREAU 

SEc. 115. The Secretary shall carry out the 
provisions of this title through a National 
Mobile Home Safety Bureau (hereinafter re­
feiTed to as the "Bureau"), which he shall 
establish in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development. The Bureau shall be 
headed by a Mobile Home Safety Director 
who shall be appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and cons~nt of the 
Senate. The Director shall be a citizen of 
the United States, and shall be appointed 
with due regard for his fitness to discharge 
efficiently the powers and the duties dele­
gated to him pursuant to this title. The 
Director shall perform such duties as are 
delegated to him by the Secretary. 

EFFECT UPON ANTITRUST LAWS 

SEC. 116. Nothing contained in this title 
shall be deemed to exempt from the anti-

trust laws of the United States any conduct 
that would otherwise be unlawful under 
such laws, or to prohibit under the anti­
trust laws of the United States any conduct 
that would be lawful under such laws. 
USE OF RESEARCH AND TESTING FACILITIES OF 

PUBLIC AGENCIES 

SEc. 117. The Secretary, in exercising the 
authority under this title, shall utilize the 
services, research and testing facilities of 
public agencies to the maximum extent prac­
ticable in order to avoid duplication. 

RULES AND REGULATIONS 

SEc. 118. The Secretary is authorized to 
issue, amend, and revoke _ such rules and 
regulations as he deems necessary to carry 
out this title. 

ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS 

SEc. 119. (a) The Secretary shall prepare 
and submit to the President for transmittal 
to the Congress on March 1 of each year a 
comprehensive report on the administration 
of this title for the preceding calendar year. 
Such report shall include but not be re­
stricted to ( 1) a thorough statistical com­
pilation of the accidents and injuries oc­
curring in such year; (2) a list of Federal 
mobile home safety standards prescribed or 
in effect in such year; (3) the degree of 
observance of applicable Federal mobile 
home standards; (4) a summary of all cur­
rent research grants and contracts together 
with a description of the problems to be 
considered by such grants and contracts; 
(5) an analysis and evaluation, including 
relevant policy recommedations, of research 
activities completed and technological prog­
ress achieved during such year; (6) a state­
ment of enforcement actions including ju­
dicial decisions, settlements, or pending liti­
gation during such year; (7) the extent to 
which technical information was dissemi­
nated to the scientific community and 
consumer-oriented information was made 
available to mobile home owners; and (8) 
a list of all State plans in effect pursuant 
to section 120 and an evaluation of each 
such plan. 

(b) The report required by subsection (a) 
of this section shall contain such recom­
mendations for additional legislation as the 
Secretary deems necessary to promote co­
operation among the several States in the 
improvement of mobile home safety and to 
strengthen the national mobile home pro­
gram. 

STATE PLANS 

SEc. 120. (a) Nothing in this title shall 
prevent any State agency or court from 
asserting jurisdiction under State law over 
any mobile home safety issue with respect 
to which no standard has been established 
pursuant to the provisions of section 103. 

_(b) Any State which, at any time, desires 
to assume responsibility for development and 
enforcement of mobile home safety standards 
relating to any safety issue with respect to 
which a Federal standard has been estab­
lished under section 103, shall submit to 
the Secretary a State plan for the develop­
ment of such standards and their enforce­
ment. 

(c) The Secretary shall approve the plan 
submitted by a State under subsection (b), 
or any modification thereof, if such plan in 
his judgment-

(I) designates a State agency or agencies 
as the agency or agencies responsible for 
administering the plan throughout the State; 

(2) provides for the development and en­
forcement of mobile home safety standards 
which are or will be at least as effective in 
providing safe mobile homes as the standards 
promulgated under section 103; 

(3) provides for a right of entry and in­
spection of all factories, warehouses, or estab­
lishments in such State in which mobile 
homes are manufactured, and which is at 
least as effective as that provided in sec­
tion 112; 

. 

' 

. 
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(4} contains satisfactory assurances that 

such agency has or will have the legal au­
thority and qualified personnel necessary 
for the enforcement of such standards; 

( 5) give satisfactory assurances that such 
State will devote a.dequate funds to the 
administration and enforcement of such 
standards; 

(6) requires manufacturers, distributors, 
and dealers in such State to make reports 
to the Secretary in the same manner and 
to the same extent as if the State plan 
were not in effect; and -

(7) provides that the State agency will 
make such reports to the Secretary in such 
form and containing such information, as the 
Secretary shall from time to time require. 

(d) If the Secretary rejects a plan sub­
mitted under subsection (b), he shall afford 
the State submitting the plan due notice and 
opportunity for a hearing before so doing. 

(e) After the Secretary approves a State 
plan submitted under subsection (b), he may, 
but shall not be required to, exercise his 
authority under sections 106, 108, 109, 112, 
and 113 with respect to comparable standards 
established under section 103 for the period 
specified in the next sentence. The Secretary 
may exercise the authority referred to above 
until he determines, on the basis of actual 
operations under the State plan, that the cri­
teria set forth in subsection (c) are being ap­
plied, but he shall not make such determi­
nation for at least three years after the 
plan's approval under subsection (c). Upon 
making the determination referred to in the 
preceding sentence, the provisions of sec­
tions 108, 109, 111, 112, and 113, and stand­
ards promulgated under section 103 of this 
title, shall not apply with respect to any 
mobile home safety issues covered under the 
plan, but the Secretary may retain jurisdic­
tion under the above provisions in any pre­
ceding commenced under section 108 or 109 
before the date of determination. 

(f) The Secretary shall, on the basis of re­
ports submitted by the State agency and 
his own inspections, make a continuing eval­
uation of the manner in which each State 
having a plan approved under this section 
is carrying out such plan. Whenever the -Sec­
retary finds, after affording due notice and 
opportunity for a hearing, that in the ad­
ministration of the State plan there is a 
failure to comply substantially with any pro­
vision of the State plan, he shall notify the 
State agency of his withdrawal of approval 
of such plan. Upon receipt of such notice by 
such State agency such plan shall cease to 
be in effect, but the State may retain juris­
diction in any case commenced before the 
withdrawal of the plan in order to enforce 
mobile home standards under the plan when­
ever the issues involved do not relate to the 
reasons for the withdrawal of the plan. 

(g) Each State may obtain a review of each 
decision of the Secretary withdrawing ap­
proval of or rejecting its plan by filing in 
the United States court of appeals for the 
circuit in which such State is located within 
thirty days following receipt of notice of such 
decision, a petition to modify or set aside 
in whole or in part the action of the Secre­
tary. A copy of such petition shall forthwith 
be served upon the Secretary, and thereupon 
the Secretary shall certify and file in the 
court the record upon which the decision 
complained of was issued as provided in sec­
tion 2112 of title 28, United States Code. Un­
less the-.rcourt :finds that the Secretary's de­
cision in rejecting a proposed State plan or 
withdrawing his approval of such a plan is 
not supported by substantial evidence the 
court shall affirm the Secretary's decision. 
The judgment of the court shall be subject 
to review by the Supreme Court of the United 
States upon certiorari or certification as pro­
vided in section 1254 of title 28, United 
States Code. 

GRANTS TO THE STATES 

SEC. 121. (a) The Secretary is authorized 
to make grants to the States which have des­
ignated a State agency under section 120 to 
assist them- , 

(1) in identifying their needs and reponsi­
bilities in the area of mobile home safety 
standards; or 

(2) in developing State plans under sec­
tion 120. 

(b) The Governor of each such State shall 
designate the appropriate State agency for 
receipt of any grant made by the Secretary 
under this section. 

(c) Any State agency designated by the 
Governor of the State desiring a grant under 
this section shall submit an application 
therefor to the Secretary. The Secretary shall 
review and either accept or reject such ap­
plication. 

(d) The Federal share for each State grant 
under subsection (a) of this section may not 
exceed 90 per centum of the total cost of the 
application. In the event th'e Federal share 
for all States under such subsection is not 
the same, the. differences among the States 
shall be established on the basis of objective 
criteria. 

(e) The Secretary is authorized to make 
grants to ~he States to assist them in ad­
minist ering and enforcing programs for mo­
bile home safety contained in State plans ap­
proved by the Secretary pursuant to section 
120 of this title. The Federal share for each 
State grant under this subsection may not 
exceed 50 per centum of the total cost to 
the State of such a program. The last sen­
tence of subsection (d) shall be applicable 
in determining the Federal share under this 
subsection. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 122. There are authorized to be ap­
propriated such sums as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this title. 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 123. The provisions of this title shall 
take effect upon the expiration of the one 
hundred eighty~day period which begins on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

TITLE II-CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 
HOME OWNERS' LOAN ACT OF 1933 

SEc. 201. The third paragraph of section 
5 (c) of the Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933 
(12 U.S.C. 1464(c)) is amended by striking · 
out clause (B) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(B) any loan made for the purchase of a 
mobile home which meets or exceeds the 
mobile home safety standards established . 
under the National Mobile Home Safety 
Standards Act of 1972." 

NATIONAL HOUSING ACT 

SEc. 202. The last sentence of the second 
paragraph of section 2(a) of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1703 (a)) is amended 
by-

( 1) striking out "the livability and dura­
bility of the mobile home and" in clause (i); 

(2) striking out "and" after the semi­
colon at the end of clause (i); and 

(3) striking out the period at the end of 
clause (11) and a.dding in lieu thereof "; 
and (iii) require that the mobile home 
meets or exceeds the mobile home safety 
standards established under the National 
Mobile Home Safety Standards Act of 
1972." 

TITLE 38, UNITED STATES CODE 

SEc. 203. Section 1819 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by-

( 1) striking out subsection (i) and in­
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

"(i) No loan for the purchase of a mobile 
home shall be guaranteed under this sec­
tion unless--

.. ( 1) the mobile home meets or exceeds 

the mobile home safety standards estab­
lished under the National Mobile Home 
Safety Standards Act of 1972; and 

"(2) the lot, if any, meets or exceeds 
standards prescribed by the Administrator 
for the planning, xnaintenance, and devel­
opment of mobile home sites which are 
attractive resident ial areas and which are 
free from, and do not substantially con­
t ribute to, adverse scenic or environmental 
conditions. 
For the purpose of assuring compliance 
with such mobile h ome safety standards, 
the Administrator shall from time to time 
inspect the xnanufacturing process of mo­
bile homes to be sold to veterans and con­
duct random onsite inspections of mobile 
homes purchased with assistance under 
this chapter."; and 

(2) striking out "standards prescribed 
by the Administrator" in clause (1) of 
subsection (j) and inserting in lieu there­
of "safety standards required". 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 204. The provisions of this title shall 
apply with respect to any loan applica­
tion :filed, pursuant to the provisions of the 
Home Owners' Loan Act of 1933, the Na­
tional Housing Act, or section 1819 of title 
38, United States Code, as the case may be 
after the effective date of title I of this 
Act. 

By Mr. BOGGS (for himself and 
Mr. ROTH): 

S.J. Res. 233. A joint resolution au­
thorizing and requesting the President to 
issue annually a proclamation designat­
ing the week beginning on the last Mon­
day of May of each year a.s "National 
Natural History Week." Referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, last Satur­
day morning Senator RoTH and I had 
the honor to participate in the dedica­
tion ceremony for the new Delaware Mu­
seum of Natural History. 

Our colleagues will be interested to 
know that this is the first new natural 
history museum in our country in more 
than half a century. I think this new 
museum, the gift of a young ornithologist 
from Delaware, John du Pont, symbolizes 
a new national interest in natural his­
tory. 

All Delawareans are proud of this new 
museum. It has been suggested that the 
opening of the Delaware Museum is a 
fitting time to recognize the national im­
portance of natural history studies. 

President Nixon pointed out this great 
contribution in a letter he wrote last week 
extending his ."congratulations for this 
important addition to the educational 
opportunities available to the American 
people." 

The President went on to discuss in 
some detail the vital role that the collec­
tions in our natural history museums can 
play in creating a better environment 
for all Americans: 

This event provides me with great satis­
faction also because of the research the Mu­
seum anticipates with respect to the serious 
environmental problems of our Mid-Atlantic 
coastal zone. Its study collections, like those 
of other major natural history museums, pro­
vide the nation with historic insights into 
such probleins, as well as the means for set­
ting rational environmental standards. 

Mr. President, Senator ROTH and I are 
introducing today a joint resolution that 



17222 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE May 15, 1972 

will authorize the President to designate 
the week beginning the last Monday of 
May each year as "National Natural His­
tory Week." 

Such a national week will give great­
er recognition to the important contribu­
tion of our Nation's natural history 
museums. 

Mr. President, I request unanimous 
consent that the text of the joint reso­
lution be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

In addition, Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent that several newspaper 
artides concerning the opening of the 
Delaware Museum of Natural History 
alSO be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, along with welcoming remarks 
by Mr. du Pont. 

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

S.J. RES. 233 
Whereas the study of natural history 

broadens our understanding of the environ­
ment; 

Whereas the study of natural history gives 
mankind a greater appreciation of the need 
to protect rare and endangered species; 

Whereas the Delaware Museum of Natural 
History opened in May of 1972; and 

Whereas the Delaware Museum of Natural 
History is the first natural history museum 
to be opened in the United St ates in more 
than half a century: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
President is authorized and requested to is­
sue annually a proclamation designating the 
week beginning on the last Monday of May 
of each year "National Natural History Week", 
and calling upon the people of the United 
States and interested groups and organiza­
tions to observe such week with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

[From the Wilmington (Del.) Evening 
Journal, May 9, 1972] 

NATURAL HISTORY MUSEUM Wn.L OPEN 
SATURDAY 

U.S. Sen. J. Caleb Boggs will be the princi­
pal speaker at Saturday's dedication of the 
new Delaware Museum for Natural History on 
the Kennett Pike. 

The museum is the first of its kind to be 
built in the United States since 1910 and is 
intended as a research center as well as to 
display various kinds of mammals, birds and 
sea shells. 

The ceremony will be held in the audi­
torium of the museum at 10 a .m., one hour 
after the museum is opened to the public for 
the first time. 

Dr. E. Berkeley Tompkins, directory of the 
Division of Historical and Cultural Affairs, 
representing Gov. Russell W. Peterson, will 
also be a speaker. 

John E. duPont, who started planning the 
museum in 1957 when he was still in college, 
will close the program with a brief history of 
the museum and a description of its aims 
and objectives. 

More than one million bird eggs and thou­
sands of sea. shells, many of them collected 
by Du Pont himself throughout the world, are 
stored in the research area on the second floor 
of the museum which is not open to the 
public. 

The visitor to the museum first sees a cor­
ridor lined with dioramas of birds in their 
native habitats, with water colors and other 
exhibits. 

At the end of the corridor is a large cir­
cular area. In its center is a large craggy 
rock with several eagles' nests on top, with 
eagles perched nearby. There are large tree 
trunks with big birds at rest on the limbs. 

Surrounding this central exhibit are more 
dioramas of different species of birds and 
mammals. Leading off this circula.r area is 
another corridor with displays of more birds, 
and one showing a wide variety of eggs from 
all parts of the world. 

One striking exhibit is under the floor so 
that the visitor can look down as lf he were 
peering into clear water. He will see various 
types of shells and coral as they appear on 
the floor of the ocean. 

A large vertical exhibit of colored shells 
may be viewed through clear glass on one 
side and through rippled glass, simulating 
water, on the other. 

At the end of this corridor is a. huge repro­
duction of a waterhole on the lower slopes of 
Mt. Keyna in Africa.. In this display are im­
pala, a warthog, a bush pig, gnus and a secre­
tary bird. 

Along the walls surrounding the exhibit 
are dioramas of other mammals. One shows a 
Delaware stream with an otter with a. fish in 
its mouth emerging from the stream while a. 
blue jay flies overhead. The other shows a. 
scene in a. state forest with a deer and other 
animals. 

These are among the 100 exhibits visitors 
will view starting Saturday. 

The museum will be open Wednesdays 
through Saturdays from 9 to 4 and on Sun­
days from 1 to 5. It will be closed on Mon­
days and Tuesdays. 

Admission is $1.25 for adults and 75 cents 
for children through 16. 

Du Point is chairman of the museum's 
board of trustees. Other officers are Charles 
Robinson, vice president; J. H. Tyler, Mc­
Connell, treasurer, and Peggy Mahler, secre­
tary. 

Other trustees are J. Edgar Rhodas, Philip 
Williamson, Dean Amadon, John M. Martin, 
Robert C. Myers, Richard W. Thornington, 
Jr. and Mrs. Edmond duPont. 

(From the Philadelphia Inquirer, May 12, 
1972] 

WEEKEND WELCOMES A FINE NEW MUSEUM 
A million seashells and 100,000 eggs. A 

giant clam and wild African animals which 
glower, un-ca.ged, right beside you. 

Part of the scenario for the next Stanley 
Kubrick science-fiction production? No. It's 
just some of the things you can expect to 
find inside the new Delaware Museum of 
Natural History, which opens its doors 
Saturday. 

The institution: the first major museum of 
natural history to be constructed in the 
.country since 1910, will open to the public 
at 10 A.M. Saturday (1 P.M. Sunday) in 
Greenville, Del., near Wilmington. 

The multi-million-dollar · institution 
houses the largest egg collection in the 
world-100,000 sets. It also features collec­
tions of rare seashells, birds and mammals. 

Visitors to the public viewing areas on the 
first floor will see 100 exhibits. A glass floor 
reveals mollusks in their natural habitat. 
Nearby, the giant clam shell is three feet long 
and weighs 400 pounds. 

In the center hall, devoted to birds, two 
wedge-tailed eagles from Australia perch 
menacingly on a boulder, surrounded by 
stuffed birds from species found throughout 
the world-many of them shown in their 
natural habitats. 

"We hope to stimulate a renaissance of 
this kind of institution throughout the coun­
try," said John E. du Pont, a 33-year-old 
ornithologist and member of the wealthy 
Delaware family who first conceived of the 
museum when he was a teenager. He is now 
its director. · 

"Too frequently, we have seen significant . 
collections neglected and even abandoned in 
the great museums of natural history here 
and abroad," duPont said, because scientific 
interest and financial support have flagged. 

An African wildlife scene believed to be 
the only exhibit of its kind where the ani-

mals are shown without glass enclosures 
dominates the Hall of Mammals. 

In the environment exhibit, the Delaware 
marshlands and local seashore exhibits illus­
trate the way in which the tiny state's coastal 
marsh system is being threatened. 

Admission is $1.25 for adults and 75 cents 
for children. Take Rte. 52 South off U.S. 1 
South, past Rte. 202, to Greenville. 

[From t he New York Times, May 7, 19721 
DELAWARE GETS NATURE MUSEUM-INSTITUTE 

Wn.L STUDY ECOLOGY OF MARINE LIFE AND 
BmDs 

(By Donald Janson) 
GREENVU..LE, DEL., May 6.-The firSt major 

museum of natural history to be established 
in this country since 1910 will be opened to 
the public here next Saturday. 

The multi-million-dollar institution, the 
Delaware Museum of Natural History, will be 
directed by John Eleuthere duPont. 

The 33-year-old Ornithologist said in an 
interview at the spacious buff-and-white mu­
seum that he hoped it would stimulate re­
newed interest in a science that has not had 
a new museum since the Los Angeles County 
Museum of Natural History opened 62 years 
ago. 

Mr. Du Pont is not the first naturalist in 
his family. Eleuthere !renee du Pont de 
Nemours, his noted forebear, was a botanist 
when he came to the United States in 1800. 
But botany did not provide sufficient income 
for him, and in 1802 he founded the ex­
plosives company that bore his name and he 
manufactured black powder on the banks of 
the Brandywine River near the site of the new 
museum. 

ECOLOGICAL SURVEYS 
John duPont told an interviewer that the 

Delaware museum would sponsor research on 
ecologies.! problems, including surveys of 
mollusk and other life of the Delaware-Mary-
land-Virginia. peninsula.. · 

Gov. Russell W. Peterson, formerly a. du 
Pont Company official, sponsored last year 
conservation legislation that prohibits heavy 
industry from Delaware coastal zones. 

Mr. du Pont said that preservation of 
natural coastal areas was of crucial im­
portance because marine life that breeds tn 
marshy water would be destroyed by _indus­
trial development. 

The museum, with one of the largest col­
lections of birds' eggs in the world, has been 
serving government and other environmental 
researchers ever since construction of the 
just-completed two-story ·bull ding was far 
enough along to move in the first collections 
of specimens. 

PESTICIDE STUDIES SET 
In studies on the effects of pesticides, for 

example, older egg shells at the museum are 
compared for chemical content and thickness 
with pesticide-damaged shells of today. 

The museum has 100,000 sets of birds' eggs, 
principally from collections throughout the 
world acquired by Mr. duPont for the non­
profit education institution. The largest 
group came from a museum in Tring, Eng­
land, that lacked space for its collection. 

Other major displays in the Delaware 
museum are Philippine and Mexican birds 
and from the Indian and Pacific oceans. 

The museum has a million seashells, one 
of the most extensive collections of its kind, 
particularly from the area stretching from 
the Indian Ocean to Hawaii. 

Of 100 exhibits mounted for the opening, 
one of the most unusual is underfoot. Visi­
tors walking on glass look down through it 
to see mollusks depicted in their natural 
habitat in Australia's Great Barrier Reef. The 
denizens include giant clams three feet long 
that weighs 400 pounds. 

CHll.DHOOD INTEREST 
Mr. du Pont began collecting shells on 

Delaware beaches at the age of 12 and con­
ceived the idea. for the museum when he 
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was a teenager. He received a degree in ma­
rine biology at the University of Miami. He 
began traveling to the Philippines to collect 
specimens a~ early as 1958, and he is the 
author of a new book, "Philippine Birds," 
just published by the museum. 

The museum will publish other books by 
staff members in the future. Among them 
will be a monograph on the kingfisher.s of 
the world and a book on the birds of the 
central Pacific. 

The quarterly publication Nautilus will be 
edited at the museum. Scientific periodicals 
to be published by the institution include 
Indo-Pacific Mollusca and Nemouria, the 
occasional papers of the museum. 

Students are expected to be frequent visi­
tors to see permanent and changing exhibits. 
A plush, 300-seat auditorium will be used for 
showing documentary films. 

"In creating Delaware's first museum of 
n81tural history we hope to stimulate a ren­
aissance of this kind of institution through­
out the country," Mr. du Pont said. "All too 
frequently we have seen significant collec­
tions neglected and even abandoned in many 
of the great museums of natural history here 
and abroad because scientific interest and 
needed financial support have been lacking." 

REMARKS BY JOHN E. DU PONT, DmECTOR, 
DELAWARE MUSEUM OF NATURAL HISTORY, 
AT DEDICATION CEREMONIES, MAY 13, 1972 

My name is John duPont, director of the 
Delaware Museum of Natural History. I am 
privileged to welcome you to our dedication 
ceremonies this morning. I am particularly 
pleased that Senator Boggs and Dr. Tomp­
kins are here with us and we are all looking 
forward to hearing from them in a few 
minutes. 

In dedicating this Museum today we are 
mindful of the increasing need to develop 
public understanding of the natural sciences. 
All to frequently there is a gulf between the 
dally lives and experiences of most people 
and the complexity of science and technol­
ogy. Of course, many attempts have been 
made to bridge this ever-widening gap, in­
cluding the publication of books and maga­
Zine articles and television programming 
and general science courses in schools. Al­
though these techniques are most valuable, 
they do lack an important ingredient, and 
it is that ingredient we are attempting to 
supply in this Museum and in the other 
fine institutions of natural science through­
out the country. We offer the props and the 
environment for the full appreciation of 
natural history. Teaching science without 
these props is like explaining the rudiments 
of horseback riding to an individual without 
ever letting him near a horse. And there is 
a great need for providing communities 
with the opportunity to see the kind of en­
vironments that will be available at this 
Museum. 

· As we formulated plans for the opening of 
this Museum, I was appalled to see how few 
natural history museums had been built in 
recent years. For example, this institution 
is the first to be built in this country since 
the Los Angeles County Museum of Natural 
History was built in 1910. Also, this Museum 
is the first institution of its kind in the State 
of Delaware. It is my hope that the Dela­
ware Museum will help stimulate a renais­
sance in natural history museums through­
out the country. 

I say that because as collections are ne­
glected and abandoned and the systematic 
classification of species is eclipsed by other 
scientific disciplines, all of the biological sci­
en ces begin to suffer. We all too often lose 
sight of the fact that in order to advance 
research in these areas, taxonomic studies 
must be encouraged and supported, Taxon­
omy, the study of species and classification, 
is the scientific discipline that is so essen-

tial to successful progress in biological and 
ecological research. 

In order to bring about greater public 
understanding for the role of naturaJ. his­
tory museums in our society, I'd like to tell 
you about two d11ferent projects this Mu­
seum will be undertaking. 

First, I have written President Nixon and 
requested that he declare a nationwide ob­
servance of Natural History Week on May 29 
this year and every year thereafter. I am also 
calling upon the leaders of the country's nat­
ural history museums to join with the Dela­
ware Museum in sponsorship of this public 
observance. I have already been assured by 
Senator Boggs that he will support us in this 
goal. 

Second, I am establishing an annual award 
for the popular article that best furthers the 
understanding of natural history. We will 
call it the Delaware Museum of Natural His­
tory Writing Award. It is my hope that by 
encouraging writers to prepare articles on 
natural history we can impress upon the na­
tion the significance of this science and its 
impact on mankind. In the next few weeks 
we will announce the details of the Delaware 
Museum of Natural History Writing Award. 

As this Museum takes its place with the 
other fine institutions of natural history 
throughout the land, we are confident that 
it will contribute to our storehouse of knowl­
edge of this immensely important discipline. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A 
BILL 

s. 3105 

At the request of Mr. STENNIS, the Sen­
ator from Mississippi <Mr. EASTLAND) , 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
JoRDAN), and the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 3105, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to develop 
and carry out a forestry incentives pro­
gram to encourage a higher level of 
forest resource protection, development, 
and management by small nonindustrial 
private and non-Federal public forest 
landowners, and for other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
SO-SUBMISSION OF . A CONCUR­
RENT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING 
THE SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT 
AN ASIAN PEACE CONFERENCE 
BE ESTABLISHED 
<Referred to the Committee on Foreign 

Relations.) 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I sub­

mit a concurrent resolution expressing 
the sense of Congress with reference to a 
new Asian Peace Conference which would 
be established under the auspices of the 
United Nations Security Council. 

Mr. President, once again our Nation 
and its Congress divide thernselves .over­
the interminable war in Southeast Asia. 
Once again we are reminded of the hu­
man costs of battle. Once again we face 
the perils of armed conflict in a nuclear 
age. And once again a President of the 
United States has asked· for the support 
of all Americans in his effort to end our 
involvement in Southeast Asia. 

I believe that the President's desire to 
end the war is shared by all Americans. 
We have fulfilled our commitment to the 
people of South Vietnam and we must 
now fulfill our outstanding commitments 
to the people of America. 

Whatever military action we take in 

Vietnam must be for the purpose of pro­
tecting American troops there, securing 
the release of American prisoners of war, 
and preventing further death and injury 
to the people of Vietnam. 

During this time of great international 
peril, I believe that responsible public of­
ficials, without regard to party or politi­
cal aspirations, should pray that the 
President's dramatic efforts succeed. 
Their success would mean an end to our 
involvement and a renewed hope for an 
end to the fighting in Southeast Asia. 

I say this with recognition of the great 
dangers involved in the current military 
actions. But now that they have been 
taken, we must hope that they yield the 
outcome which the President, his critics 
and the American people all share: An 
end to the war and the return of all our 
men. 

The President's proposals to withdraw 
all our forces from Vietnam within 4 
months of a cease-fire and the return of 
our men held captive by the North Viet­
namese is a most generous and realistic 
offer. It is an offer which the North Viet­
namese ignore only at the risk of con­
tinued deprivation and hardship for their 
people. It is a proposal to settle at the 
negotiating table the political issues 
which can never be resolved on the bat­
tlefield. 

While we do not yet know what twists 
and turns the labyrinth of war and diplo­
macy will take, we can be certain of one 
point. If this war and our involvement in 
it come to an end soon, it will end at the 
conference table and not on the battle­
field. 

While we should not abandon any 
channels of negotiation so long as they 
offer hope of ending the war, it is appar­
ent that we need a new forum for negoti­
ations. And we must be certain to provide 
a forum in which to negotiate an end to 
the conflict throughout Southeast Asia. 
If present channels are not adequate, 
then we must create new ones. We need a 
forum acceptable to all parties involved 
in the war. We need a forum which can 
focus the attention of the world on those 
nations whose refusal to negotiate has led 
to a prolongation of this war. 

In establishing this new forum, we 
must recognize two basic facts. First, the 
war is fundamentally an Asian affair. It 
is neither an American nor a Soviet was 
to win or lose. If the conflict is to end, it 
will end with a settlement in Asia by 
Asians. 

But we must also understand a second 
basic fact. The war could not be con­
ducted with its present scope and inten­
sity if it were not for the assistance of 
t~ee great powers: The United States, 
the Soviet Union, and the People's Re­
public of China. Those three nations are, 
then, inexorably linked to discussions to 
end the war. 

In the light of these facts and the cur­
rent international situation, I therefore 
propose for consideration by the Senate 
and the President that this Nation call 
for an ASian Peace Conference to be 
convened under the auspices of the 
United Nations. 

I propose that the President should in­
struct our Ambassador to the United Na­
tions to call for an urgent session of" the 
United Nations Security Council to dis-
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cuss the most feasible method for con­
vening a new Indochina conference, to 
be held in a neutral South Asian nation, 
and to determine the best means of se­
curing participation of all states involved 
in the conflict. 

I believe that a conference held in 
Asia would provide the best forum for 
Asian nations to resolve Asian problems. 
Yet because it is held under the auspices 
of the United Nations Security Council, 
the three major powers involved in the 
tragic war in Southeast Asia would par­
ticipate. 

I believe this would be a forum which 
would offer the best hope for securing 
the release of our men held captive 
throughout Indochina. The purpose of 
this conference, in my view, should not 
be a narrow one limited only to the end 
of U.S. involvement. But the conference 
should address itself to the problem of 
ending the war and resolving underlying 
policitical conflicts in Indochina. 

The question might be raised, what 
hope is there for such a conferEWce to 
succeed? I would respond it is a civilized 
way to extricate the world from the pres­
ent morass in Southeast Asia. It is a way 
to solve the problem of Vietnam with a 
minimum of further loss of life and de­
struction. It is a way to remove the 
focus of world energies from the chal­
lenge and response of escalation, and 
turn them toward the greater challenge 
of carrying out a peaceful settlement. 

We must recognize that another cycle 
of invasion, bombing, and massive civil­
ian sacrifices will not solve the Vietnam 
problem for anybody. Nor is the real 
question whether we should continue to 
help South Vietnam defend itself. The 
real question is how do we end this un­
ending war? 

I believe a conference of the kind I am 
proposing would take us from the battle­
front to the conference table. It would 
move us from unwanted hostilities back 
to the underlying issues of this conflict: 
Is there to be a unified Vietnam? Can 
there be security for Laos and Cambodia? 
What is to be the role of the United 
States in Southeast Asia? What role 
does the Soviet Union have there? Can 
the great powers guarantee their nonin­
volvement in the affairs of Indochina? 
How can the aspirations of the people in 
that region be realized without perpetual 
war? 

The American people want an end to 
this war. They want an end of our in­
volvement. But they do not want a Com­
munist victory in South Vietnam. Un­
less we are prepared to run a risk of in­
creasing military escalation and all it 
implies for the climate of world trade, 
world security, and the requirements of 
our own national defense, we must find 
another way and we must find it now. 

Finally, I want to emphasize this pro­
posal is made in the spirit of an honest 
search for alternatives. I have no illu­
sion that it offers a foolproof way to 
productive negotiations. I have no illu­
sions about the outcome, if such a con­
ference were convened. But I am con­
vinced that a Senator has a responsi­
bility to offer positive suggestions to the 
President on matters of such vital impor­
tance to our Nation. I am convinced the 
President and the people desire an end 
of involvement in Indochina. I advance 

\ 

this proposal, because I believe it merits 
consideration as a chance for starting 
meaningful negotiations to end our own 
involvement in this tragic war, to secure 
the release of our prisoners of war and 
missing men, and to end the war itself. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the concurrent resolution be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

S. CON. RES. 80 
Whereas it is in the interest of the United 

States to seek a prompt end to the conflict 
in Southeast Asia and a repatriation of its 
men who are held as prisoners of war; 

Whereas the United Sta.tes should utilize 
every available means of seeking an end to 
the war; 

Whereas no present negotiations encom­
pass all of the padies now involved in the 
conflict; 

Whereas a primary purpose of the United 
Nations as stated in Article 1 of its Charter 
is to "bring about by peaceful means, and in 
conformity with the principles of justice and 
internation81l law, adjustment or settlement 
of interna.tioD.aJl disputes .. . ";. 

Whereas, according to Article 35 of the 
Charter, "Any Member of the United Nations 
may bring any dispute, or any situation of 
the nature referred to in .Arlticle 34, to the 
attention of the Security Council or of the 
General Assembly."; and 

Whereas Asian nations must assume a pri­
mary role in the resolution of Asian prob­
lems: Now, therefore, be irt 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), Thra.t the Presi­
dent should seek to establish, under the au­
spices of the United N81tions, a broad-based 
Asian Peace Conference to be held in a neu­
tral nation in Southeast Asia, and that all 
participants in the hostilities, whether or not 
they are member of the United Nations, 
should be invited to participate in such con­
ference. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 301-SUBMIS­
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT­
ING TO THE PRINTING AND 
DISTRIDUTION OF LEGISLATIVE 
PROCEEDINGS WITH RESPECT TO 
THE DEATH OF FORMER SEN­
ATOR JAMES F. BYRNES 
(Referred to the Committee on Rules 

and Administration.) 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD (for Mr. 

THURMOND and Mr. HOLLINGS) SUb­
mitted the following resolution: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 301 
Resolved, That the legislative proceedings 

of the Congress relating to the death of the 
former Senator from South Carolina, James 
F. Byrnes, ordered by the Senate on May 1, 
1972, to be bound and printed as a Senate 
document, shall be prepared, printed, bound, 
and distributed, unless and to the extent 
otherwise provided by the Joint Committee 
on Printing under chapter 1 of title 44, 
United States Code, in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as memorial ad­
dresses, on behalf of Members of Congress 
dying in office, are printed under sections 
723 and 724 of such title, except that the 
number of copies to be printed and the 
distribution thereof are to be as follows: 

( 1) 100 copies to the family of the said 
James F. Byrnes, bound in full morocco, 
with gilt edges, suitably lettered as may be 
requested by that family; 

(2) 100 copies to each Senator from the 
State of South Carolina; 

(3) 2 copies to the Vice President and 
each other Senator; 

(4) 10 copies to each Member of the House 

of Representatives from the State of South 
Carolina; and 

( 5) 1 copy to each other Member of the 
Ho~se of Representatives, including the 
Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico 
and each Delegate. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 302-0RIGI­
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED 
AUTHORIZING SUPPLEMENT EX­
PENDITURES BY THE COMMITTEE 
ON FINANCE FOR THE PROCURE­
MENT OF CONSULTANTS (REPT. 
NO. 92-789) 

<Referred to the Committee on Rules 
and Administration.) 

Mr. LONG, from the Committee on 
Finance, reported the following resolu­
tion: 

SENATE RESOLUTION 302 
Resolved, That the Committee on Finance 

is authorized from the date of agreement to 
this resolution through February 28, 1973, to 
expend not to exceed $5,000.00 for the pro­
curement of the services of individual con­
sultants, or organizations thereof (as author­
ized by section 202 (i) of the Legislative Re­
organization Act of 1946, as amended). 

SEC. 2. Expenses of the Committee under 
this resolution shall be paid from the con­
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
approved by the Chairman of the Committee. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE U.S. NUCLEAR DETERRENT 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the 

U.S. nuclear submarine fleet can deliver 
about 3,504 nuclear warheads, as opposed 
to the 502 shorter range warheads for the 
Soviet fleet. Our fleet of 41 nuclear sub­
marines is virtually immune to attack 
and will remain so in the foreseeable fu­
ture. Now and in the foreseeable future 
its nuclear warheads will be capable of 
saturating any Soviet ABM defenses. In 
short. the United States has, and will 
have, a more than sufficient nuclear de­
terrent with its Poseidon armed subma­
marines. The United States lead in de­
liverable nuclear warheads is, in fact, 
widening. And yet the administration 
proposes that to inflict a new generation 
of huge nuclear subs and missiles upon 
the taxpayers at a cost of about $1 billion 
per submarine. This extravagant propo­
sition, ULMS, was discussed on April 27 
by Dr. Herbert Scoville in testimony be­
fore the Defense Subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee. Dr. 
Scoville testified on behalf of the Feder­
ation, of American Scientists. He was for­
merly Deputy Director for Research of 
the CIA and Assistant Director for Sci­
ence and Technology of the Arms Con­
trol and Disarmament Agency. I ask 
unanimous consent that his convincing 
testimony about the extravagance and 
the dangers of ULMS be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the testi-
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TESTIMONY OF THE FEDERATION OF AMEIUCAN 

SCIENTISTS BEFORE DEFENSE SUBCOMMITTEE, 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE, U.S. ROUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES ON THE FISCAL YEAR 1973 
DEFENSE PROGRAM AND BUDGET PRESENTED 

BY DR. HERBERT SCOVILLE 

Mr. Chairman: 
I appreciate this opportunity to appear 

before this Committee to express on beha-lf 
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of the Federation Of American Scientists our 
views on the FY 1973 Defense Program. I 
shall concentrate my attention today on 
ULMS, the largest proposed weapons pro­
gram. However, attached to our statement on 
ULMS is a summary of our views on anum­
ber of other weapons programs and on the 
nature of the Soviet strategic threat to our 
security. 

In this connection, I should just like to 
point out that, from statements of Secre­
tary Laird and other senior defense officials, 
it is clear that the strategic threat is far less 
than had been forecast by administration 
officials three years ago. The predicted Rus­
sian big ICBM program has not materialized, 
only about 30 new large launchers have been 
·started since the summer of 1969, and MIRV 
testing has not even begun. The accelerated 
deployment of large ICBM's armed with 
MIRV's was the primary basis for Secretary 
Laird's fears that the Russians were seeking 
a first strike capability. 

STATEMENT ON ULMS 

In testimony before Congress last year, 
the Federation opposed the fiscal 1972 re­
quest for $110 million for ULMS. We argued 
that it went too far toward freezing the 
ULMS design and committed the U.S. to 
very large future expenditures. We noted 
that the threat to Polaris was not now visi­
ble. We suggested smaller expenditures de­
voted to a broad front of technology relevant 
to protecting our sea-based deterrent against 

- a variety of possible threats. We called, for 
example, for R&D expenditures on small sub­
marines, as well as large ones, until it was 
possible to see which approach was the best 
counter to any developing danger. We also 
recommended that any new longer range 
missiles to be designed should fit in the 
Poseidon launchers to avoid making the Po­
laris submarines prematurely obsolete. 

Our worst fears about the undue accelera­
tion of ULMS have been realized in this 
year's budget proposal. The military require­
ment for ULMS is still not visible, and there 
has been no increase in the estimated threat 
this year. In fact, it is evaporating fast. Yet 
the Administration now proposes to acceler­
ate the ULMS program in order to have an 
operational submarine capability by 1978, 
and to spend five times as much on ULMS 
development ($520.4 million). It has even 
further asked for $394.5 million more for 
long leadtime items to support the produc­
tion of the system. Along with military con­
struction, $942.2 million is asked. An addi­
tional $35 million was asked in supplemental 
funds in FY '72, but this was disapproved 
until the overall program could be thor­
oughly reviewed. Thus, the Administration 
is now clearly proposing to go beyond the 
point of no return with ULMS. • 

Little public information is available about 
the details of these expenditures. The project 
is in two parts: ULMS 1 involves a new mis­
sile which would have longer range ( 4500 
nautical miles) than Poseidon but could be 
fitted into the Polaris submarines. Design­
ing any new missile to make it compatible 
with the Polaris submarine is in accord with 
the recommendation of FAS last year. But the 
second part of the program, ULMS 2, calls 
also for the development of a still longer 
range missile and a totally new, very large, 
faster, and expensive submarine, containing 
20-24 large missiles. At no point has the Ad­
ministration publicly explained the rationale 
for freezing on a large submarine, as opposed 
to other alternative system designs. We hope 
this decision is not just another example of 

*In a briefing on the fiscal 1973 Defense 
Budget, Assistant Secretary of Defense Rob­
ert c. Moot answered queries on this point 
by saying, "It is 942 million. The answer is 
that you do not move this fast unless you 
intend to build submarines and new mis­
siles." 

the big battleship mentality which is al­
ready evident in the requests for large nu­
clear carriers. Perhaps, for once, we should 
consider emulating the Russians by build­
ing small and inexpensive naval vessels. 

Secretary Laird's annual report is conspic­
uous for the absence of any strategic ration­
ale for ULMS. Confirming our fears of last 
year, Dr. Foster, DDR&E, now uses as a justi­
fication for speeding up the program that 
"it is an already established development 
program." The foot in the door a year ago 
provides the excuse for a tenfold increase in 
funding now. The momentum of new tech­
nology apparently cannot be denied. Thi's 
demonstrates the danger of authorizing first 
steps, even when relatively small, until the 
need for the final program cannot be visual­
ized. 

Defense witnesses in support of the pro­
gram have not identified any current devel­
opments that even indicate a Soviet threat 
to our sea-based missile deterrent. In short, 
the Soviet threat can only result from long 
range technological developments, the nature 
of which we cannot yet define. The very bot­
tom of the threat barrel is scraped when Dr. 
Foster opens an explanation of ULMS with 
this sentence, "The Soviets have expressed 
interest (Italics added] in developing astra­
tegic ASW force that can effectively locate, 
identify, and destroy our Polaris force ... " 
These are the phrases of a desperate intelli­
gence analyst searching for some shred of 
evidence to support a parallel U.S. program. 

Our admirals daily express an interest in 
developing ASW forces which can counter the 
Soviet missile submarines; yet, after spend­
ing tens of billions of dollars over the last 
twenty years, we see no light on the horizon 
leading toward the achievement of this ob­
jective. The U.S. is substantially ahead of the 
U.S.S.R. in ASW technology, so success is 
even more remote for the Russians. Admiral 
Levering Smith, the Director of the Navy's 
Strategic Systems Project, testified in 1969 
that even the new generation of Russian 
ASW submarines will not be able to follow 
our Polaris ships and that they have no spe­
cific antisubmarine warfare methods that 
would make the Polaris fieet vulnerable to 
attack. This statement is as valid today as it 
was in 1969. 

The simple fact is that there is no concep­
tion of how to design an ASW system which 
could be relied on to detect within wide 
ocean areas, to track continuously for long 
periods and then to destroy almost simul­
taneously our entire missile submarine de­
terrent. Countermeasures against ASW, 
which could be provided the Polaris :fleet, 
would make this task even more difficult. 
The facts that we stated last year on the in­
vulnerability of the Polaris deterrent are still 
true today and have never been denied. If 
we saw an ASW threat arising, and this could 
not be concealed, ULMS, or perhaps a more 
effective, and hopefully less expensive coun­
ter, could be deployed long before the ASW 

·system could threaten the sea-based deter­
rent. 

Furthermore, the U.S. has been strengthen­
ing the Polaris force anyway: it has re­
placed on 31 submarines the Polaris missile 
with the Poseidon, which provides a range 
of about 2500 nautical miles and places about 
10 warheads with a yield several times that 
of the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima on 
each of the 16 missiles in a submarine. This 
produces a. tremendous increase in its deter­
rent capability, far more than is actually 
needed for many years, even if no agreement 
on ABM's is reached at SALT. For example, 
Secretary of the Navy Nitze testified in 1964 
that eight on-station old Polaris submarines 
could destroy 25 to 35 million Russians and 
most of the warmaking capability of the 
Soviet urban industrial complex. With the 
MIRVed Poseidon, only one or at the most 
a few submarines would be required. The 
Russians would have to destroy almost si-

multaneously every submarine at sea (two­
thirds of the fieet might be there at any one 
time) if they are not to be annihilated in a 
retaliatory attack. 

If we were denied overseas bases for our 
submarines-bases presently in England, 
Spain, and Guam-we could still maintain 
an overwhelming deterrent force, 20-25 sub­
marines on station, even if restricted to U.S. 
ports. 

Meanwhile, the long range of the U.S. Po­
seidon missile has already given the subma­
rines lot·s of room in which to maneuver. 
.Within 2500 nautical miles of Moscow, there 
are about six million square miles of sea. area, 
including the North Atlantic from the tip 
of Greenland to North Africa, the Mediter­
ranean, and the Arabian Sea. Since all sub­
marines do not need to attack Moscow, the 
area from which important industrial and 
population centers could be reached would 
be still greater.· This area can be still fur­
ther enlarged, and dependence on foreign 
bases somewhat reduced, by decreasing the 
payload of Poseidon and thereby extending 
its range. If the requirement to penetrate a 
large nationwide ABM is eliminated a.t SALT, 
as President Nixon indicates is likely, then 
the number of warheads could be reduced 
and perhaps even their "bus" dispersing 
mechanism eliminated on at least some 
Poseidon missiles. With a range of even 3000 
nautical miles, missiles could reach Moscow 
from the Indian Ocean, as well as a large part 
of the North Atlantic, and also many Rus­
sian industrial centers from large areas on 
the Pacific side of the U.S.S.R. Will we really 
ever need a 6,000 mile missile, as proposed for 
ULMS? 

ULMS is being proposed before we have 
even completed the ongoing improvement i.n 
the Polaris deterrent, for which there is as 
yet no current need. The Poseidon MIRV 
warheads are being installed to overwhelm 
a Soviet ABM that almost certainly will never 
be built. Admiral Moorer on February 15, 
1972 stated: "The Moscow system, even with 
improved radars and more and better inter­
ceptors, could still be saturated by a very 
small part of our total missile force. In any 
event, the programmed Minuteman III and 
Poseidon forces, with their large numbers 
of re-entry vehicles, provide a hedge against 
a future large-scale Soviet ABM deployment." 
The Russians offetred one and a half years 
ago at SALT a more severe limitation on 
ABM's than that sought by the U.S. This is 
hardly evidence of an intention on their 
part to build a large-scale system. If we were 
worried about this, we should have accepted 
this offer then, and not sought to allow larger 
ABM's and not delayed until at least May 
this year. 

The ULMS request is also dangerously pre­
mature, because it commits the U.S. to a 
particular follow-on to Polaris before the 
threat to Polaris is visible. What will we do 
in a few years if the presently unforeseen 
danger to Polaris also happens to threaten 
ULMS? For example, if some day we believe 
that Soviet submarines or surface vessels 
might continuously trail our Polaris, why 
will we not also fear their shadowing ULMS? 
Extending the range of the missiles will not 
necessarily be relevant to countering this 
tactic. More submarines might be. But would 
we want to have even faster and bigger (and 
hence fewer) submarines such as ULMS, or 
would we want quieter and smaller subma­
rines which we could buy in large numbers? 
We could procure two or three new Polaris­
size submarines for each ULMS. Perhaps in­
stead of increasing the number of missiles 
to 20 or more per submarine, it would be bet­
ter to equip the submarines with ASW coun­
termeasures. The proposed ULMS is a. tech­
nological improvement in search of a prob­
lem. After $30 billion is spent on it. ULMS 
may not be able to protect against a real 
threat, if and when it arises. 
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The ULMS proposal is wasteful. The ULMS 

submarine with associated systems may well 
cost $1 billion or more each, and may be re­
quested in numbers as high as 30. This in­
volves enormous sums of money. Much of 
the expenditure would occur in the mid- and 
late Seventies, when, hopefully, the country 
would be at full employment and the ex­
penditures would not provide jobs but be 
simply inflationary. Nor can the cost esti­
mates of any major weapon system be con­
sidered final. Constant underestimation is 
the rule. 

The Defense Department is not arguing 
that Polaris is wearing out; the Posture 
statement makes no such claim. If they are, 
we should not be spending $5 billion to re­
arm them. Yet Admiral Moorer has testified, 
"our present submarines are aging" and 
that "our first (italics added) Polaris sub­
marines would be about 20 years old" when 
ULMS became available. This is misleading; 
in 1980, 34 of our 41 submarines will be less 
than 20 years old. In any case, what is sacred 
about 20 years? There is no evidence that 
they will not still continue tq provide a 
reliable and efficient deterrent force when 
they reach their projected service life of 25-30 
years. None of our current missile submarines 
wlll reach this point until 1985-90, so this 
cannot be used to justify a 1978 deployment 
date. Ships don't wear out as fast as air­
planes. Yet the Air Force admits the B-52's 
will stlll be flyable in 1980, when they will 
be 25 years old. Of course, technology has 
advanced since Polaris was first built, but we 
can't afford to replace our submarines every 
day, just to incorporate new developments 
when our security does not require them. 
By waiting another five years, we could get a 
better idea of the ASW threat to be faced 
and the type of changes we might need to 
have. 

But if, indeed, ULMS is to be justified as a 
replacement for Polaris, do we really want 30 
bigger submarines to replace 41 smaller 
ones--each already big enough to fire 160 
warheads? Is this moving forward or back­
ward? If we cut our missile submarine force 
to 30 ship8, we would have fewer on station 
at any one time than if we gave up our over­
seas bases now. This could be a replica of the 
F-14-Phoenix missile fiasco, whose costs 
have risen so high that we cannot afford 
enough of them to provide any real military 
capability! 

Since the Defense Department cannot, and 
has really never even seriously attempted, 
to justify the expenditures for ULMS on mili­
tary or strategic bases, they have been forced 
to fall back on political motivations. This iS 
reflected in Secretary Laird's opening re­
marks about ULMS in his Posture State­
ment: 

"The continuing Soviet strategic offensive 
f@rce buildup, with its long term implica­
tions, convinced us that we need to under­
take a major new strategic initiative. This 
step must signal to the Soviets and our allies 
that we have the will and the resources to 
maintain sufficient strategic forces in the face 
of a growing Soviet threat. It would be 
diplomatically and politically unacceptable 
for the U.S. to allow the Soviets to achieve 
a large numerical superiority in both land­
based and sea-based. strategic missiles." 

In short, the Defense Department felt that 
the political requirement for a strategic inita­
tive dictated advancing the timing of the 
ULMS program. Why worry about numeri­
cal superiority in numbers of missiles, when 
we already have an overwhelming superior­
ity in warheads? 

Furthermore, as President Nixon has stated, 
our submarines are qualitatively vastly su­
perior to the Russian ones. Their missiles have 
no MIRV's and half our range, even though 
their submarines have to travel much fur­
ther to their launch areas than do ours. In 
any case, even the irrational objective of nu-

merica.l parity in launchers cannot be 
achieved by ULMS, since the replacement of 
Polaris by ULMS is not the way to run a mis­
sile numbers race. A Soviet Y class submarine 
can probably be built for Ys the cost of an 
ULMS. 

It is a dangerous and pernicious doctrine to 
spend very large amounts of money on stra­
tegic weapons for politioal purposes. The mo­
tion of bargaining chips for arms control ne­
gotiations was bad enough, since they only 
served to raise the level of agreed lim.its or 
foreclosed, as in the case of MIRV, the oppOT­
tunity to get any limitation. But this bar­
gaining chip approach has now degenerated 
into an expression of pique. The Soviets want 
more than 41 missile-firing submarines to fill 
out their deterrent. There are good geographi­
cal reasons why they might, since their ves­
sels have to travel much longer distances to 
get to their operational stations. But even if 
their force were unnecessarily large, that is 
no reason for us to react in the absence of a 
military need. Since Soviet missile subma­
rines are not a threat to Polaris in any way, 
buying new submarines is not an answer to 
their continued build-up. Their refusal to 
reach an agreement to stop at 41 ships should 
not make us waste money on U.nnecessary 
n&W submarines. can a u.s. investment in 
overkill to dissuade them from strengthening 
their deterrent? No, ULMS will not make it 
harder in any way for the Soviets to have 
more missile-firing submarines. Why would it 
encourage them to stop? Instead, it may en­
cour-age them to still more expenditures. If 
we should have learned one lesson from our 
experiences of the Sixties, when we built up a 
tremendous superiority in numbers of ICBM's 
and SLBM's, it is that suoh actions don't force 
the Soviets to accept a position of numerical 
inferiority. 

we ought to buy what we need. We will be 
ahead in some areas, and the Soviets will be 
in others. We cannot afford, and should not 
indulge in, expenditures that do not help us 
militarily or strategicaJly. Political realities 
can be resolved in political ways. We ought 
to buy military forces only where there is a 
security need. 

I should now just like to summarize our 
views on ULMS. 

The authorization this year of about $1 bil­
lion for ULMS commits the U.S. beyond the 
point of no return to a new strategic weapons 
system which could eventually cost $30 billion 
dollars or more and for which there is yet 
no known military need. The Administration 
has failed to present any strategic Mtionale 
for a still further new submarine missile sys­
tem. ULMS is not the answer to the build­
up in the Russian SLBM fOTce which does not 
in any way threaten Polaris Poseidon. Like­
wise, ASW technology is not available to en­
danger Polaris-Poseidon in the foreseeable 
future, and indeed the very nature of such a 
threat cannot even be defined. 

The present Poseidon missile, with a range 
of about 2500 nautical miles, can reach Mos­
cow from 6 million square miles of sea area 
and attack key Russian targets from 15 mil­
lion square miles on all sides of the U.S.S.R. 
There is no early requirements to deploy new 
missiles with ranges of 4,500 and 6,000 miles, 
since no ASW threat exists in the present op­
erating areas. Freezing now on the design of 
a larger and higher speed submarine instead 
of maintaining an option for a sma.ller and 
quieter ship :ma.y in the long run result in in­
creased vulnerability for a future Soviet ASW 
threat, if it develops. Authorizing ULMS con­
struction creates the likelihood that the U.S. 
will be saddled with a very expensive white 
elephant. Although more justifiable than a 
new submarine, we do not even need to pro­
cure a new longer range missile at this time. 
Instead of a large commitment now of funds 
to a new ULMS submarine or even a new mis­
sile, we recommend a much smaller R&D 
program which covers a wide variety of op­
tions to deal with possible future threats. 

MISREPRESENTATIONS BY REPRE­
SENTATIVE HATHAWAY. OF MAINE 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, in a story 
headlined "HATHAWAY Hits Senator 
SMITH on Land Funds/' published in the 
Portland, Maine, Press Herald of May 11, 
1972, that newspaper reported that 
Representative HATHAWAY "said funds 
are already available by law for the land 
retirement program, but the Nixon ad­
ministration 'has refused to spend the 
money Congress has already appropri­
ated for the program.'" 

If the newspaper accurately quoted 
Representative HATHAWAY, then this 
constitutes the third misrepresentation 
that he has made within the past 3 
weeks in derogation of my efforts to get 
funds for the land retirement program. 

Contrary to his reported statement 
that the Nixon administration has re­
fused to spend money already appropri­
ated by Congress, the Under Secretary 
of Ag1iculture has stated :flatly that-

The Administm.tion. is not withholding 
funds for this program since no new funds 
have been appropriated by C<>ngres.s since 
fiscal yea.rs 1966 and 1967. 

Further, in a letter to me, the Under 
Secretary states: 

.As you know, the House oonferees on the 
Second Supplemental Appropriation Bill 
deleted your amendment thalt would provide 
$10,000,000 in new funding. This partli.cula.r 
progmm has not been funded insofa.r as new 
oontnwts are concerned since the 1966-1967 
programs. 

This same press story reported that 
Representative HATHAWAY had "ad­
mitted that he wrote a constituent tell­
ing him that the Appropriations Com­
mitteee had no knowledge of Mrs. 
SMITH's plans to ask for the funding and 
predicted no such action." The letter 
referred to was dated April 20, 1973. 

This is another serious misrepresenta­
tion by Representative HATHAWAY, first, 
notice was given to the Senate Appro­
priations Committee in late January as 
early as 3 months prior to Repre­
sentative HATHAWAY's letter of April 20, 
1972 that I would offer my proposal at 
the earliest possible time, second, I of­
fered it unsuccessfully on March 14, 1972, 
to the urgent supplemental bill, and 
third, later I offered it successfully to the 
second supplemental bill. 

I think it is incumbent upon Repre­
sentative HATHAWAY to identify the per­
son or persons affiliated with the Senate 
Appropriations Committee he claims told 
him such a misrepresentation upon 
which he based his letter of April 20, 
1972. In a letter dated May 12, 1972, the 
Chief Clerk of the Senate Appropria­
tions Committee denied that any mem­
ber of the committee staff had made such 
a misrepresentation. He wrote specifi­
cally: 

I have talked to all members of the staf! 
of this Committee, regular as well as Minor­
ity, who would have knowledge of Agricul­
tural appropriations, and there is no one on 
this staff who has advised anyone that "no 
action had been taken and none is planned" 
with respect to your amendment for the 
$10,000,000 for this program. 

This same press story further quoted 
Representative HATHAWAY as represent­
ing that my proposed funding would 
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cover only fiscal year 1972, which is al­
most over, because it was proposed in the 
supplemental appropriation. 

This constitutes a third serious mis­
representation by Representative HATH­
AWAY in this matter since my amend­
ment specifically guarded against such 
a June 30, 1972, cut-off by having the 
words of "to remain available until ex­
pended." Such language in my amend­
ment was to insure that funds would be 
available to be spent before and beyond 
June 30 for an indefinite time. And Rep­
resentative HATHAWAY eannot plead ig­
norance of these words since they were 
adopted and in the printed form in the 
bill and available 2 weeks prior to his 
misrepresentation. 

Thus, there are three serious misrep­
resentations made by Representative 
HATHAWAY in this matter-the first be­
ing that I had sought no action-the 
second being that the funds in my pro­
posal would be cut off on June 30-and 
the third being that there were avail­
able funds for Aroostook County farm­
ers but that the administration had re­
fused to spend available money appro­
priated by Congress. 

One error might be understandable­
but surely not a pattern of three mis­
representations over a period of 3 weeks. 

THE SOUTH: YESTERDAY, TODAY, 
AND TOMORROW 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, on April 22, 
1972, in Birmingham, Ala., the distin­
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry <Mr. TALMADGE) 
made a speech to the third annual sym­
posium of the L.Q.C. Lamar Society. 

I believe it was an important speech 
because it should lay to rest some of 
the regional bigotry about the section 
of the country where Senator TALMADGE 
and I are privileged to reside and serve. 

It also focuses on a subject of immense 
importance, not only to the South, but 
to the entire Nation-rural community 
development and the need for balanced 
national growth. 

I have been privileged to serve with 
Senator TALMADGE and assist him in his 
efforts to bring a new life to the Ameri­
can countryside that will have a great 
influence on the future of major Ameri­
can cities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the Senator's speech be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS OF U.S. SENATOR HERMAN E. TALMADGE 

I am honored indeed to take part in the 
Third Annual Symposium of the Lamar 
Society. 

Yours is still a very young organization. 
But I am very much impressed by your goals, 
and the splendid work you already have done 
to promote social and economic advancement 
of the South. 

The Lamar Society brings together some 
of the brightest and the moot imaginative 
minds in the South. Your record already 
shows that you are interested in doing, rather 
than just talking. You aspire to positive 
action instead of negative reaction. 

There are problem areas in the South .. .. 
in human relations ... in the economy . 

in education . . . in the environment . . . 
and in unemployment and poverty. 

But--in recognition of the fact that our 
region is rich in human and natural re­
sources, and plain true grit--the Lamar 
Society is to be congratulated for its recogni­
tion of the ideal that it is better to light 
one candle than to curse the darkness. 

The man in whose honor your society 
was named is listed in your program as "A 
nineteenth century Mississippi Statesman." 
If you will pardon my Georgia chauvinism, I 
hasten to point out with some pride that 
L.Q.C. Lamar was a native Georgian . . . 
born in Putnam County, Georgia ... edu­
cated in Georgia ... and served at one time 
in the Georgia House of Representatives. He 
did bring honor and credit to the State of 
Mississippi as a member of the United States 
Senate from that state, and on the U.S. 
Supreme Court. But once a Georgian always 
a Georgian . . . especially if they go on to 
greatness. 

You have chosen "Redevelopment of the 
Rural South" as the central theme of this 
symposium. I regard rural development 
as one of the major challenges facing 
our country for the remainder of the 
Twentieth Century. ·I have been very close 
to the subject for several years. I can say 
without exaggeration that you have under­
taken a monumental task of tremendous 
importance 

I might also warn you that we are get­
ting into this major problem area at least 
25 years too late. For a quarter of a cen­
tury-and even longer than that-people 
talked about the mass migration to cities 
and the metropolitan areas. We saw urban 
areas getting larger and larger. We witnessed 
the decline of small towns and agricultural 
communities. We talked about it some more. 
But no one did much of anything about it. 
In fact, only a few had the foresight to 
see what was happening and to predict 
its consequences. But their warnings went 
unheeded. 

In the mid-1960's there came the "Great 
Society" war against poverty in the United 
States. Immediately, attention focused on 
our cities. Combat plans--mainly involving 
the huge expense of billions of dollars-were 
drawn up to fight what we call the urban 
crisjs today. 

Then, in 1967, came a Presidential com­
mission report that shocked the nation. I 
have no doubt that that report is largely 
responsible for the widespread support we 
have today for rural redevelopment. 

That Presidential study declared: 
"Rural poverty is so widespread, and so 

acute, as to be a national disgrace, and its 
consequences have swept into our cities, vio­
lently .... A high proportion of the peo­
ple crowded into city slums. This fact-alone 
makes it clear how large a stake the people 
of this nation have in an attack on rural 
poverty." 

The report brought these unsavory facts 
to our attention: 

Two-thirds of the nation's substandard 
housing is in rural America. Nearly 20 mil­
lion rural houses lack plumbing. 

Infant mortality in rural areas is higher 
than the national average. 

Ed•1cation is of a far lower quality. 
Health care is woefully inadequate. 
In short, here is where we find the worst 

housing, the worst schools, the lowest health 
standards, the least adequate community 
services, and the greatest absence of existing 
opportunities for improvement. 

This is the sad condition of rural America 
today. It is especially true of the rural south. 
From this standpoint, one could say that the 
rural south has not advanced too far from 
tbe 1930's, wben President Roosevelt said 
the South was the nation's "Number One 
Economic Problem." 

But that is only one side of the picture. 

The other side shows the South to be 
a booming land of prosperity. It is not 
enough just to say that the South is pros­
pering. Our region is growing faster, gain­
ing more people, and making educational 
and economic advances faster than any other 
section of the country. 

The decade just passed shows the South to 
be the nation's leading gainer in just about 
every area of social and economic activity. 

One of tl'le most important indicators was 
the fact that more people moved into the 
South during the 1960's, than out of it, for 
the first time since the 1870's. 

During the decade, per capita income rose 
14 per cent faster in the South than else­
where. 

Family income increased 48 per cent, com­
pared with 9 per cent for the nation. 

Construction of new housing was 37 per 
cent higher, compared to a 7 per cent in­
crease outside the South. 

New car registration rose 65 percent, 
against 36 per cent for the rest of the nation. 

Of the nation's four regions, the South was 
the most populous in 1946. However, during 
the two decades leading up to 1960, it lost 
some 3.5 million people through massive 
outmigration. Many of these were poor peo­
ple-black and white-seeking better school­
ing and job opportunities in the North. How­
ever, many of them were also the highly edu­
cated and skilled who sought better oppor­
tunities outside the South in which to pursue 
their professions. 

This constituted a tremendous brain drain. 
It has now not only been stopped, it has 
been reversed. In the last decade, immigra­
tion into the South totaled about a half 
million people. Many of these have been per­
sons with college degrees who have come to 
work in new industries in the South. 

Thus, in terms of social and economic prog­
ress, it would appear that the remaining 
third of the Twentieth Century belongs to 
the South. Continued prosperity is virtually 
guaranteed. Our problem now is how best to 
manage this growth. 

As the Wall Street Journal recently pointed 
out in a front page article on the South's 
economic growth: 

"Dixie leaders worry less about achieving 
future economic developments than about 
controlling the region so that it will be liv­
able for the 50 per cent larger population 
foreseen by the year 2000." 

This in essence, states the purpose of this 
meeting. Rura.l redevelopment is the key to 
balanced growth-and quality living-in the 
years ahead. ' 

Insofa.r as the South is concerned, we can 
learn from the mistakes of other parts of the 
country, especially some of the huge metro­
politan areas which have become both un­
livable and ungovernable. 

This is the purpose of the RJural Develop­
ment Act of 1972-which I have been pushing 
in the Senate for more than a yea.r now, and 
in which I have been involved for longer 
than that. 

This is landmark legislation. It will pro­
vide a strategy for survival of rural areas 
thro~ghout the nation. It can truly be a 
Magna Carta for rural America. 

A main thrust of the legislation is toward 
providing better economic opportunities. By 
that I mean more jobs. People abandon rural 
areas primarily because they cannot find 
work or are underemployed. 

The legislation is ambitious, containing 
several titles to provide a comprehensd.ve ap­
proach to the problem of rural revitalization. 
It was designed to accomplish two goals: 

1. Credit that is needed to build and im. 
prove facilities and to finance commercial 
and industrial expansion in rural areas. 

2. Grants and other investment incentives 
to complement this -credit. 

Reduced from its legislative technicalities, 
our bill is designed to provide tbe necessary 
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financing and incentives to rebuild and re­
vitalize rural areas in every way possible. 
This includes financing' for business and in­
dustrial development .... for new payrolls 
and new jobs . . . . for better schools . . . • 
for medical centers and hospitals closer to 
the people . . . . for parks and recreation 
areas .... for improved transportation .... 
for day care facilities and despemtely 
needed housing. 

It would promote development of indus­
trial parks . . . . water and sewer sys­
tems .... waste disposal plants .... com­
munity colleges .... rural slum cle~r­
ance .... streets and highways .... pollee 
and fire protection . . . . more libraries . . . . 
and many more services that now are so 
sadly lacking in these areas. 

I contend that rural redevelopment is not 
an optional program. It is no longer some­
thing we can simply just talk about. We have 
reached the point in our society-an? espe­
cially here in our own rapidly growmg re­
gion-that action is imperative. 

Rural development legislation of one kind 
or another has been adopted before. But 
never has there been a program broad enough 
in scope and sufficiently designed to tackle 
the problem on a comprehensive basis. 

we have been attempting to solve a grow­
ing national problem with halfway measures. 
The fact that hundreds of thousands of rural 
people are still jamming themselves into 
cities every year illustrates the fact that pres­
ent programs are not good enough. 

The !<act that cities are plagued more than 
ever by congestion, crime, pollution, inade­
quate housing, and a multitude of other 
problems that defy description, indicates that 
what we have been doing is not nearly 
enough. . 

We are privileged to live in the most exCl~­
ing period of American history. Nowhere IS 

this more true than in the South. 
From the depth of the depression of . the 

1930's our ntlltion and our region have nsen 
like a Phoenix. 

Not content to merely promote progress 
here at home, this nation brought much _of 
the world along with it-even former enemies 
at war-building the economies and enrich­
ing the lives of nations and millions of peo­
ple all over the world. 

But despite the growth, despite all the 
things we have produced to make the lives 
of our people easier, we have begun to per­
ceive that this new society of ours is held 
together in many places with baling wire and 
library paste. 

our society today doesn't always work the 
way it was designed to. It is beginning to 
make some strange sounds. It is time for us 
to listen to those sounds, and take stock of 
where we have been and where we want to go. 

With a deplorable absence of planning, y;e 
have built a society of cities. Stlll not satis­
fied with our creation, we started a ripple 
effect, building mile upon mile of look alike 
suburbs in a directionless search for some­
thing called "The Good Life." 

In other words, fun city isn't fun anymore. 
A tortuous ride over roads we mistakenly 
call expressways, and a visit to the inner core 
of our cities, unveils desperate problems of 
unplanned growth that belie the peaceful 
chug of power mowers in the suburbs. 

Since the conclusion of World War II, we 
have been on a national joy ride that has pro­
duced the greatest migration of human 
beings in the history of mankind. 

Thirty million people have deserted small 
towns and the countryside, turning our cities 
into overloaded pressure cookers ... unable 
to cope with the social and economic stew 
we just threw together. 

we have shoved untold millions of peo­
ple tnto cities because we failed to commit 
ourselves to the need for a balanced national 
growth. 

Rural people couldn't find jobs, or they 
were woefully underemployed, so they left. 

They lacked clean water to drink, or 
couldn >t get sewer systems, telephone service, 
or natural gas. So they left. 

Agricultural communities and small towns, 
struggling for existence, could no longer 
find places for their young people. So they 
left. 

Rural decay set in. Institutions that hold 
communities together fell apart. Not only 
were no new jobs created, existing jobs began 
to disappear. 

Now the migration is beginning to slow 
down. More than one-third of our people 
still remain in towns of less than 50,000. If we 
are going to do something to renew rural 
America, then we had better act quickly 
while we still have a base from which to 
work. 

Many communities in the South, through 
inspired local government and effective re­
gional planning commissions, are already 
hard at work. Some of them have literally 
succeeded in pulling themselves up by their 
own boot straps. But they need all the help 
they can get. 
. I don't propose a national policy of "back 

to the farm." I do advocate a sensible policy 
of balanced national growth to strengthen 
rural America, and take pressure off our 
cities. 

In the thirteen years between 1961 and 
1973, the federal government will have spent 
$160 billion to help metropolitan areas solve 
their problems. I do not deplore the expendi­
ture of this money. But we must all admit 
that urban problems are worse today than 
when we started. 

This should make it clear enough that we 
need new direction. Are we going to continue 
to pour billions and billions of dollars into 
cities in apparently futile pursuit of solu­
tions to the urban crisis? Or are we going 
to broaden the battle and open up a new 
front by attacking the urban problem where 
most of it began in the first place? 

In 1970, through an amendment to the 
National Farm Bill, which I introduced, Con­
gress committed itself to a sound balance 
between rural and urban America. The Con­
gress adopted a policy that this balance is so 
essential to the peace, prosperity, and wel­
fare of all our citizens that it must be given 
the highest priority. 

Now, in the years that lie ahead, we must 
keep that commitment. 

Rural development is an idea whose time 
has come. I submit that never before has a 
nation had such an opportunity to raise the 
quality of life for all Americans, whether 
they live on the farm, in the small town, or 
in the big city. 

In the final analysis, what we aim to ac­
complish is assurance that every citizen will 
have the right to live and work in comfort 
and economic security, wherever he pleases. 

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES 
THE 1980'S 

FOR 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, a 
great student of strategy and foreign 
affairs whom I have known for years, 
Gen. Robert Richardson m, retired, pre­
pared a paper in February for the Stan­
ford Research Institute entitled "Al­
ternative Strategies for the 1980's." Gen­
eral Richardson has been right more 
than most people I have followed in 
their delineations of world affairs. 
Therefore I can recommend this paper 
to Senato~s who are interested in this 
general field. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES FOR THE 1980'S 
(By R. Charlwood Richardson III) 

Much has been said and written about 
national security. Experts in and out of uni­
form are legion. The range of disagreement 
among authorities of acceptable repute is 
so wide that one wonders whether there is 
even room for agreement on the definition 
of "National Security," let alone on the 
threat or on how best to deal with it. 

Against this background a rational debate 
on alternative strategies is hard to stage. 
There are no common points of departure 
and no common base lines. This has been 
true for the past decade. It started with the 
introduction into the military requirements 
equation of other considerations than the 
threat and how best to cope wlth it. Some 
now disagree as to whether there is a com­
munist threat to the U.S. in the first place. 
Others consider slowing down the arms race 
more important than assuring success in 
the event of war. To this we must add a 
webb of moral concerns, treaty prohibitions, 
and Hiroshima complexes to further per­
turb the decision process. 

In the early 1960s the then new adminis­
tration expressed complete agreement with 
NATO's well documented requirement for 
missiles with which to defend Europe in the 
event of war. They then denied these to 
SACEUR, not so much because they dis­
agreed with the military need but because 
they did not consider that the effective de­
fense of Europe in a possible war was more 
important than implementing arms control 
concepts or political deals.1 

Some Congressional and Academic "ex­
perts" now claim we can cut defense spend­
ing by 25 billion dollars more and still have 
adequate security.2 Others now view with 
alarm our growing inferiority vis-a-vis the 
U.S.S.R. and advocate increased spending 
merely to retain parity. Meanwhile, some on 
both sides of this argument disagree with 
one another as to whether the U.S. could, 
or could not effectively intervene to defend 
Israel from the posture they advocate! Nor · 
can they agree on whether or not we should 
if we could. 

To refresh the classic arguments !or more 
or less defense spending would only add 
paper to the archives. A new approach to the 
problem of providing for our future security 
is needed. The solution cannot call for more 
money or bigger and better programs. It 
must not only deal with the question of how 
much is needed for defense, but also with 
the question of how the job will be done. 
It is now clear that we can no longer afford 
the strategies of the 1960s. We need to define 
and implement a new method of doing the 
"business." One that we can afford in this 
day and age, and that will still provide ade­
quate protection from any foreseeable 
threats. This is what we must do. How do 
we do it? 

Fortunately, the need for change has been 
recognized. The Nixon doctrine and its as­
sociated concept of realistic deterrence have 
opened the door to changes. The problem 
now is to walk through the door and take 
the right road in terms of both U.S. strategic 
and allied defense strategies. To do this re­
quires that we first back off from the overall 
problem and review some fundamental 
building blocks. If we can agree on these, 
after suitable debate, we might then estab­
lish a sound foundation on which to build 
towards defensible and achievable strategies 
for the late 1970s or early 1980s. 

It is now too late to do much for the 1970s. 
The lead time in conceptual change is about 
ten years. It's harder to change peoples ideas 
and ways of doing things than to change 

1 Withdrawal of U.S. IRBM's following the 
Cuban Missile crises. 

2 Seymour Melman, University of Chicago, 
3 December 1971. 
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hardware. The most that can now be done 
for U.S. security in the 1970s-in terms of 
strategy-is to put patches and quick fixes 
on the more glaring errors of the 1960s. What 
w~ can and must do in the 1970s is to define, 
enunciate, and initiate movement towards 
the ultimate solution .... always providing 
we can agree on one. 

The purpose of this paper is to surface in 
clear, if somewhat over simplified, form the 
situation we are faced with in the national 
security area, and discuss some of the fun­
damental issues that need to be decided as 
a prerequisite to selecting a strategy. We will 
suggest a solution based on our conclusions 
with respect to the issues discussed. But this 
is only a straw man. 

THE PROBLEM IN BRIEF 

Before we can discuss defense buidling 
blocks, let alone come up with a strategy 
we need to agree on what the problem is. 
Let's first define it. 

The response of the United States, politi­
cally, economically, and militarily to the in­
ternational order of protracted con.tlict that 
emerged after World War IT, was based on a 
broad concept of "containment." Contain­
ment rested on three major propositions: 

(a) U.S. strategic nucelar superiority-to 
deter attack on the U.S. proper, and to back 
up overseas defens9 postures. 

(b) Multilateral military alliances-to 
protect our allies, and to deal with local acts 
of aggression locally and, 

(c) Foreign military and economic assist­
ance programs to provide our allies the ini­
tial means for their defense while eventually 
reducing their dependence on U.S. forces and 
arms. 

The zenith of the "containment concept" 
was probably reached in the mid 1950s with 
the signing of the Baghdad Pact and the 
creation of the Middle East Treaty Organiza­
tion (CENTO). An agreed strategy for con­
taining Russia had evolved. It ringed the 
Sino-Soviet Bloc with a contiguous series of 
multilateral security alliances, bilateral se­
curity pacts, and U.S. and allied tactical air 
and naval bases. These were backed up by 
an unprecedented strategic atomic capability 
retained under unilateral U.S. control. The 
only signatory to all of these postwar inter­
national security arrangements was the 
United States. 

The erosion in the concept of contain­
ment by multilateral alliances and U.S. 
strategic superiority started in the mid-
1950s. -

The advent of a direct Soviet strategic 
missile threat to the U.S. reduced both the 
U.S. "will" to use--and the allied confi­
dence in--our strategic nuclear forces. In 
the early and mid 1960s frantic U.S. efforts 
to decrease reliance on these capabilities by 
"selling" our allies on "pause," limited war, 
flexible response, prior consultation, and 
other similar concepts aggravated and con­
firmed these trends. Finally the unilateral 
rejection of a strategic counter force pos­
ture--the only meaningful strategic deter­
rent to limited aggression-and the increas­
ing acceptance of the parity concept com­
pleted the decoupling of the old swo=..l and 
shield. By . the mid-1960s military planners 
recognized that the defense of overseas areas, 
and allied countries, against local acts of 
aggression would no longer count upon U.S. 
strategic nuclear capabilities. We knew this 
our allies knew it, and the Soviet knew it: 
regardless of pious statements or paper un­
dertakings to the contrary. The same was 
probably the case for Russia's allies. England, 
France, and China saw this coming and built 
tloeir own strategic forces. Others no doubt 
would have if they could have, economically 
cr politically. Some may yet. 

The decline in the capability of U.S. strate­
gt-:: forces to contribute to deterrence of acts 
c f aggression other than against the U.S. 

homeland had a profound impact on over­
seas force requirements, allied security poli­
cies, and foreign aid. 

Even before any real questions arose about 
the U.S. "will" to use its strategic might on 
behalf of its allies, the minimum forces re­
quired to prevent the overrunning and cap­
ture of NATO territories in Europe--pending 
the outcome . of the U.S. strategic effort-­
could not be provided by combined U .S., 
allied, and aid efforts.a This was serious 
enough to lead NATO to accept a. tactical 
nuclear strategy 4 but not serious enough to 
challenge the defense purpose of the alli­
ance per se so long as the shortfalls in local 
!orce levels remained offset by the real, or 
rmagined, U.S. strategic nuclear umbrella. 

By the mid-1960s the usefulness of the 
"umbrella" to allied security had all but dis­
appeared. Meanwhile the prospect of sub­
stituting effective tactical nuclear forces­
U.S. or national-declined in the 60s partly 
due to anti-nuclear Hiroshima complex at­
titudes and partly to anti-Nth country arms 
control policies which culminated in the 
anti-proliferation treaty and test ban agree­
ments. 

In the 1960s alliance security became in­
creasingly dependent on theater force levels 
and these, in turn, were made more and 
more dependent on conventional forces by 
anti-nuclear attitudes. The prospects of de­
veloping viable strategies for the defense of 
forward areas, even within these constraints, 
was further reduced by two other factors. 

First, there was a steady increase in cost 
of weapon systems and military manpower­
the "means" to wage war. This made it more 
and more difficult, if not impossible, to raise 
the force levels (mass) required for a credi­
ble conventional defense. 

Second, there was a decline in the U.S. 
ability or inclination, to provide more mili­
tary aid. While major allies no longer needed 
this aid to maintain establishec! force levels 
many others-ranging from Greece and Tur~ 
key to SEA-were never able to acquire suf­
ficient wealth or industry to take over the 
upkeep of the forces we originally equipped, 
for them, let alone any increase in these. 

As a result of these developments the U.S. 
is now faced with the problem of defining, 
and implementing, a viable strategy for the 
defense of allies, and allied areas, out of the 
old essentially bankrupt and over-extended 
alliance strategy of containment by conven­
tional fiexible response. The problem is ag­
gravated by a growing technological and 
manpower cost squeeze, and by the loss­
or near loss--of U.S. strategic superiority 
which in the past covered up, at least psy­
chologically, for local inferiority. 

I have not referred, so far, to the war in 
Vietnam as b'eing a factor of consequence 
in our present strategic dilemma. It changed 
little or nothing in the fundamentals of the 
overall U.S. security picture. Vietnam only 
confirmed the fact that tactical nuclear, let 
alone strategic nuclear, forces would not 
be used by the U.S. on behalf of most allies. 
It also raised serious doubts as to the likely 
future use of conventional U.S. forces over­
seas in many areas. 

Vietnam aggravated the impact of the cost 
squeeze, thereby expediting conventional 
U.S. force reductions elsewhere confirmed 
the political and human resource unsound­
ness of attempting to fight "controlled 
wars"; and expedited the advent of U.S. stra­
tegic inferiority by drawing resources away 
from force modernization in the 1960s. To 
the theoretician, Vietnam was a test tube 
in which fallacious concepts were demon­
strated, and inevitable trends expedited. It 

3 Lisbon goals versus Temporary Council 
Committee Findings 1952/53. 

4 1956 NATO political directive Strategic 
Concept me 14/2. 

produced costly but useful lessons and moral 
problems but made little or no contribution 
to th~ development of defense strategy. ' 

RECOGNITION OF THE NEED FOR CHANGE 

;r'he problems outlined above were per­
ceived. by ~any, in and out of the present 
admin1strat10n, even before President Nixon 
took office in 1968. How to t.leal with tllem 
was another matter. 

The Republican Policy papers, in "A Choice 
for America" July 1968, recognized most of 
the above trends as well r:.s th<' technology 
cost squeeze problem. No one needed to pro~e 
we were ~ t~e wrong war, with the wro:ug 
strategy, In VIetnam. The question was how 
to disengage gracefully, and as we have seen 
the disengagement is a most difficult ma­
neuver in war as in love. 

The threat to U.S. technological and stra­
tegic superiority was voiced by military 
leaders as early as 1962. By 1966 reports he­
gan appearing expressing alarm.a In 1970 
Mr. Nixon himself expressed concern.7 In 
September 1970 a prestigious committee of 
non-government leaders headed by Mr. Lewis 
F. Powell, now a justice on the U.S. Supreme 
Court, rendered a report to the President 
on the Strategic Balance of Military Power.G 
In the spring of 1971 some of the implica­
tions of this shift were becoming apparent 
to students of international trends and were 
reported in the FPRI Study on "Soviet Mili­
tary Trends, Implications for U.S. Security." 
Most recently the Budget Message indicated 
concern. 

The problem was, and is still, not an easy 
one. ~ore money ~or defense, while possibly 
essential for certa1n quick fixes, is not the 
long term answer. The U.S. must define a 
strategy and defense policy that ~an be im­
plemented at a reasonable cost considering 
both the rise in cost of men and machines 
and the increasing commitments to--let 
alone demands of-the domestic sector. This 
means that the solution must at minimum: 

(a) Emphasize force and weapon ·•qual­
ity"-hence the products of technology­
to reduce "quantity," and 

<b) Spread the burden-both the job and 
its costs-among all that benefit from it--our 
allies. 

Both :these prerequisites call for major 
change m past U.S. policies and concepts. 
The former can only mean ultimate aban­
donment of conventional capabilities and 
multiple options-so-called fiexibility-for 
reasons of cost;quantity if no other. The 
latter means that the. u.s. must cease to uni­
laterally try to defend all the free world 
along with dictating the security policies 
weapon systems, and defense postures of its 
allies. It will also affect trends in U.S. aid 
if the new Nixon doctrine is to be effectively 
implemented. 
THE NIXON DOCTRINE AND STRATEGIC CHANGE 

The Nixon doctrine is a sound first step 
towards a solution. It recognizes the second 
need above and starts the move towards 
greater reliance on allied capabilities for 
allied defenses. 

The concept of Realistic Deterrence is, as 
I understand it, the initial effort to trans-

' late the Nixon doctrine into a new u.s. de­
fense strategy and posture. It also recognizes 
the need to move the U.S. out of the position 
of being solely responsble for free world de­
fenses, ~nd ~o ~ove towards less of a bipolar 
power situatiOn In both strategic and alliance 
arenas. 

The . stage is now set for the necessary 
stra:t~g~c changes in terms of major policy 
deCisiOns. The door has been opened by tb,e 

6 American Security COuncil for the Armed 
Services Com. on the "Shifting Balance." 

7 New York Times, 10 March, 1971. 
6 Blue Ribbon Panel Supplemental State­

ment. 
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Nixon doctrine and Laird posture statement 
of 1971. The details of the new roads to fol­
low remain to be defined. Within the guide­
lines now provided there are alternative 
strategies that can be pursued-both in na­
ture and extent. This is what this discussion 
is all about. 

The one alternative n o longer open to the 
U.S. is: "more of the same." Now that the 
Nixon doctrine has recognized the need for 
change, and pointed in at least one direc­
tion--greater allied self-sufficiency and less 
U.S. responsibility for the security of 
others-we can seriously examine alternative 
ways and means of achieving these goals. We 
can also propose other steps and decisions 
that will be required to implement or com­
plement them. 

THREE FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS 

In addition to cutting costs by trading 
advanced performance (quality) for mass 
(quantity) ; and to sharing the burdens and 
responsibilities of Free World security with 
our allies there are 3 other basic decisions 
that need · to be made before we design any 
new strategy. Without prior agreement on 
these three questions there can be no con­
sensus on any overall proposals. 

( 1) On Allied Nucfear and Space Capa­
bilities: 

First, is the future U.S. attitude towards 
allied acquisition, and use of, advanced 
weapons and space systeiOS. _ 

The U.S. no longer enjoys a monopoly of 
nuclear weapons or space systeiOS among 
Free World nations. England has had its own 
nuclear capacity for many years. France has 
built stratetgic nuclear weapons and has 
initiated a program for tactical nuclear 
weapons development. China joined the 
nuclear club several years ago and is 
rapidly expanding her arsenal. Many other 
countries are studying the problem and some 
will certainly follow in the steps of France, 
China, and England notwithstanding the 
anti-proliferation treaty if this turns out to 
be a prerequisite to their security. The de­
velopment of space systeiOS, first for peace­
ful uses and later, if necessary, for military 
purposes will follow the same pattern. To 
deny this is wishful thinking for restraint 
by treaty will remain valid only so long as 
the nation concerned has a choice of other 
acceptible means to insure its independent 
survival. 

When the U.S. is no longer willing or able 
to underwrite an allied nation's defense, and 
when the Ininimum classic conventional sys­
teiOS required for this are either beyond that 
nations reach, cost-wise, or else clearly inef­
fective against the obvious threats to it, 
then its choice becomes surrender or mod­
ernize with weapon system it can afford and 
that are credible. Given this choice it is hard 
to believe that those who could-such as 
Japan, India, Israel, Germany, etc.-would 
sacrifice their security, and possibly the free­
dom of their people, in order to honor a non­
proliferation or peaceful use of space, treaty 
signed by some under duress. This is an im­
portant consideration in our choice of future 
U.S. strategies. Those that reduce the U.S. 
commitment to defend its allies, coupled 
with the technological cost squeeze phenom­
ena, could set up just such a choice for 
several countries by the Inid 1970's. 

The U.S. has only two choices: We can con­
tinue to resist allied atomic and space 
aspirations and refuse to assist them even 
when and where the nation has demon-
strated a capab111ty, as we have done with the 
French. The goal here would seem to be to 
delay the realization of a valid operational 
deterrent forces by others. The cost of this 
goal would seem to include the loss of al­
lied solidarity; the weakening of our al­
liances; wasteful unnecessary, allied nuclear 
expenditures at the expense of their other 
contributions; and the development of uni­
lateral strategic deterrents neither de-

ployed, employed, or built-in consonance with 
a common plan for Free World defense. 
France is a perfect example of this. 

Our other choice would be to accept each 
"fair accompli" when it occurs and seek by 
providing, from that point on, assistance in 
delivery vehicles, warhead development, and 
technical know-how, to reap maximum eco­
noinic and military benefit from any capabil­
ities that emerge. The truth is that the U .S. 
can no longer afford the luxury of paying 
vast suiOS in the pursuit of questionable 
ariOS control theories and concepts which is 
what we have been doing until now. 

Active assistance to other nuclear powers 
seeiOS desirable if we really wish to see · the 
Nixon doctrine and realistic deterrence fully 
implemented. Our strategy for the 1980's 
should seek to channel any and all new al­
lied nuclear and space capabilities into co­
ordinated but independent defense efforts. 
Only by doing this can we: 

(a) Insure some stability in an Nth coun­
try environment through regional coordina­
tion and the sharing of safety and technical 
experience. 

(b) Exploit the new and inevitable allied 
nuclear or space capabilities to free the U.S. 
from foreign defense commitments. 

(c) Minimize the waste and duplication 
that can only result from unaided Nth coun­
try prograiOS in advanced weapons. 

Much has been written on the implica­
tions of atomic proliferation and the argu­
ments need not be repeated here. The point 
of concern now is to provide logically for 
this inevitable trend when and where it de­
velops, and for whatever reasons, rather than 
to continue to fight the inevitable to the 
detriment of our own independence and 
capabilities. 

(2) On the Need for a Strategic Mix: 
Second, is the importance of diversified 

and secure strategic weapon systeiOS, This 
is a fundamental 'consideration in the selec­
tion of a U .S. strategy for the 1980's, due to 
the high risk of technological break­
throughs, that can obsolete a supposedly 
invulnerable system almost overnight, versus 
the long lead times (10 to 15 years) required 
to develop and field any alternative or -sub­
stitute system. 

It is also a matter of concern that the im­
portance of both redundancy and survivabil­
ity be recognized. There is a simplistic 
view that economy and security could be 
both served by putting all the U.S. strategic 
eggs in one basket at sea. It is also claimed 
this would draw fire away from U.S. cities 
in the event of war. 

Any argument to Uinit U.S. strategic 
forces to submarine or sea-based systems 
must be examined within one of the fol­
lowing three possibilities. 

(a) The U .S. policy of deterrence of major 
war is successful. 

If this occurs there is no war and the 
question of location of the deterrent force 
versus collateral damage is not pertinent. 

(b) Deterrence fails, a war ensues, and the 
Soviets attack the U.S. military forces (mis­
siles) and the major U .S. industrial and 
political centers simultaneously. 

In this case any collateral damage pre­
vented by at sea deployment of all strategic 
systems would be insignificant compared to 
the losses which would result from the di­
rect and premeditated attack of the U.S. 
industrial capability . and other important 
targets of military significance co-located 
with population centers. 

(c) Deterrence fails, a war ensues, but 
the Soviets attack only U .S. strategic forces, 
all of which are deployed outside the U .S. 
at sea. 

This is the only scenario that could con­
ceivably validate the argument for deploying 
these systeins at sea, and then only 1f one 
can rationalize such a Soviet strategy. Let 
us exainine this. 

LIKELIHOOD OF AN ATTACK LIMITED TO SYSTEMS 

AT SEA ONLY 

The U.S. strategic forces are designed to 
respond to a Soviet attack by retaliating 
against the U.S.S .R. The rejection of counter 
force and adoption of a counter value strat­
egy and capability in the mid 1960's pre­
cludes any other use by target. Unless the 
U.S.S.R. deployed all its forces at sea, and 
the U.S. adopted a counter force strategy 
alone, it is hard to visualize a situation 
where the Soviet would be willing to leave 
the U.S. undamaged while accepting retali­
ation against the U.S.S.R. proper. 

A Soviet attack on our strategic force at 
sea alone, could only occur if the Soviet had 
absolute confidence the attack would pre­
vent any U.S. retaliation; or if it could be 
assumed that we would surrender rather 
than retaliate with what we had left and 
suffer the consequences of a subsequent 
nuclear attack on the U.S. 

The first possibility, total destruction of 
our retaliatory forces by surprise attack, goes 
contrary to all efforts to achieve warning 
and survivability. It assumes every unit at 
sea as vulnerable to sudden surprise attack 
thus contradicting the main argument for 
sea-basing in the first place. 

The second possibility acecpts defeat as the 
inevitable outcome of any Soviet first strike 
no mater where our forces are. If this idea 
were agreed, preventive war would be the 
only counter to an enemy with known agres­
sive intentions. 

In actual war, therefore, it must be as­
sumed that deployment of strategic forces at 
sea would protect the U.S. from damage of 
consequence only if we adinit complete vul­
nerability to a Soviet first strike, or the will­
ingness to surrender before retaliating. Both 
assumptions are preposterous. One can hard­
ly envision the Soviet Union accepting an at­
tack by U.S. forces · without responding 
against the U.S. Therefore, we niust conclude 
that, if we fight at all, the U .S. will be hit 
one way or another and the fact that our 
main effort is at sea won't reduce the dam­
age to the U.S. 

ON CREDmiLITY OF A SEA BASED DETERRENT 

What about the relative deterrent value 
of depoying forces at sea vers~ both at sea 
and on land. I suggest that deployment of 
all strategic retaliatory forces at sea would 
greatly reduce the credibility or our deter­
rent. 

Obviously, the Soviets know that the U.S. 
would respond with an all-out attack against 
the U.S.S.R. if they were to attack U.S. 
population centers and industry. The same 
is equally true if the Soviets were to attack 
missile sites within the continental U.S. On 
the other hand, an attack directed solely 
against missile and systeiOS outside the 
U .S.-with no concurrent attack on the con­
tinental U.S .--could seriously raise a ques­
tion of doubt as to whether or not we would 
respond against the Soviet Union and there­
by invite subsequent attack of the U.S. The 
decision to initiate massive destruction with­
in both the U.S. and USSR following an at­
tack of missiles at sea would then become 
ours and ours alone. 

While at first glance one would be inclined 
to say that we would automatically respond 
to an attack against our strategic systeins no 
matter where they were based, on second 
thought this might not necessarily be the 
case. Would we really attack targets in the 
USSR, if the Soviets subjected our submarine 
fleet to "slow attrition;" if the Soviets hunted 
down our submarines on a day-to-day basis? 
Is massive retaliation the answer to the loss 
of a few submarines? Or would we engage in 
a limited naval war in which we would risk 
and lose all elements of our primary strategic 
retaliatory forces while the most the USSR 
risked were some ASW units? Clearly, such 
a trade (hence war) would be highly ad­
vantageous to the U.S.S.R. It is ... what 
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could occur if we place undue reliance on 
submarines for national survival. 

(3) On Counter Force vs. Counter Value 
Targeting: 

Third, we need to make a conscious deci­
sion to pursue a counter force capability to 
the extent that funds and technology will 
permit. This is a fundamental building block 
in any decision on strategy. It is also an area 
of much misunderstanding and even more 
information. At the very least we should 
neither announce, nor take steps that sug­
gest, that we do not have the option of 
striking any and all types of targets. 

Opponents of counterforce targeting are 
motivated by arms control considerations. 
They consider a counter force posture to be 
provocative, and since inherently most do not 
believe war will, or could, occur they have 
no interest in either the deterrent or war 
waging merits of either concept. 

To many people, it seems impossible that 
one side could win a thermonuclear war, 
given the power and destructiveness of mod­
ern weapons. Certainly there could be situa­
tions in which neither side won. There could 
however, be situations where one side 
emerged with a clear-cut victory (e.g.), if its 
residual military capabilities far surpassed 
that of its opponents, while damage at home 
was limited by an effective counterforce and 
ABM combination. 

Victory in general war is achieved when 
the enemy's military forces have been de­
stroyed and there remain adequate friendly 
military, political and economic capabilities 
to permit the victors to control the inter­
national situation. To build such a war-win­
ning capability, a nation must adhere to a 
military strategy aimed at destroying the 
enemy's military forces rather than his 
country or population. That is what is meant 
by "counterforce" or "counter-military" 
strategy-using military forces to selectively 
and decisively destroy enemy military forces 
that could otherwise destroy you. 

COUNTERFORCE IS TRADITIONAL 

In broad historical terms, there is nothing 
new in a counterforce concept. As a matter 
of fact, it was a traditional military concept 
until the 20th century. The two World Wars, 
however, added a new ingredient essential to 
victory-the destruction of the enemy's war­
making capabilities. 

The military technology of that time was 
such that the decisive phase of war came 
after two to three years of hostilities, when 
the production lines began to turn out weap­
ons and equipment for use by massive ground 
armies. Because of the central importance of 
war production, cer·tain pivotal industries, 
e .g., fuel and transportation centers, had to 
be attacked. Del"truction of these facilities 
destroyed the capability of armies. Even this 
was a form of counter force. 

Nuclear weapons and aerospace forces have 
erased the validity of mobili2lation concepts 
in general war. These two instruments of 
war, joined together, have forced the decision 
point -Of war to come at the beginning of 
hostilities. Consequently, the required war- • 
winning capa-bility must be extracted from 
the industrial base prior to the initiation of 
hostilities. The decisive force thus created 
must concentrate on immediately destroying 
the fUndamental military strengths of the 
enemy. 

The most essential element to be destroyed 
is the enemy's nuclear delivery systems. Once 
the enemy's nuclear forces have been de­
feated access is gained to all other milital'y 
forces. With this access, the capability to 
destroy the enemy's remaining forces and 
otherwise exert pressure on him becomes self­
evident and leads to his surrender. 

In modern warfare there is no longer any 
requirement to destroy enemy cities nor is 
there a need to destroy industries which make 
no vital contribution after war begins. Under 
such conditions, striking cities with nuclear 

weapons would signal an irresponsible act of 
desparatlon and revenge, calculated to bring 
about the spiteful destruction of civilizations 
rather than military victory. Is this really the 
U.S. desire? 

To implement a counterforce strategy de­
mands a well-integrated national military 
structure. It requires, first of all, strategic 
offensive forces to destroy enemy strategic 
strike forces at their source. Next, strategic 
defensive forces in depth are needed to de­
stroy enemy strategic weapons in:flight, as far 
from the United States as possible, but as 
close-in as necessary. Thirdly. we need mili­
tary forces to conduct a holding action to 
prevent the overrun of friendly territory. 
And, finally, there must be accurate informa­
tion on the status and location of the 
enemy's residual forces which must be de­
stroyed. With these ingredients, the United 
States will be able to use its military power 
with discretion in general war just as it 
plans to do in limited wars. 

The feasibility of a counterforce strategy 
today varies with the conditions prevailing at 
the time U.S. forces are launched. 

If our forces are launched after a sur­
prise attack by the U.S.S.R., their capabilities 
to carry out counterforce tasks will be handi­
capped but not eliminated. At the minimum, 
those forces on airborne alert, or at sea, 
will be able to strike enemy targets, and U.S. 
air defense aircraft and ABM's could degrade 
seriously the attacking forces. 

On the other hand, if U.S. forces are 
launched in response to an all-out attack on 
our major allies or on certain knowledge of 
an impending attack on the United States, a 
good counter-military capability would in­
sure U.S. victory. 

Regardless of the conditions under which 
hostilities may begin, a counterforce strategy, 
more than any other, will minimize the en­
emy's ability to inflict damage on the United 
States. This should be a prime goal of any 
U.S. strategy. 

Critics of counterforce argue that since 
implementation of a counterforce strategy 
requires destroying all enemy strategic 
capabilities early in the war, it is not an 
acceptable strategy when the United States 
responds to a Soviet attack. In such a situ­
ation, they contend, the United States would 
not know which targets to strike and it would 
not be militarily sound to hit all missile sites 
after some missiles have been fired. 

Critics also point out a valid counter force 
capability would be too costly to achieve in 
the present economic environment. This is 
true, but much of the deterrent benefits of 
counterforce can be had by keeping our tar­
geting options open, pursuing pertinent de­
velopments, and leaving the Soviets in doubt 
as to actual capabilities. 

These difficulties notwithstanding, sound 
logic demands that the United States strike 
all enemy missile sites. Unless its military 
forces plan to go after these targets, the 
United States cannO<t launch a strategic blow 
against the Sino-Soviet bloc to come to the 
aid of an ally. It cannot strike because it can­
not hope to win. Even in a situation where 
the United States responds to a Soviet attack, 
the United States must hit missile sites. 

Another argunient often raised against 
striking missile .sites iS basically an economic 
one. It is said it is too "costly" to hit missile 
sites after some of the missile may have been 
launched. This argument, however, does not 
consider the correct costs. The costs to con­
sider are those of not striking missile sites 
which house missiles that could be used to 
defeat the United States. In other words, in 
terms of U.S. survival potential, it is much · 
more costly not to strike all known missile 
sites. 

Moreover, if the Soviets at-tack the United 
States, not all their missiles wtll be launched 
on the initial strike. Intent on winning the 
war while minimizing damage to the U.S.S.R., 
they will have to concentrate initially on 

military targets. They will retain a sizeable 
residual force after the initial attack to con­
tinue to threaten U.S. industrial and urban 
areas; to strike additional lower priority tar­
gets or high priority targets attacked but not 
destroyed in the initial attack; to retain a 
reserve to meet other possible threats from 
third partie:;; and to negotiate with or to 
blackmail. These missiles will be at their 
launch sites when the United States strikes 
back. In addition, because of malfunctions, 
unready missiles, failures in command and 
control, and reloading of certain missile sites, 
st111 additional missiles will be in place. 

All these factors might result in as high as 
25-30 % , or more, of the missiles being on 
site when the United States strikes back. The 
United States must have the means to de­
stroy these targets. 

Deterrence is man-made, a situation the 
United States has created in the past by 
maintaining superior military forces in­
being. If the United States does not main­
tain credible war fighting forces, the Sino­
Soviet bloc will realize that, by threatening 
to raise the level of any limited military con­
flict to a higher scale, it can bend the United 
States and the Free World to its will. For 
these reasons, a counterforce capability is a 
fundamental precept of any effective national 
policy of deterrence. 

Under the Nixon doctrine, and with our 
current or prospective loss of strategic su­
periority, counterforce capabilities are even 
more important than in the past. As we with­
draw from forward areas the possible inter­
vention with our strategic umbrella is a risk 
to the U.S.S.R., _hence, a deterrent, only if, 
given the !n.itiative in sucQ. a situation, the 
U.S. could conceivably blunt an effective so­
viet response. The assumed U.S. initiative 
would in this case offset quantitative force 
inferiority thus making our lesser force again 
a valid deterrent to limited aggression. 

SOME ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES FOR 

CONSIDERATION 

Any new strategy to be acceptable must 
take into account the shift in strategic power 
that has now, or will soon occur; the U.S. 
economic and budget situation with its 
heavy commitment to domestic spending; 
the likely emergence of more atomic powers; 
and the demise of the old strategic concept 
that relied on the ability and will of the 
U.S. to retaliate with strategic forces, if nec­
essary, in response to major acts of aggres­
sion other than against the continental U.S. 
The solution must also allow for an evolu· 
tionary transfer from the present. 

There are essentially four strategic vari . 
ants, or options, tO defend the free world 
from major acts of aggression. Of these, the 
first and concurrent one: "U.S. strategic sup­
port of integrated forward defenses" can no 
longer be sustained cost or credibility wise. 
This leaves the following three to choose 
from: 

1. A Supranational Strategic Capability 
supporting national and/ or alliance forward 
defense forces. This would require that we 
provide some Free World body, or the U.N., 
a strategic nuclear capability with which to, 
at minimum, protect non-nuclear nations 
from nuclear attack or blackmail. This is a 
far fetched concept but theoretically it is an 
option that would free the U.S. from the task 
of providing the strategic umbrella for 
others. 

2. The establis~ment of Regional Strategic 
nuclear capabilities each supporting its own 
regional forward defense forces, which could 
be national, allied, or both. The end result 
would be a multi-p.olar situation. It could 
work out to two strategic forces on the com-
munist side : . . Russia and China ... and 
three or more on the Free World Side ... the 
U.S., European, and some Far East group­
ing as yet undefined. 

3. The abandonment of the defense prob­
lem to independent national solutions. Un­
der this formula the U.S. withdraws from 
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forward commitments in varying degrees 
leaving it to each nation, with or without 
U.S. help, to work out their own long term 
security problems. This might be called a: 
"suave qui peu" approach that leaves it up 
to each country to proliferate, accommodate 
or "hold the faith" in uncertain U.S. sup­
port in an hour of peril. 

On the surface our choice would seem to 
lie between the last two options. The last 
solution is no doubt what will emerge as our 
basic strategy if we make no positive ef­
fort to change the trend in events. The Nixon 
doctrine ordains reduced involvement in the 
defense of forward areas but as yet does not 
indicate what, if anything, we suggest be 
substituted for the U.S. strategic umbrella 
and/or major U.S. bases and forces overseas 
that either provided an alternative to, or 
insured its use-depending on your point 
of view. 

Any one of the three options will meet our 
principal requirements. They also appear to 
fall within the guidelines of the Nixon doc­
trine and realistic deterrence in that they 
will reduce our responsibility for the defense 
of others and our force deployments over­
seas. In simple terms they all put the "stra­
tegic monkey" on someone else's back, though 
in varying degrees. Before making a choice 
we might briefly look at some of the pros and 
cons of the alternatives. 

ON THE SUPRANATIONAL FORCE APPROACH 

This concept would be a Free World variant 
of the old NATO multinational or multi­
lateral force that was advocated in the early 
1960s. To cover the Nixon doctrine require­
ments it would have to be Free World wide in 
its commitment. It would have to have some 
form of supranational decision mechanism, 
its own forces and weapons that could not 
be unilaterally withdrawn by one or more 
nations, and sufficient capabilities to be cred­
ible. Eventually it could become the custo­
dian of all advanced weapons, and possibly 
the forerunner of a U.N. worldwide police 
force. 

The idea has been advanced from time to 
time. It has never been seriously studied 
since on initial analysis it seems unlikely 
that any nation would agree to surrender 
control over any o::: their strategic capabilities 
to a supranational authority. The Command 
and Control problem would be tremendous 
not to mention U.S. national atomic law is­
sues. 

The concept has merit as a long range goal 
if one believes that the future safety of the 
world depends on increasing collaboration in 
defense mat~rs as a step towards; first an 
atlantic community, then a Free World com­
munity, and ultimately a U.N. police force. 
It would be favored by those who consider 
that any alternative is better than to per­
mit the emergence of independent national 
or even regiocal, nuclear forces-which will 
occur as nations realize that the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. cannot forever remain the custo­
dians of all advanced weaponry. The con­
cept had '1etter chances of acceptance in 
the late 1940s than today. 

Most nations have always resented the 
unilateral control enjoyed by the U.S. and 
U.S.S.R. over the world's principal strategic 
forces. The British, French, Chinese and 
others have from time to time indicated that 
they wanted some say in the employment, 
deployment, and use of these capabilities. 
The MLF 8 idea was an effort to meet this 
desire in NATO. The argument is that since 
world war could result from any use of 
these forces other nations could be affected 
as well as the powers concerned. The fact 
that the U.S., and no doubt on its side the 
U.S.S.R., has always resisted any efforts to 
diversify control over these forces was the 
major factor in the development of other 
national nuclear capabilities where this has 

8 MultilateraJ. Force proposed at Nassau in 
1962. 

occurred. It can be argued therefore that 
were the U.S. to surrender control of any of 
its strategic capabilities, even nominally, to 
a supranational or allied group, allied soli­
darity and relationships would improve. 

Purely from a military effectiveness point 
of view, the establishment of an Interna­
tional Strategic Force, which would group 
all resources for strategic war, is sound. It 
would place strategic targeting, as well as 
operational control of the strategic forces 
of all services and free nations under one 
commander and in one staff. It would, there­
fore, maximize coordinu.tion, dispersed possi­
bilities, and operational effectiveness and 
minimize duplication and waste, particu­
larly in targeting, and in the development of 
weapon systems. Others would share in the 
cost. 

From a psychological and public relations 
point of view the pooling of Free World 
strategic resources under some form of 
supranational control could be a popular 
move. On the other hand, it could well be 
construed as red.ucing the security of uncom­
mitted nations not included in the initial 
grouping. These would not have a say in the 
use of the strategic effort of either side. 

The principal advantage of the establish­
ment of overall Allied Strategic Force would 
seem to be the long term impact this could 
have on the so-called Nth Country problem. 
Obviously, such a force could not be estab­
lished unless all major Free World nuclear 
countries agreed to pool sufficient strategic 
resources. This would mean, for practical pur­
poses, the elimination of the so-called Nth 
Country prospect, and the establishment of 
maximum stability over the use of nuclear 
forces. It would also perpetuate the bipolar 
power situation unless, and until it became 
worldwide. 

The principal U.S. national objective is to 
deter wars, both general and limited. (The 
U.S. military objective must be to defend the 
U.S. if deterrence fails.) The placing of our 
strategic forces under collective political 
control would weaken the free world's ability 
to both deter and wage war since it would 
dilute the decision mechanism. 

If ever the Russians entertain a plan for a 
limited act of aggression, they have to con­
sider the response the U.S. is likely to make. 
While they may feel that we would not re­
spond with our strategic atomic forces to-­
say-an attack in Europe or against Israel, 
they must remember that they also felt we 
would not respond in Korea, in Greece, and 
in Lebanon. Based on these experiences, they 
must think that even though it may seem 
illogical, our immediate response to any soviet 
act of aggression is within the powers Of one 
individual, the President, and this individual 
could well decide that the time had come to 
honor our commitments to our allies and 
order the strategic effort to retaliate, but only 
provided we had a counterforce capability 
which given the initiative could reduce the 
inevitable soviet response to acceptable limits. 

On the other hand, should the strategic 
forces be under multinational control, the. 
Soviets could be reasonably certain that their 
use in response to many limited acts of ag­
gression would only take place after exten­
sive consultation. Under these conditions 
they could logically assume that those na­
tions not directly threatened by the limited 
act of aggression would a.cti vely oppose the 
use of the strategic means. The resulting de­
bates and delays would open the question of 
use, or non-use, to the public. Under these 
circumstances, there would be little or no risk 
from the Soviet point of view of sudden and 
quick act of retaliation which would give the 
allied strategic effort the advantages of a pre­
emptive strike on the Soviet nuclear forces. 

It seems quite clear, therefore, that were 
the U.S. to surrender unilateral U.S. control, 
over the use of its strategic forces to multi­
national direction, we would greatly weaken 
their deterrent to limited aggression even 
with a counterforce posture. 

The establishment of a supranational stra­
tegic capability would probably lead to un­
duly weakening the local defense forces in 
all areas. This would result from the fact 
that many countries maintain their own de­
fense forces at a high level due to the reali­
zation that the probability of the U.S. using 
its strategic forces on their behalf would vary 
with the size and intensity of the act of ag­
gression. This being true, a certain level of 
local force is required to trigger the U.S. 
effort. 

If all nations participated in the direction 
of the Free World strategic capability, many 
would quickly rationalize that they could risk 
to reduce their local forces to roughly the 
equivalent of the lowest common denomina­
tor level, since in the last analysis they would 
have a say in whether or not the strategic 
forces were committed in their defense. As 
such, they would not have to hedge against 
this possibility by providing more local force 
than they desire to fund and support for 
economic and political reasons. This would 
lead, in effect, to the adoption of a collective 
massive retaliation strategy and to reductions 
in local defense forces to an unsafe level 
with undue reliance on strategic nuclear re­
taliation for even minor acts of aggression. 

But the decisive argument against moving 
towards an international strategic capability 
is the resulting loss of unilateral U.S. control 
over forces which we require to insure our 
basic survival. 

It seems highly unlikely that the U.S. Gov­
ernment, or the Congress, would agree to sur­
rendering its authority over these forces in 
time of peace. Therefore, even if one could 
make a theoretical case for this concept as 
being a valid solution to future Free World 
defense problems, it does not appear to be a 
practical solution. 

ON A REGIONAL DETERRENCE APPROACH 

The concept of regional deterrence con­
tinues the formerly successful "Sworn and 
Shield" relationship, but accepts the gradual 
evolution of the strategic retaliatory "sword" 
element from a solely U.S. effort into a hope­
fully coordinated but, separately controlled 
allied effort. Each new strategic deterrent 
force would be committed to, and related 
with, its own shield effort in the same man­
ner as is now the U.S. effort vis-a-vis NATO. 

The development of more than one stra­
tegic "Sword" within the Free World has 
many advantages: 

(a) It is a logical follow-on, as other na­
tions acquire a nuclear capability of their 
own, to the sound security policies adopted 
by the U.S. in the past. 

(b) I<t solves the credibility problem for 
most nations by, in effect, giving those di­
rectly threatened a finger on the strategic 
trigger. 

(c) It precludes any need to attempt to 
match each level of local threat with an 
equivalent local, or U.S. mobile, capability at 
the expense of the U.S. general war and 
space efforts, or at great additional cost. 

(d) It allows the local forces to be main­
tained at a "minimum" essential strength to 
insure that any aggression warrants strate­
gic retaliation by those regional entities un­
der attack.-(cost factor) 

(c) It greatly increases deterrence of a 
Soviet surprise attack as a result of diversify­
ing the political decision mechanisms con­
trolling retaliation and the same time de­
ployed the Free World's retaliatory forces on 
a global basis. 

(f) It will improve the survivability of free 
world strategic deterrent forces by exploit­
ing land areas outside the Western Hemi­
sphere for many elements. 

(g) It can be initially implemented with­
out unduly liberalizing U.S. atomic energy 
laws, since the additional forces could be 
built around U.S. boosters but with French 
and U.K. warheads. 

(h) Regional deterrence would probably 
be acceptable as a Free World security policy 
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to both the French and British would help 
them develop their nuclear production facil­
ities. 

(f) It will improve the survivability of free 
and increased prestige, to those allies who 
participated such as Italy, Canada, Australia, 
Japan, etc. It would reduce their incentives 
to build national nuclear forces. 

(j) Finally, it in effect would implement 
the Nixon doctrine in the strategic arena, 
and allow major reductions in U.S. defense 
commitments to, and involvement with, 
allies. 

There is also the importance of responsible, 
powerful, independent, third power centers 
to offsetting the U.S. loss of superiority in 
the current essentially bipolar world. So 
long as the members that count in the nu­
clear balance are limited to two, any un­
balance can be readily assessed and invites 
its exploitation by the stronger. With multi­
ple capabilities under separate control classic 
realignment can preserve balance and deter­
rence. A world-wide aggression then has to 
take on all comers, or figure out how to deal 
later with powerful non-participants. Even 
dogs know better than to fight before a third 
one waiting to pounce on the wounded vic­
tor! 

As other nations acquire a capability to 
produce nuclear weapons, we can expect that 
these weapons will be channelled initially 
into strategic systems, as we ourselves did. 
The fact that France and England now have 
this capability suggests that these new na­
tional forces could be integrated on some 
basis other than within a NATO that was de­
signed for shield fprce control only. 

Now tha.t two other Free World nations 
possess sources of atomic production, with 
others soon to follow, the United States no 
longer has to face the problem of surrender­
ing its warheads, as a prerequisite to adop­
tion of a Free World security concept which 
accepts the fact that our nations can unilat­
erally decide to launch stra.tegic nuclear 
strikes at the U.S.S.R. proper. 

Specifically, today and under present stra­
tegic deployment plans, the obliteration of 
the United States proper by a surprise Soviet 
attack would eliminate almost all of the Free 
World's strategic retaliatory capability, with 
the possible exception of the submarine forces 
which, even when fully deployed, account for 
only a small percent of the total megatons in 
the strategic inventory. On the other hand, 
if hardened ICBMs, were deployed in Europe, 
European island possessions, Australia, New 
Zealand, and perhaps elsewhere-in the Pa­
cific, not as part of the U.S. effort but as 
elements of regional defense forces-the So­
viets would have to attack simultaneously 
many dispersed areas of the world to deal 
decisively with the Free World's retaliatory 
punch. 

Even if it could be argued that the indi­
vidu8il regional strategic capa.bil1ties would 
not individually match the Soviet capability, 
it seems quite obvious that the U.S.S.R. could 
not risk an exchange with any one group of 
strategic powers while the others remained 
untouched on the sideltlnes free to combine 
and exploit the results. 

Considering the cost of Minuteman boost­
ers, now that their R&D is retired and that 
the initial U.S. strategic requirements are 
met, the capita.! investment in missiles and 
hardened sites required for a Minuteman 
Squadron does not exceed by much-if at 
all-that required for a modern jet fighter 
squadron, not counting the fighter base. 
Maintenance and operation costs, once the 
ICBM squadrons are in place, are negligible 
in comparison with those of a bomber force. 
Manpower requirements are also very small 
by comparison. Allies can therefore afford to 
purchase the necessary delivery systems from 
the U.S. if we encouraged them to do so. 

The fact that the regions of many are all 
close to Soviet target systems will allow the 
use of very large high-yield warheads suit-

able for counterforce targeting. By coordinat­
ing the targeting employed in a simultaneous 
Free World strategic retaliation effort, a fully 
effective pre-emptive counterforce punch 
should be easily realized. Likewise, the effec­
tiveness of a second strike counterforce ca­
pability would be: 

a. Assured if the initial attack was limited 
to only one of the several strategic powers 
and 

b. Much improved by virtue of the global 
deployment of the forces, if the Soviet could 
ever rationalize and mount a simultaneous 
attack against the entire Free World effort: 

By creating regional strategic capabilities 
within the zones of inftuence of the United 
States, United Kingdom, and France, we 
would be building these around the three 
existing or potential sources of nuclear weap­
ons production. This means that the princi­
pal U.S. contribution could be limited to de­
livery vehicle development and production 
assistance. The knotty problem of surrender­
ing control of atomic warheads to our allies 
need not arise initially except possibly in the 
Far East. Even here U.K. warheads to Aus­
tralia and New Zealand could provide the 
backbone capability. Assistance along tech­
nical lines to produce allies might prove 
essential. 

If we could group the various swords under 
regional .direction-e.g., Western Europe-an 
Australian led F.E. alliance-etc.--other Free 
World countries could associate themselves 
in due course with a regional entity whose 
geographical interests were equally jeopard­
ized. Since in this area a threat against one 
is credible as a threat against all, response 
would be assured. 

On the "Go it Alone" National Approach: 
Unless the U.S. supports the inevitable 

trend towards the acquisition of strategic and 
tactical nuclear defense capabilities by pro­
viding these in either a U.S. or Regional con­
text it seems likely that national capabilities 
will emerge in due course. This will tend to 
destroy the solidarity of such alliances as are 
still viable. 

I suggest that proliferation will occur re­
gardless of the anti-proliferation treaty. 
When nations are faced with a choice be­
tween providing their people and territories 
with no valid defenses, or abrogating the 
treaty most will ' rationaUze a reason to take 
the latter step. Proliferation will occur grad­
ually except at first. When the next tier of 
nuclear nations emerges in;f;o daylight, the 
process will mushroom. Protection from pub­
lic and international criticism will be ob­
tained through the principle of "safety in 
numbers". The problem is not if it will occur, 
but when it will occur. To date the major 
inhibiting factors have been: 

(a.) Confidence in the U.S. nuclear um­
brella (rapidly declining) 

(b) Lack of technica.l capability. (no long­
er a problem for many) 

(c) Cost of production. (which can be 
reduced with new techniques) 

(d) Public opinion. (will change if the 
choice is clear) 

(e) Treaty. (a paper tiger) 
All the 81bove road blocks are falling. Cost 

of production is still a major hurdle but with 
the perfection of contrifuge systems, and the 
advent of a fast ftux power plants (breeders) 
plus more nuclear powers to shop in, I would 
not give this constraint a life of more than 
8 years. 

In brief, while it may be unpopular to say 
so, the U.S. cannot expect to prevent pro­
liferation in an environment of declining 
U.S. power to provide an alternative or in­
fluence other governments. Even NATO 1s 
approaching a crossroads. Force levels are at 
the threshold of credibility for an effective 
local defense effort •.. even given the U.S. 
tactical stockpile in Europe. Any major re­
ductions in forces or weapons will raise the 
question of security in most of the capitals 
of Europe. Some are now asking themselves: 

(a) Is what's left in NATO now valid? 
(b) Can we count on U.S. nuclear support? 

SAC? TAC? 
(c) What will the Nixon doctrine do to b 

above? 
(d) Should we plan to go it alone? How 

could we? 
(e) If we can't go it alone, should we move 

towards accommodation? 
These questions are being asked. Quietly 

for the moment but increasingly. Allied au­
thorities want to know what the Nixon doc­
trine and realistic deterrence will mean, not 
in theory but in practice on the ground. 
They have not had clear answers as yet. They 
hear it said that part of the concept is that 
they should do more to protect themselves. 
Most are caught in the same weapons/ man­
power cost squeeze that the U.S. is and can­
not do much more in terms of quantity of 
forces. They do not read into the Nixon doc­
trine that the U.S. is prepared to help them 
acquire nuclear capabilities to substitut e 
for mass, or reduced U.S. commit ments. 

Our allies understand that Realistic de­
terrence means a change in strategic strat­
egy. They also see the shifting balance of 
power in the strategic area. If realistic deter­
rence clearly does not mean a greater U.S. 
commitment of strategic forces to allied de­
fense then it can only mean a lesser one. 
These questions have not been answered 
to their satisfaction. They will soon have 
to be answered particularly i! Congress or 
the budget should force a major force reduc­
tion in the NATO area. 

Clearly the easiest course of action for the 
U.S. to take is to adjust our defense policy 
to our budget, and our strategic commitment 
to the level of risks we are willing to take, 
and let our allies do as they please. This is 
a risky course of action. Even if salted with 
promises and a few token deployments of 
weapons and forces-under U.S. lock and 
key-most of the major countries will even­
tually get the message and realize they have 
to go it alone. The preliminary signals can 
now be read in Japan, Germany, Israel, and 
in alliance discussions. The French theore­
ticians seldom miss an opportunity to say "I 
told you this would happen." 

The U.S. in the 1970's can no longer offer 
security for obedience. Our credit rating is 
not what it used to be when we had unchal­
lenged strategic superiority, or before our 
will to win on behalf of an ally was put to 
test in Vietnam. U.S. commitments in the 
late 1970's and 1980's will have to be "paid in 
cash" to be credible and infiuential. This 
means promises of protection from., say, nu­
clear blackmail or aggression will have to be 
validated by deployments or weapon control 
arrangements that pretty well ensure they 
can't be reneged upon. This is a new situa­
tion we have not yet fully understood. It is 
one that must be taken into account in any 
strategy we adopt. 

Either our strategy in the future provides 
for the defense of Allies with means they do 
ndt have, and demonstrates we mean it in 
practice, or we must help them get the means 
to do the job themselves. This should prefer­
ably be in the best and safest way which is 
to say not on a random national basis. 

There is no way in today's world that non­
nuclear nations can be assured of their long 
term security and survival without access 
to nuclear means. The same may later prove 
true for space systems and other advanced 
weapons on the drawing board. No nation 
can afford a conventional capabiUty adequate 
to offset a nuclear threat. If NATO could 
never meet its minimum conventional force 
requirements ••• as has been the case since 
the early 1950's how could others ever expect 
to? The truth is tha.t technology has priced 
the world out of conventional warfare in 
major confiicts. 

To allow nations to go it alone without 
guidance or help from the U.S. cannot but 
lead to proliferation in some cases and ac-
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commodation in others. This is easy to do 
but by no means necessary. The U.S. still 
has leverage in its free world leadership in 
the field of strategic and tactical weapon 
syst em technology and production. Many, if 
not most nations, don't want to have to 
face their long term security problem alone. 
The collective approach is a way of life in 
many areas such as NATO. It can be instilled 
in other areas such as the Far East. The U.S. 
sot.ill has the candy if not the stick. 

Unless we want to see random proliferation 
and/ or accommodation on a national basis 
by 1980, we should adjust our strategy to 
further the development of Regional defense 
capabilities that will be both credible and 
effective. These may come about on their own 
in due course but to count on this is risky. 
Positive U.S. leadership, and some candy, will 
be required ... particularly in areas other 
than the European Community where there 
is already an organization and momentum. 

PROPOSED STRATEGY FOR THE 1980'S 

Based on the above considerations I would 
recommend a strategy of gradual U.S. dis­
engagement from overseas deployments and 
commit ment, accompanied by positive steps 
to create and substitute independent regional 
defense capabilities. BOTH strategic and 
tactical to include nuclear. 

Western Europe should be encouraged to 
create some form of combined strategic de­
terrent force around the national capabilities 
there at present. The U .S. candy should be 
to offer to sell to the collective entity 
strwtegic boosters, and provide to existing 
nuclear powers technical assistance for their 
own warhead developments. 

In the East our strategy should seek to 
create a defense alliance around Japan and/ 
or Australia. We might consider selling to 
Australia and New Zealand some strategic 
boosters, if U.K. would agree to provide them 
the warheads. This would start the nucleus 
of an effective Far Eastern regional deterrent 
to counter the Chinese threat. The U.S. could 
then pull its umbrella commitment real or 
implied, back from these forward areas while 
leaving something valid behind. 

With respect to U .S. strategic strategy 
we should claim to have and seek to de­
velop a reasonable counterforce capability. 
Counter value targeting is both immoral 
and ineffective as a deterrent to aggression 
anywhere except against the U.S. proper. 
Even in this role it is only a deterrent so 
long as the aggressor has not figured out 
how to destroy our response on his first 
strike, and if he has figured that out it is 
useless in any configuration. If he has not 
figured it out, he is not likely to make a 
first strike no matter how provocative our 
posture. From the point of view of maxi­
mizing deterrence, one should in any event 
not admit to an inability to hit any target 
at anytime. 

Our strategy must emphasize force sur­
vivability. This will require both harden­
ing and dispersal. It will also require that 
we maintain a mix of strategic systems. 
The greatest threat to survivability is a 
breakthrough against the main survival 
measures used by any given system. The 
sudden ability to locate submarines in real 
time; intercept any and all ballistic tra­
jectories; destroy satellites with ease and 
certainty; or black out missile control sys­
tems (using different access techniques and 
delivery technologies being obtained) at the 
same time is very low. Whether our strategy 
calls for fielding three or only two variants 
at a time is a matter for debate but two 
should be the minimum, out of the four 
options available today: Ballistic land-based 
systems, space systems, submarine-based sys­
tems, and air breathing systems. 

Finally, the key question ... - since it in­
:l:luences cost ••• is relative force quantity. 

The so-called balance question. Should our 
strategy seek numerical superiority or even 
parity in the 1980s. Is this essential for our 
purposes? Is it possible to have an effective 
deterrent and war waging force somewhat 
independently of relative numbers of units? 

My conclusion is that IF: We can bring 
about a multi-polar strategic situation with 
truly in~ependent decision making and each 
having a minimum valid and diversified 
capability~ then: "Within reasonable limits 
quantitative comparisons are no longer im­
portant." 

If, by substituting regional or other stra­
tegic capabilities for the U.S. umbrella over 
non-nuclear allies we can unequivocally 
limit our strategic force role to defending 
the U.S., then: "We can design an effective, 
realistic, deterrent force based on techno­
logical superiority rather than quantitative 
superiority. 

Lastly, our strategy should provide for 
mobile forces for minor conflicts and pollee 
actions. These should be air and sea born, 
and, while nuclear backed, should be built 
to exploit non-nuclear technology to op­
timize their control and firepower capabili­
ties and thus minimize unit quantity re­
quirements. -------

TREATIES AND THE GENOCIDE 
CONVENTION 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as of 
August 30, 1971, there were 934 treaties 
and conventions in force between the 
United States and various other nations 
of the world. They cover such diverse 
subjects as trade, communication, and 
cultural and scientific exchanges. Some 
deal with crimes-piracy, slavery, killing 
seals-and call upon the United States to 
enact appropriate enforcing legislation. 
Twenty-seven of them contain provisions 
for the International Court of Justice to 
hear and decide disputes-provisions 
which are outside the scope of the Con­
nally and Vandenberg reservations. 

Most of the major substantive articles 
of the Genocide Convention, those estab­
lishing the crime, defining the crime, 
calling upon the United States to enact 
appropriate legislation in accordance 
with our Constitution, and asking for ex­
tradition in accordance with the laws 
and treaties in force, have been included 
in principle in many of the treaties to 
which the United States is a party. These 
other treaties have not hurt the United 
States. They have not denied our citizens 
their rights under our Constitution. They 
have not given other nations control over 
our domestic affairs. 

Consequently it is reasonable to assume 
that these same provisions in the Geno­
cide Convention will not cause any harm 
to America or American citizens. Some 
people who oppose our ratification of this 
important treaty treat it as if it were 
unique in the history of American trea­
ties. But this is not the case. There is 
ample precendent for most of its provi­
sions in the 934 treaties that are pres­
ently in force for the United States. 

Mr. President, American ratification 
of the Genocide Convention will put us 
on record as being unalterably opposed to 
this horrible crime. It will show the world 
that we are serious in our desire to pre­
vent the reoccurrence of genocide. I call 
upon the Senate to ratify the Genocide 
Convention. 

DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION WEEK 
Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, some 2 

years ago, President Nixon designated the 
week beginning May 24, 1970, as the first 
National Drug Abuse Prevention Week. 
In a proclamation that spoke eloquently 
of "the personal tragedies, the human 
disasters that tell the real story of what 
drug abuse does to individuals and can 
do to our Nation," the President called 
upon Federal officials, educators, and 
various groups throughout the land to 
explore new methods by which the po­
tential dangers of drug experimenta­
tion could be communicated to the Na­
tion. 

The initial success brought about by 
the observance of this event moved the 
President once again to designate aNa­
tional Drug Abuse Prevention Week in 
1971, this time for the week beginning 
October 3. Once again highly favorable 
reports were received on the scope and 
effectiveness of activities in commemora­
tion of this week. 

Mr. President, the problem of drug 
abuse is still very much with us. In spite 
of the outstanding and widespread ef­
forts of the Nixon administration to 
combat this national threat--and I have 
spoken at length in this Chamber on 
these efforts and the heartening progress 
they have brought about-drug abuse 
will be a fact of life to be faced by Ameri­
cans for several years to come. For this 
reason, we can readily anticipate the need 
for further national drug abuse preven­
tion weeks. President Nixon is to be high­
ly commended for initiating this event. 

Congress has been anything but idle 
since the celebration of the first National 
Drug Al;)Hse Prevention Week in May of 
1970. In December 1970, the Comprehen­
sive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control 
Act of 1970 became law. The enactment 
of this statute, in which this Senator is 
proud to have played a role, provided the 
first modern and coordinated approach 
to drug abuse control since the early 
years of this century when the first nar­
cotics laws were enacted. Also passed by 
Congress in 1970 was the Drug Abuse 
Education Act, which along with the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention 
and Control Act provides for an extensive 
Federal grant program to assist in the 
education of Americans throughout the 
land on all aspects of the drug abuse 
problem. 

During the current 92d Congress, 
another major law has been enacted 
which will have a far-reaching effect on 
drug abuse in America. On March 21, 
1972, the Drug Abuse Office and Treat­
ment Act of 1972 became law, capping 
much hard work on the question of F'ed­
eral coordination in this area which be­
gan with President Nixon's comprehen­
sive drug abuse message to Congress on 
June 17, 1971. By means of this act, the 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse 
Prevention proposed by the President 
was established under a director having 
broad supervisory powers over the con­
duct of drug abuse treatment, rehabilita­
tion, education, and research programs in 
the Federal Government. The act also 
amended current law in several respects 
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to insure that various na~ional programs 
in the health :field pay due recognition 
to the drug abuse situation in America. 

Adequate funding of this legislation is 
of course a must, Mr. President, and I am 
certain that Congress will continue to 
meet its obligations in this respect as well. 
We must give the President all the as­
sistance we reasonably can in his efforts 
to implement the laws we have enacted. 

There is an additional way we can fur­
ther our joint efforts with the President 
in attacking drug abuse. The proclama­
tions for the two previous National Drug 
Abuse Prevention Weeks have been is­
sued without congressional authoriza­
tion. While the President can certainly 
do this legally, I believe it is time for 
Congress to express its support for the 
observance of this week as a significant 
national event. Accordingly, I am today 
announcing that it is my intention to in­
troduce in a week or so a joint resolu­
tion which would authorize and request 
the President to proclaim the week be­
ginning October 15, 1972, as National 
Drug Abuse Prevention Week for 1972. 
This expression of congressional sup­
port and encouragement should provide 
an additional constructive step in the 
national drive to eliminate drug abuse. 
It is my hope that the joint resolution 
will be speedily approved by both Houses 
of Congress. 

QUEEN ISABELLA DAY 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the late 

Gov. Lurleen Wallace, of Alabama, was 
the first Governor in the United States to 
issue an official proclamation designat­
ing April 22 Queen Isabella Day to per­
petuate and honor the memory of the 
birthday anniversary of Queen Isabella 
of Castile on April 22, 1451. 

This year, 46 State Governors issued 
Queen Isabella proclamations in recog­
nition of the important role she played 
in :financing the expeditions of Christo­
pher Columbus and in the subsequent de­
velopment of the Western Hemisphere. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­
sent that the Queen Isabella Day procla­
mation issued by Gov. George C. Wal­
lace designating April 22, 1972, as Queen 
Isabella Day in Alabama be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

· PROCLAMATION 

Whereas, the enthusiasm and support of 
a single ruler led to the discovery of Amer­
ica and the resounding effect this discovery 
had upon the history of the world; and 

Whereas, this great ruler, Queen Isabella 
of Castile, was the sole backer of Christopher 
Columbus, whose proposed expedition to the 
New World was contrary to the 15th century 
concept of the world; and 

Whereas, the shrewd intuition of Queen 
Isabella, as well as the financial support and 
r isk taken by Her Majesty on behalf of Spain, 
was responsible for uncovering the unknown 
r iches of the Western Hemisphere; and 

Whereas, the history of America has direct 
lin kage to the birth of Queen Isabella on 
April 22, 1451; 

Now, therefore, I, George C. Wallace, Gov­
ernor of the State of Alabama, do hereby 
proclaim Saturday, April 22, 1972, as "Queen 
Isabella Day" in Alabama and urge all citi-
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zens to honor this Spanish Queen who was 
solely responsible for America's Discovery. 

ESSENTIALS OF INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY REFORM 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the dis­
tinguished and highly respected Chair­
man of the Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reserve Board, Dr. Arthur Burns, 
made a highly significant speech before 
the 1972 International Banking Confer­
ence in Montreal, Canada, on May 12. 

Dr. Burns' words reveal clearly the 
purpose of this major address-namely, 
to get the negotiations on the reform of 
the International Monetary System un­
derway on an urgent basis. Dr. Burns' 
concluded his speech by stating: 

Indeed, I feel it is an urgent necessity to 
start the rebuilding process quite promptly. 
It is not pleasant to contemplate the kind 
of world that may evolve if cooperative ef­
forts to rebuild the monetary system are 
long postponed. We might then find the 
world economy divided into restrictive and 
inward-looking blocs, with rules of interna­
tional conduct concerning exchange rates 
and monetary reserves altogether absent. As 
we learned last fall, a world of financial ma­
nipulations, economic restrictions, and po­
litical frictions bears no promise for the fu­
ture. It is the responsibility of financial lead­
ers to make sure that such a world will never 
come to pass. 

Dr. Burns clearly is not setting up a 
strawman. Negotiations regarding the 
reform of the International Monetary 
System are increasingly urgent, as a re­
cent report of First National City Bank 
of New York makes clear. Exchange con­
trols are proliferating throughout the 
world in response to continuing mone­
tary uncertainty and the continuing U.S. 
international deficit position which is 
likely to worsen over the short term be­
cause of events in Vietnam. 

I ask unanimous consent that the First 
National City Bank's listing of these pro­
liferating foreign exchange controls be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the news­
letter was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the First National City Bank's Inter­

national Economic Newsletter of March 
1972] 

MISPLACED HOPES 

Since European interest-rate policy failed 
to strengthen the dollar and domestic eco­
nomic conditions ruled out any further re­
valuations, some countries resorted--or re­
turned-to various exchange restrictions to 
stop further inflows of inconvertible dollars: 

On March 1, the Germans put into effect a 
40 % interest-free cash deposit requirement 
for corporations in Germany borrowing 
abroad, retroactive to January 1. 

The Swiss National Bank signed an agree­
ment with commercial banks to limit foreign 
holdings of private note issues and to in­
crease the exchange costs of notes and for­
eign loans on the Swiss market. 

The Bank of Japan reimposed controls to 
eliminate advance payment for exports, and 
prohibited foreign banks from converting 
dollars into yen over the amount of balances 
outstanding at the end of February. 

The Dutch central bank reimposed a ban 
on interest payments on foreign bank ac­
counts in the Netherlands. 

The Belgian central bank reinstated lim­
its on banks' net external positions. 

Hopes that these measures-and imminent 

U.S . Congressional approval of the formal de­
valuation of the dollar-would slow the con­
version of dollars into other currencies were 
bound to be dashed, for they missed one es­
sential reason for the dollar's weakness: its 
degraded status and a reserve and transac­
tions currency. Thus, each restrictive meas­
ure serves to weaken the dollar further, be­
cause restrictions limit the dollar's usefulness 
as privat e international money, and so tend 
to reduce the desire to hold it. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, in review­
ing Dr. Burns' speech, two points must 
be recalled: 

First, that months continue to slip by 
without any substantial real progress in 
terms of the negotiations outside of some 
talk about the "shape of the negotiating 
table." 

Second, that Dr. Burns cbooses his 
words and timing carefully. 

This is only the second time that Dr. 
Burns has outlined a major economic 
program during his tenure as Federal 
Reserve Chairman. The first time was at 
Pepperdine College, on December 7, 1970, 
when he put forward his thoughts re­
garding an "incomes policy" and "pro­
ductivity," among other matters. That 
speech was ahead of its time, but it had 
an enormous influence on the course of 
our domestic economic policy. 

I expect that the Montreal speech will 
have a similar effect, since those who see 
clearly the road the United States should 
follow in international monetary reform 
have a great advantage over the nay­
sayers who have no positive program 
other than continuing international un­
certainty and tension between nations. 

Dr. Burns' speech has moved the ne­
gotiations a step forward, and by this 
action a creative step has been taken 
toward strengthening the ties between 
the nations of the free world at this 
very difficult time in our international 
relations. 

I ask unanimous consent that Dr. 
Burns' address of May 12, entitled 
"Some Essentials of International Mon­
etary Reform"; an editorial from the 
New York Times of May 14; and a Wall 
Street Journal article date May 15, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

SOME ESSENTIALS OF INTERNATIONAL 
MONETARY REFORM 

(Remarks of Arthur F. Burns, Chairman, 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, before the 1972 International 
Banking Conference, Montreal, Canada, 
May 12, 1972) 
On August 15 of last year in the face of an 

unsatisfactory economic situation, the Presi­
dent of the United States acted decisively 
to alter the nation's economic course. The 
new policies, especially the decision to sus­
pend convertibility of the dollar into gold 
or other reserve assets, were bound to have 
far-reaching consequences for international 
monetary arrangements. New choices were 
forced on all countries. 

The next four months gave all of us a 
glimpse of one possible evolution of the in­
ternational eoonomy. Since exchange rates 
were no longer tied to the old par values, 
they were able to fioat-a prescription that 
many economists had favored. However, last 
fall's floating rates did not conform to the 
model usually sketched in academic writings. 
Most countries were reluctant to allow their 
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exchange rates to move in response to mar­
ket forces. Instead, restrictions on financial 
transactions proliferate.:, special measures 
with regard to trade emerged here and there, 
new twists crept into the pa ';tern of exchange 
rates, serious business uncertainty about 
governmental policies developed, fears of a 
recession in world economic activity grew, 
and signs of political friction among friend­
ly nations multiplied. 

Fortunately, this dangerous trend toward 
competitive and even antagonistic national 
economic policies was halted by the Smith­
sonian Agreement. Despite recent develop­
ments in Vietnam, which may cause some 
uneasiness in financial markets for a time, 
the Smithsonian realignment of currencies 
is, in my judgment, solidly based. It was 
worked out with care by practical and well­
informed men, and I am confident that 
the central banks and governments of all the 
major countries will continue to give it 
strong support. 

Developments in the American economy 
since last December have been encouraging. 
Aggregate activity in the United States has 
begun to show signs of vigorous resurgence. 
Price increases have moderated, and our rate 
of inflation has recently been below that of 
most other industrial countries. Moreover, 
the budget deficit of the Federal Govern­
ment will be much smaller this fiscal year 
than seemed likely three or four months 
ago. These developments have strengthened 
the confidence with which businessmen and 
consumers assess the economic outlook. In­
ternational confidence in turn is being bol­
stered by the passage of the Par Value Modi­
fication Act, by the convergence of short­
term interest rates in the United States and 
abroad, and by some promising signs of im­
provement in the international financial ac­
counts of the United States. 

With the Smithsonian Agreement and 
other indications of progress behind us, it 
is necessary now to move ahead and plan for 
the longer future. The Smithsonian meeting 
was pre-eminently concerned with realign­
ing exchange rates. It did not attempt to deal 
with structural weaknesses in the old inter­
national monetary system. Yet they must 
eventually be remedied if we are to build 
a new and stronger international economic 
order. 

We all have to ponder this basic question: 
Given the constraints of past history, what 
evolution of the monetary system is desirable 
and at the same time practically attainable? 
For my part, I should like to take advantage 
of this gathering to consider some of the 
elements that one might reasonably expect 
to find in a reformed monetary system. 

First of all, a reformed system will need 
to be characterized by a further strengthen­
ing of international consultation and co­
operation among governments. Our national 
economics are linked by a complex web of 
international transactions. Problems and pol­
icies in one country inevitably affect other 
countries. This simple fact of interdepend­
ence gives rise to constraints on national 
policies. In a smoothly functioning system. 
no country can ignore the implications of its 
own actions for other countries or fail to co­
operate in discussing and resolving problems 
of mutual concern. The task of statesman­
ship is to tap the great reservoir of inter­
national goodwill that now exists and to 
make sure that it remains undiminished 
in the future. 

Sound domestic policies are a second re­
quirement of a better world economic order. 
A well constructed international monetary 
system should, it is true, be capa.ble of ab­
sorbing the strains caused by occasional fi­
nancial mismanagement in this or that coun­
try-such as are likely to follow from chronic 
budget deficits or from abnormally large 
and persistent additions to the money sup­
ply. But I doubt if any international mone­
tary system can long survive if the major 

industrial countries fail to follow sound fi­
nancial practices. In view of the huge size 
of the American economy, I recognize that 
the economic policies of the United States 
will remain an especially important influence 
on the operation of any international mone­
tary system. 

Third, in the calculable future any inter­
national monetary system will have to re­
spect the need for substantial autonomy of 
domestic economic policies. A reformed 
monetary system cannot be one that encour­
ages national authorities to sacrifice either 
the objective of high employment or the ob­
jective of price stability in order to achieve 
balance-of-payments equilibrium. More spe­
cifically, no country experiencing an external 
deficit should have to accept sizable increases 
in unemployment in order to reduce its defi­
cit. Nor should a surplus country have to 
moderate its surplus by accepting high rates 
of inflation. Domestic policies of this type 
are poorly suited to the political mood of our 
times, and it would serve no good purpose 
to assume otherwise. 

I come now to a fourth element that 
should characterize a reformed monetary sys­
tem. If I am right in thinking that the world 
needs realistic and reasonably stable ex­
change rates, rather than rigid exchange 
rates, ways must be found to ensure that 
payments imbalances will be adjusted more 
smoothly and promptly that under the old 
Bretton Woods arrangements. 

The issues here are many and complex. 
There was a consensus at the Smithsonian 
meeting that wider margins around parities 
can help to correct payments imbalances, 
and should provide especially helpful in mod­
erating short-term capital movements­
thereby giving monetary authorities some­
what more scope to pursue different interest­
rate policies. Our experience has not yet been 
extensive enough to permit a confident ap­
praisal of this innovation. It is clear, how­
ever, that no matter how much the present 
wider margins may contribute to facilitating 
the adjustment of exchange rates to changing 
conditions, the wider margins by themselves 
will prove inadequate for that purpose. 

We may all hope that at least the major 
countries will pursue sound, noninflationary 
policies in the future. We should neverthe­
less recognize that national lapses from eco­
nomic virtue will continue to occur. In such 
circumstances, changes in parities-however 
regrettable-may well become a practical 
necessity. 

Moreover, even if every nation succeeded 
in achieving noninflationary growth, struc­
tural changes in consumption or production 
will often lead to shifts in national competi­
tive positions over time. Such shifts will also 
modify the pattern of exchange rates that is 
appropriate for maintaining balance-of-pay­
ments equilibrium. 

In my judgment, therefore, more prompt 
adjustments of parties will be needed in a 
reformed monetary system. Rules of interna­
tional conduct will have to be devised which, 
while recognizing rights of sovereignty, es­
tablish definite guidelines and consultative 
machinery for determining when parities 
need to be changed. This subject is likely to 
become one of the central issues, and also one 
of the most difficult, in the forthcoming 
negotiations. 

Let me turn to a fifth element that should 
characterize a reformed monetary system. A 
major weakness of the old system was its 
failure to treat in a symmetrical manner the 
responsibilities of surplus and deficit coun­
tries for balance-of-payments adjustment. 
With deficits equated to sin and surpluses to 
virtue, moral as well as financial pressures 
were very much greater on deficit countries 
to reduce their deficits than on surplus coun­
tries to reduce surpluses. In actual practice, 
however, responsibility for payments imbal­
ances can seldom be assigned unambiguously 
to individual countries. And in any event, 

the adjustment process will work more effi­
ciently if surplus countries participate active­
ly in it. In my view, all countries have an 
obligation to eliminate payments imbalances, 
and the rules of international conduct to 
which I referred earlier will therefore need 
to define acceptable behavior and provide for 
international monitoring of both surplus and 
deficit countries. 

Sixth, granted improvements in the 
promptness with which payments imbalances 
are adjusted, reserve assets and official bor­
rowing will still be needed to finance in an 
orderly manner the imbalances that continue 
to arise. Looking to the long future, it will 
therefore be important to develop plans so 
that world reserves and official credit arrange­
ments exist in an appropriate form and can 
be adjusted to appropriate levels. 

This brings me to the seventh feature of 
a reformed international monetary system. It 
is sometimes argued that, as a part of re­
form, gold should be demonetized. As a prac­
tical matter, it seems doubtful to me that 
there is any broad support for eliminating 
the monetary role of gold in the near future. 
To many people, gold remains a great symbol 
of safety and security, and these attitudes 
about gold are not likely to change quickly. 
Nevertheless, I would expect the monetary 
role of gold to continue to diminish in the 
years ahead, while the role of special draw­
ing rights increases. 

The considerations which motivated the 
International Monetary Fund to establish 
the SDR facility in 1969 should remain valid 
in a reformed system. However, revisions in 
the detailed arrangements governing the cre­
ation, allocation, and use of SDRs will prob­
ably be needed. In the future, as the SDRs 
assume increasing importance, they may ul­
timately become the major international re­
serve asset. 

Next, as my eighth point, let me comment 
briefly on the future role of the dollar as a 
reserve currency. It has often been said that 
the United States had a privileged position 
in the old monetary system because it could 
settle payments deficits by adding to its lia­
bilities instead of drawing down its reserve 
assets. 

Many also argue that this asymmetry 
should be excluded in a reformed system. 
There thus seems to be significant sentiment 
in favor of diminishing, or even phas.ing out, 
the role of the dollar as a reserve currency. 
One conceivable way of accomplishing this 
objective would be to place re.straints on the 
further accumulation of dollars in official 
reserves. If no further accumulation at all 
were allowed, the United States would be re­
quired to finance any deficit in its balance of 
payments entirely with reserve assets. 

I am not persuaded by this line of reason­
ing, for I see advantages both to the United 
States and to other countries from the use 
of the dollar as a reserve currency. But I 
recognize that there are some burdens or dis­
advantages as well. And in any event, this is 
an important issue on which national views 
may well diverge in the early stages of the 
fol"thcoming negotiations. 

I come now to a ninth point concerning a 
new monetary system, namely, the issue of 
"convertibility" of the dollar. It seems un­
likely to me that the nations of the world, 
taken as a whole and over the long run, will 
accept a system in which convertibility of the 
dollar into interna.tional reserve assets­
SORB and gold-is entirely absent. If we 
want to build a strengthened monetary sys­
tem along one-world lines, as I certainly do, 
this issue will have to be resolved. I therefore 
anticipate, as part of a total package of long­
term reforms, that some form of dollar con­
vertibility can be re-established in the 
future. 

I must note, however, that this issue of 
convertibility has received excessive empha­
sis in recent discussions. Convertibility is 
important. but no more so than the other 



May 15, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 17237 
issues on whi-ch I have touched. Lt is mis­
leading, and may even prove mischievous, to 
stress one particular aspect of reform to the 
exclusion of others. Constructive negotiartiions 
will be possible only if there is a general 
disposition to treat the whole range of issues 
in balanced fashion. 

We need to guard against compartmental­
izing concern with any one of the issues, if 
only because the various elements of a new 
monetary system are bound to be inter­
related. There is a particularly important 
interdependence, for example, between im­
provements in the exchange-rate regime and 
restoration of some form of convertibility of 
the dollar into gold or other reserve assets. 
Without some assurance tha.t exchange rates 
of both deficit and surplus countries will be 
altered over time so as to prevent inter­
national transactions from moving into 
serious imbalance, I would deem it impra.c­
tica.I to attempt to restore convertibility of 
the dollar. 

My tenth and last point involves the link­
age between monetary and trading arrange­
ments. We cannot afford to overlook the fact 
that trade practices are a major factor in 
determining the balance-of-payments posi­
tion of individual nations. There is now a 
strong feeling in the United States that re­
strictive oommercial policies of some coun­
tries have affected adversely the markets of 
American business firms. In my judgment, 
therefore, the chances of success of the forth­
coming monetary conversations will be 
greatly enhanced if parallal conversations get 
under way on trade problems, and if those 
conversations take realistic account of the 
current and prospective foreign trade posi­
tion of the United States. 

In the course of my remarks this morning 
I have touched on some of the more essential 
conditions and problems of international 
monetary reform. Let me conclude by re­
sta.ting the elements I would expoot to find 
in a new monetary system thalt met the test 
of both practicality and vi:ability: 

First, a significant further strengthening 
of the processes of interna.tional consultation 
and cooperation; 

Second, responsible domestic policies in 
aJ.l the major industrial countries; 

Third, a substantial degree of autonomy 
for domestic policies, so that no country 
would feel compelled to sacrifice high em­
ployment or price stability in order to achieve 
ba.la.nce-of-payments equilibrium; 

Fourth, more prompt adjustments of pay­
ments imbalances, to be facilitated by def­
inite guidelines and consulta.tive machinery 
for determining when parities need to be 
changed; 

Fifth, a symmetrical division of respon­
sibilities among surplus and deficit countries 
for initiating and implementing adjustments 
of payments imbalances; 

Sixth, systematic long-range plans for the 
evolution of world reserves and official credit 
arrangements; 

Seventh, a continued but diminishing role 
for gold as a reserve asset, with a corre­
sponding increase in the importance of SDRs; 

Eighth, a better international consensus 
than exists at present about the proper role 
of reserve currencies in the new system; 

Ninth, re-establishment of some form of 
dollar convertibility in the future; 

An finally, tenth, a significant lessening 
of restrictive trading practices as the result 
of negotia.tions complementing the negotia­
tions on monetary reform. 

I firmly believe that a new and stronger 
interna.tionaJ monetary system can and must 
be built. Indeed, I feel it is an urgent neces­
sity to start the rebuilding process quite 
promptly. It is not pleasant to contemplate 
the kind of world that may evolve if cooper­
ative efforts to rebuild the monetary system 
a.re long postponed. We might t.hen find the 
world economy divided into restrictive and 
inward-looking blocs, with rules of inter­
national conduct concerning exchange rates 
and monetary reserves altogether absent. 

As we learned last fa.ll, a world of fin.a.ncial 
manipulations, economic restrictions, and 
political frictions bears no promise for the 
future. lt is the responsibility of financial 
leaders to make sure that such a world will 
never come to pass. 

[From the New York Times, May 14, 1972] 
WORLD MONETARY REFORM 

Chairman Arthur F. Burns of the Federal 
Reserve Board believes that building a new 
and stronger world monetary system has be­
come an "urgent necessity." As in his Pep­
perdine College speech in December 1970, 
urging a national incomes policy to check 
inflation. Dr. Burns again appears to be prod­
ding the Administration to move faster on 
a key economic issue. If efforts to rebuild the 
monetary system are long postponed, he 
warned an international bankers conference 
in Montreal, the world may split into restric­
tive, inward-looking blocs. 

More striking than any of Dr. Burns' spe­
cific points is his moderate and objective 
tone-a sharp contrast to the aggressive, al­
most martyred tone adopted by Secretary 
of the Treasury Connally, Secretary of Com­
merce Peterson and other Administration 
spokesmen. In the manner of a Dutch uncle, 
however, Dr. Burns did remind other nations 
that there is "strong feeling" in the United 
States that some countries have damaged 
the markets of American firms by restrictive 
commercial practices, as Under Secretary of 
the Treasury Paul A. Volcker made clear at 
the same meeting. The hope of successful 
monetary negotiations will be greatly en­
hanced, Dr. Burns noted, if these are matched 
by parallel talks on trade that take realistic 
account of America's grievances--reflected in 
its diminished trade balance. 

The most crucial task of monetary reform 
must be to correct the fatal flaw of the old 
Bretton Woods system-the rigidity of ex­
change rates. But Dr. Burns is surely right 
in his belief that the exchange-rate adjust­
ment process can not be made so smooth and 
flexible that nations need no longer worry 
about holding enough reserves to cover their 
payments deficits. 

Dr. Burns, as usual, is conservative with­
out being standpat. He expects gold to go on 
playing a monetary role but gradually dim­
inishing as an element in total reserves. The 
dollar should also play a continuing reserve 
role and therefore should be made converti­
ble into gold or other reserves. But its role, 
too, would gradually lessen while Special 
Drawing, Rights, the world's new "paper 
gold," grow in volume and ultimately be­
come the major international form of mone­
tary reserves. 

This is a plausible scenario. Indeed, in Dr. 
Burns' temperate, well-crafted and balanced 
formulation, the job of rebuilding the world 
monetary system in a way that will let na­
tions pursue their objectives of full employ­
ment, price stability and balance-of-pay­
ments equilibrium sounds almost easy. 

Certainly that complex task would be far 
less formidable than it has seemed if all 
nations-including the United States-strive 
to rediscover the spirit of trust and coopera­
tion that made possible the postwar phenom­
enon of virtually continuous growth and 
economic integration-a historic achieve­
ment of universal benefit whose breakdown 
threatens to inflict serious damage on all 
nation. 

[From the Wall Street Journal, May 15, 1972] 
BUitNs OFFERs WoRLD MoNETARY REFoRM PLAN 

THAT MAY SPARK INITIATION OF NEGOTIA­
TIONS 

(By Charles N. Stabler) 
MoNTREAL.-A reform program for the in­

ternational monetary system, unexpectedly 
put forth here by the chairman of the Fed­
eral Reserve System, may serve to get long­
delayed negotiations under way. 

This was the hope expressed informally by 

some delegates as the International Mone­
tary Conference closed Friday. The annual af­
fair, sponsored by the American Bankers As­
sociation, doesn't have official standing but it 
brings together leading commercial bankers, 
central bankers and government financial 
officials from around the world. 

Despite the uncertainties that have 
plagued the international monetary system 
recently, the conference had been unproduc­
tive in terms of fresh insights or proposals 
for reform. That is until Arthur F. Burns ad­
dressed the closing session. The lack. of fire­
works, participants speculated, reflected the 
present becalmed state of international 
monetary talks. 

In general, the world's money managers 
have agreed on the need for basic reform of 
the the system, which broke down Aug. 15 
when the U.S. formally ended convertibility 
of dollars into gold and was only temporarily 
repaired with a realignment of foreign ex­
change rates in December. 

However, talks on reform have been de­
layed. 

The American position is that these nego­
tiations should also include trade patterns, 
with the aim of improving the U.S. balance of 
payments, the flows of funds into or out of 
the nation. Other countries, especially the 
European ones, have been awaiting a detailed 
proposal from Washington, specifically cov­
ering the kind of monetary system it 
desires. 

"ESSENTIALS OF REFORM" 
The Burns plan, a clearly worded 10-point 

list of what he called "essentials of interna­
tional monetary reform," was seen by some 
participants as a prod to get talks moving. 
For example, both Louis Rasminsky, governor 
of the Bank of Canada, and Sir Leslie O'Brien, 
governor of the Bank of England, viewed it as 
"helpful and constructive." other financial 
leaders used such terms as "a breath of fresh 
air." 

Mr. Burns said his program differs in em­
phasis on some details from the kind of 
guidelines previously presented by the U.S. 
Treasury. However, he said, it provides a 
"pretty fair indication of the thinking that 
prevails in the U.S. government at this time." 

The program includes: 
A significant further strengthening of the 

processes of international consultation and 
cooperation. Mr. Burns and other econom­
ists at the conference noted that natlional 
economies are linked by a complex web of 
international transactions; problems and 
policies in one country inevitably affect other 
nations. 

''Responsible" domestic policies in all the 
major industrial countries. Mr. Burns said 
he doubted that any international monetary 
system could long survive if the primary 
industrial nations fail to follow sound finan­
cial practices. 

A substantial degree of autonomy for do­
mestic policies, so that no country would feel 
compelled to sacrifice high employment or 
price stability to achieve balance of payments 
equilibrium. 

More prompt adjustments of payments im­
balances, to be facilitated by definite guide­
lines and consultative machinery for deter­
mining when parities need to be changed. 
There has been a general recognition at the 
conference that any future monetary system 
will involve more flexible changes in the offi­
cial rates of exchange of international cur­
rencies, when economic conditions require 
them. However, there hasn't been a consen­
sus on the precise meaning of "flexible," in 
terms of how often exchange rates should 
be changed or by how much. 

A symmetrical division of responsibilities 
among surplus and deficit countries for ini­
tiating and implementing adjustments of 
payments im.ba.lances. The present system 
under the agreement of the International 
Monetary Fund provides various pressures on 
a nation that is in a deficit position to de­
value its exchange rate or take other steps to 
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correct the imbalance. But international 
money managers are in<:Teasingly concerned 
about the lack of muscle to force a. country 
with a surplus to reduce its accumulations 
of foreign exchange, chiefiy dollars. 

Systematic long-range plans for the evolu­
tion of world reserves and official credit .ar­
rangements. 

A continued but diminishing role for gold 
as a. reserve asset, with a. corresponding in­
crease in the importance of Special Drawing 
Rights, which are so-called "paper gold" re­
serve .assets created by agreement of the In­
ternational Monetary Fund. Mr. Burns said 
that, "as a practical matter, it seems doubt­
ful to·me that there is any broad support for 
eliminating the monetary role of gold in the 
near future." This represents a. sub&tantial 
difference from the U.S. Treasury position, 
which calls for a phasing out of gold in the 
monetary system. 

A better international consensus than 
exists at present about the proper role of 
reserve currencies in the new system. Mr. 
Burns noted that there "seems to be signif­
icant sentiment in favor of diminishing the 
role of the dollar as a reserve currency." 
However, he said he wasn't persuaded by this 
line of reasoning, "for I see advantages to 
both the U.S. and to other countries from 
the use of the dollar as a. reserve currency." 

Reestablishment of some form of dollar 
convertibility in the future. Mr. Burns em­
phasized in his talk and at a following press 
conference that settlement of this controver­
sial question depends on concurrent improve­
ments in the exchange rate system 810 that 
international transactions won't permit large 
accumulations of dollars or other currencies 
in central banks. 

A significant lessening of restrictive trading 
practices as the result of negotiations com­
plementing the negotiations on monetary 
reform. Mr. Burns said trade negotiaJtions 
could "parallel" bargaining on the monetary 
system. The Treasury position is that both 
should be linked together, in an interna­
tional forum with "broad horizons." 

NOT A FORMAL U.S. STAND 

Commenting on the Burns proposals, Paul 
A. Volcker, Under Secretary of the Treasury 
for Monetary Affairs, said they didn't repre­

_sent a formal U.S. position, but he said there 
was much he would agree with in them. 

However, in the matters of the convertibil­
ity of dollars into gold and the role of the 
dollar as a reserve currency, the Burns pro­
posal varies from the broad guidelines the 
Treasury has expressed. 

In terms of the. 1ll"gency of getting moving 
on monetary reform, Mr. Burns also lined up 
more closely with the European position 
rather than with that of the U.S. 

"I feel it is an urgent necessity to start the 
rebuilding process quite promptly," he said . . 
"]jt isn't pleasant to contemplate the kind of 
world that may evolve if cooperative efforts 
to rebuild the monetary system are long post­
poned." 

While it has been strongly denied by Treas­
ury spokesmen, foreign monetary authorities 
have accused the U.S. of "heel-dragging" in 
beginning monetary talks. They have been 
seeking specific American proposals on con­
vertibility, the mechanisms of setting ex­
change rates and other issues. 

At the monetary conference, Mr. Volcker 
strongly reiterated the U.S. position that "we 
haven't any prepackaged plan for reform to 
spring on the waiting world, nor frankly, 
have we found other nations yet ready to 
pronounce their considered judgments." In­
stead, he said, the U.S. is seeking preliminary 
agreement on a mandate for a negotiating 
body that would include trade, as well as 
1nonetary, matters. 

Both Mr. Burns and Mr. Volcker indicated 
they would regard the International Mone­
tary Fund meeting of September 1973 as a 

rearonable target date for general agreement 
on reform. 

WHO WTI..L SET NATIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION POLICY? 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, with 
the Senate-House conference on Amtrak 
coming up on Wednesday, I think it ap­
propriate to have placed in the RECORD 
an article published in this past Sun­
day's New York Times. 

It is accurate as to its facts. It is 
clearly written. 

It underlines the real question: Who 
will set the national transport81tion 
policy? 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article be printed in the RECORD. 

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

FUNDS CUT LIKELY FOR AMTRAK 

WASHINGTON, May 13.-The COnfiict be­
tween what a Government agency wants 
and what the Office of Management and 
Budget says it can get is exemplified in the 
battle over the financing of Amtrak. 

A Congressional conference committee will 
meet next Wednesday to re810lve differences 
between the bill proposed by the Administra­

·tton and passed by the House and the one 
approved by the Senate, which authOrizes a 
far larger amount for the operating and capi­
tal expenditures of the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation. 

The position taken by the Office of Man­
agement and Budget, the Government's 
budgetary watchdog, means that it is likely 
th.at Amtrak will end up with the $172-mil­
lion appropriation passed by the House, ra­
ther than the $287-million figure approved 
by the Senate. 

And the Administration's stand has placed 
omcials of Amtrak and the Department of 
Transportation in the position of publicly 
saying that they really do not need more 
money, when privately they say they desper­
ately want the additional funds. 

When the Government-subsidized corpo­
ration took over inter-city passenger opera­
tions of most railroads in May, 1971, it had a 
$40-milllon grant, $100-million in loan guar­
antees and monthly payments of $5.5-million 
from the railroads. But with a total deficit 
estimated to be over $278-million. by July 1, 
1973, Amtrak had to go back for more funds. 

Accordingly, last fall Amtrak drew up a. 
request for $260-million to cover its deficit. 
The request was approved by the Depart­
ment of Transportation and sent to the 
budget office. 

Noting that Amtrak's route structure will 
undergo a complete review and possibly dras­
tic cut on June 30, 1973, the budget office 
decided to slash capital improvement plans 
for the system. Amtrak has ooheduled a $340-
million, five-year program to improve tracks 
and equipment, but the office limited the 
plans to those before the 1973 cut-off­
$147 .5-million. 

By using that lower figure for capital im­
provements, the office told Amtrak it would 
have to use its $100-million in guaranteed 
loans not for capital spending but to cover 
its operating deficit. Thus, the Administra-
tion would recommend only a $170-million 
appropriation. 

As a result John A. Volpe, Secretary of 
Transportation, submitted draft legislation 
for that figure last October. The House ap­
proved the Administration request (although 
adding $2-million for international routes) 
by 237 to 150 on March 15. But the Senate 
Commerce Committee thought that was not 
enough. 

ADDED TO FUNDS 

Prodded by Senator Lowell P. Weicker Jr., 
Republican of Connecticut, who offered the 
amendment, the committee increased the 
Amt rak appropriation to $272-million. In ad­
dition to thus freeing $100-million in loan 
guarant ees for capital improvements, the 
committee voted to add another $150-million 
to the guarantee provisions. 

When the bill reached the Senate fioor 
April 26, the financing was further increased. 
By voice vote the upper chamber approved 
an amendment by Senator Edward W. Brooke, 
Republican of Massachusetts, to add $15-
million for service on routes not in Amtrak 
basic system. 

But while both Mr. Volpe and Roger Lewis, 
president of Amtrak, wanted the larger 
amount proposed by the Senate, they had no 
choice but to support the position taken by 
the budgetary office and the Administration. 
And th.at is what brought about the contro­
versial statements by the two at a ceremony 
celebrating Amtrak's first anniversary, May 
1, at Union Station here. 

An article appearing in The Wall Street 
Journal the next day reported that Mr. Lewis 
had said the higher Senate figure could not 
be "sensibly" used before the fiscal year 1974. 
That article was widely circulated and cited 
by those opposing the higher figure. It 810 
incensed Mr. Weicker that he caJ.led for Mr. 
Lewis' resignation in a speech on the Senate 
fioor May 4. 

But what was not reported was Mr. Lewis' 
and Mr. Volpe's obvious desire to get those 
funds. Just seconds after Mr. Lewis said that 
the Administration-recommended figure 
was "all we could sensibly spend in this pe­
riod (before fiseal year 1974]," He noted: 
"The money might be very useful. We would 
spend it if we had it." 

Mr. Volpe remarked several times duripg 
the ceremonies that "I'm part of the Admin­
istration," as he avoided publicly proclaim­
ing his desire for the higher figure. 

Yet the stand taken by Amtrak, at the 
insistence of .the Administration, is likely to 
mean that the budget office's figure is the 
one that will be accepted when the five Sen­
ate and five House conferees i:neet on 
Wednesday. 

ENDING THE WAR 
Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, an edi­

torial published in the Knoxville Jour­
nal of May 10, 1972, gives an excellent 
overview of the current situation in 
Vietnam and accur81tely describes the 
course we must follow. 

I salute the editor for his courage and 
judgment and ask unanimous consent 
that his editorial be printed in the REc­
ORD. 

There being no objection, the edi­
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FIRM SUPPORT OF PRESIDENT COULD HELP END 

VIETNAM WAR 
For years now the Vietnam War has been 

dragging on. For years now each new Com­
munist offensive has been greeted by a cer­
tain segment of Americans with calls for 
abandonment of the South Vietnamese peo­
ple. 

As evidenced by what President Nixon 
termed "arrogance" on the part of the Com­
munist negotiators, the domestic demands 
for surrender have not contributed to prog­
ress a.t the peace talks in Paris. Nor have 
the massive withdrawals of America.n troops. 
A half million U.S. soldiers have been 
brought home, and the ground comoot phase 
of the war has been turned over almost com­
pletely to the South Vietna.mese army. 
Bombing of the north was ha.lted. Even South 
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Vietnamese troops have not been outside 
their own borders for quite some time. 

Each of these developments represented 
substantial diminishing of tha war by the 
allied side. Each of these developments has 
been met only with stepped-up war activity 
by the Communists, as demonstrated by the 
most recent offensive when North Vietnam 
sent the bulk of its army on an outright in­
vasion of the south. 

It is noteworthy that the United States 
again exhausted all diplomatic channels be­
fore taking military action to reduce the 
ability of North Vietnam to wage aggres­
sion. 

Had the United States been seeking a mili­
tary victory all along this step should have 
been taken ma.ny years ago. Mining of North 
Vietnamese harbors, in fact, constitutes a 
restrained alternative to destruction of the 
ports and the vessels docked there through 
all-out air and naval strikes. 

Thus the alternative cited Monday by 
Nixon-total abandonment of the 17 million 
South Vietnamese and the 60,000 remaining 
Amerlca.ns or continued negotiations-are 
either unthinkable or proven to be unsuc­
cessful. The President simply had no choice. 

The terms he offered for a real cease-fire 
are not only reasonable but also generous. 
The mining and other military activity 
throughout Indo-China. will cease, the Pres­
ident said, if all American prisoners of war 
are released and the Communists halt their 
offensive. And, if a real cease-fire is achieved, 
all American troops will be withdrawn in 
four months. 

The peaceniks have had their day. Their 
way ha.s not worked. 

Their ultimate plan-surrender--cannot 
be condoned. The President has had the 
courage to make the only decision he could 
make under the circumstances. The Ameri­
can people ought to have the courage to 
stand behind him in such a firm manner that 
sounds of American determination will be 
heard even in the capitals of the Red bloc. 

COMMITTEE ON AGING REPUBLI­
CAN MEMBERS' PROPOSAL FOR 
AN INDEPENDENT SOCIAL SECU­
RITY COMMISSION 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the 1972 

report to the Senate by the Special Com­
mittee on Aging, entitled, "Developments 
in Aging, 1971," was released Friday. 

This 400-page document, including 
appendices, deserves review in its en­
tirety and careful consideration of all 
points of view expressed. 

Senators JACK MILLER, CLIFFORD P. 
HANSEN, PAUL J. FANNIN, EDWARD J. GUR­
NEY, WILLIAM B. SAXBE, EDWARD w. 
BROOKE, CHARLES H. PERCY, and I have 
joined in a statement of minority views 
to which I invite the particular attention 
of the Congress and others concerned 
about needs of older Americans. 

In view of their comparative brevity, 
I ask unanimous consent that the minor­
ity views be printed in the RECORD at the 
end of these remarks. 

Among some 30 recommendations by 
Senators MILLER, HANSEN, FANNIN, GuR­
NEY, SAXBE, BROOKE, PERCY, and myself 
is one which I personally regard as of 
great importance. 

This new recommendation calls for 
legislation to create an independent, bi­
partisan, Social Security Commission to 
maintain constant overview of social se­
curity and to report regularly to the 
President, the Congress, and the people. 

Within the next several weeks, I plan 
to introduce a bill to implement this 

important recommendation. I shall offer 
all Senators an opportunity to join me 
in its sponsorship. 

Before commenting now on special 
reasons for such legislation, I must ex­
press my hope that it will receive bi­
partisan support. Particularly is this im­
portant since it will have a bipartisan 
objective. 

My hope is reinforced by our experi­
ence within the Special Committee on 
Aging whose members, and particularly 
its chairman, Senator FRANK CHURCH, 
have made special efforts for a biparti­
san approach to improvements in living 
conditions for older Americans. 

I am convinced that all Members of 
the Senate share the view of Senator 
CHURCH and myself that policy develop­
ment on behalf of older persons should 
never be submerged in narrow partisan 
considerations. We must all work to­
gether to achieve the best possible life 
for those who have served our Nation 
so long, and now too often are rejected 
by the society they helped build. 

I am confident that all Members of the 
Senate want to do all they can on behalf 
of older Americans. It is in that spirit 
that I shall invite you to sponsor and 
support our recommendation. 

Because social security is so important 
to all Americans, and particularly the 
aged, I believe our recommendation for 
creation of an independent Social Secur­
ity Commission deserves most serious 
consideration. 

As pointed out in our minority views, 
recent proposals that social security ben­
efits be increased 20 or 25 percent, with 
no substantial increase in social security 
taxes, suggest that older Americans and 
taxpayers may have been shortchanged 
under the program as it has operated in 
the past. The only other reasonable con­
clusion is that there is a willingness to 
jeopardize the social security system's 
integrity for the future. 

Social security is too important to 
Americans of all ages to permit its future 
to depend on decisions by the Federal 
operating agency, a part-time advisory 
council, and intermittent review by the 
Congress. It needs continuous supervi­
sion and review by a full-time agency in­
dependent of the program's administra­
tors. 

One-third of income for older Ameri­
cans is derived from social security. For 
the average worker, the social security 
tax load amounts to over 90 percent of 
what he usually pays in Federal income 
tax. Anything less than full-time surveil­
lance of such a huge program now ap­
pears undesirable. 

In my own personal opinion, which I 
am sure is shared by others, the very 
magnitude of the social security program 
calls for special efforts to be sure that it 
is well administered, properly conceived, 
and based on sound actuarial assump­
tions and financing. 

In dollar flow, the social security sys­
tem is America's biggest domestic busi­
ness enterprise. Both beneficiaries and 
taxpayers are entitled to constant re­
view of its operation and full disclosure. 
This would be the Commission's respon­
sibility. 

I have long been personally concerned 

about maintaining the financial sound­
ness of social security. When I am told 
all of a sudden that here is a $6 billion 
surplus, I want to be sure that it is true. 
When such a claim is questioned by some 
top economists and actuaries, I believe 
we should stop, look, and listen. 

If the changes in actuarial assumptions 
about social security advanced by the 
part-time 1971 Advisory Council on So­
cial Security are indeed correct, there 
then comes the question of how such a 
bonanza should be used. 

Among Republican members of the 
committee, some would give highest pri­
ority to general benefit increases, per­
haps as high as 20 or 25 percent. Some 
would like to see some of the money used 
to eliminate the penalty against earn­
ings by beneficiaries. Others, like the 
President, would prefer to eliminate the 
$5.80 monthly premium for medicare and 
make other improvements in the medical 
aspects of social security. 

Choosing from among these and other 
highly desirable objectives will require 
most careful consideration. Whatever 
improvements in social security are 
made, and all of us endorse their pur­
poses, it is my own judgment that we 
should never put the system's fiscal in­
tegrity in jeopardy. 

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

MINORITY VIEWS 
(Minority views of Messrs, FoNG, MILLER, 

HANSEN, FANNIN, GURNEY, SAXBE, BROOKE, 
and PERCY) 

INTRODUCTION 
The Committee's November, 1971 Report 

entitled, "A Pre-White House Conference on 
Aging Summary of Developments and Data" 
was designed to summarize recent hearings 
and reports by the Senate Special Committee 
on Aging. It contained a rather comprehen­
sive statement of our views. 

Despite the brief interval which has inter­
vened, fulfillment of our responsibilities to 
older Americans, to citizens of all ages, and 
to the Senate in accordance with its instruc­
tions, makes it appropriate to comment now 
on: ( 1) Progress made on behalf of older 
Americans, particularly during the past three 
years; (2) Major Federal legislation now be­
fore the Congress of special concern to per­
sons past 65; (3) New Proposals on behalf of 
older persons which deserve prompt consider­
ation by the Congress; and ( 4) Further ac­
tion, reasonably capable of fulfillment in the 
near future, to improve living conditions for 
older citizens. 

Intelligent consideration of specifics in 
such an agenda for action, however, requires 
an examination of what we hope ultimately 
to accomplish for older persons-a careful 
look at our long-range goals as well as at 
immediate needs and probabilities. 

The multiplicity of needs facing our grow­
ing older population-now numbering over 
20 million persons past 65-and the com­
plexity of problems in meeting those needs 
underscores the· importance of a long view. 

A long view in ·aging must begin with rec­
ognition thart; older Americans as a whole are 
too often denied opportunity for lives of 
dignity, independence and honor. It is essen­
tial to America that older persons be accorded 
a status within community and nation com­
mensurate with their wants, capabilities, and 
aspirations. 

Basic national policy must recognize the 
dynamics in aging. Great changes in the po­
tential of older persons is inevitable through 
future social and scientific progress. We have 
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already seen many such advances which 
change the character of age in America. 

Fast action on behalf of those who are now 
old is esserutial. Such action may be self-de­
feating, however, if we ignore· implications 
of progress during the last quarter of the 
20th century. 

GOALS FOR OLDE R AMERICANS 

We believe that national policy on aging 
must be committed to the concept of un­
limited opportunity for all older Americans. 

Inherent in such a policy are basic rights 
to which all older Americans are entitled 
as citizens and human beings. Among these 
rights are: 

1. The right to recognition of contribu­
tions in the past and of individual potential 
for the present and future, 

2. The right to involvement in family, 
fort and dignity, 

3. The right of choices as to roles they 
may play in society and ways in which they 
shall live, 

4. The right to involvement in family, 
community and national life as fully as per­
sonal capacity and desire permit--through 
social participation, communication, pro­
ductivity, and exercise of responsibility. 

5. The right to growth with recognition 
that--while subject to changing circum­
stances which may require personal adapta­
tion-an individual's need to function and 
to expand personal horizons remain as long 
as life. 

Decisions made now, or in the future, 
should be judged on the way in which they 
move this nation toward strengthening these 
rights. • 

Decisions to meet challenges in the new 
era of aging will be necessary by leaders In all . 
walks 0:. American life and at all levels of 
authority and responsibility. All elements of 
society--economic, educational, scientific, 
and religious--must be involved. 

Government alone cannot and should not 
try to meet all needs of older Americans. Its 
leadership responsibilities, however, are evi­
dent. 

The Federal Government in particular 
should give high priority to action which 
will: 

1. Assure every elderly person of an income 
sufficient to proVide for the basic necessities 
of life. 

Most older Americans have been able, 
through their own efforts, to achieve eoo­
n"Omic independence which permits at least 
minimum levels of living coinfort.- There are 
many, however, who through no fault of 
their own are denied even the barest neces­
sities of life. The good conscience of this Na­
tion demands correction of these deficiencies. 

2. Make fully available transportation serv­
ices, recreational facilities, decent housing, 
adequate medical care, and other essential 
services or facilities- at prices which all can 
afford. 

While the primary need of older persons 
is for adequate income, tlleir special needs 
call for special efforts to be sure that what 
they require in services and facilities are 
available to them where they live. 

3. Eliminate age-related barriers to full 
participation in the nation's econoinic life. 

Inevitably this necessitates a new look at 
retirement practices, employment policies, 
and related attitudes manifest by govern­
ment and society as a whole. 

4. Expand opportunities for participation 
in the social life of community and nation so 
that their experience, skills and wisdom 
may be fully used to serve older Americans 
themselves, and the nation. 

Meaningful roles in society are important 
to every human being regardless of age. Too 
often they are denied older persons to their 
own disservice and the Nation's loss. Every 
one should have full opportunity for living 
with purpose, especially those who have done 
so much to build America. 

5. Promote research of all types to insure 
that scientific and social advances in aging 
keep pace With progress in other :fields and 
with growing needs of older persons. 

Concurrent with expanding research re­
lated to aging must be improved avenues !or 
making available to individual citizens tlie 
practical products of new knowledge so de­
veloped. 

MAJOR IMPEDIMENTS TO ACTION 

In looking at developments since the 1961 
Eisenhower White House Conference on 
Aging, creation of this Special Committee on 
Aging later during that year, hopes generated 
by the 1971 Nixon White House Conference, 
and progress during the past 3 years, recog­
nition should be given to 2 major and con­
flicting factors: 

1. The need for action to solve the prob­
leinS of individual older persons is urgent. 

Regrettable a5 it is inevitable, persons wlio 
are now old simply do not have unliinited 
time to wait. To the extent that they have 
problems, early solutions are important. 

2. So great is the task involved in meeting 
needs of older Americans, it is unrealistic to 
expect their immediate complete satisfac­
tion. 

Costs alone are a major impediment to 
early enactment and implementation of many 
important governmental prograinS on be­
half of older Americans. In competition for 
tax dollars, the huge amounts of money re­
quired for adequate income support, medical 
care, housing and other necessities for the 
elderly are serious barriers to enactment of 
legislation the purposes of which we all en­
dorse. No matter how great the need, such 
barriers cannot be overcome simply through 
wishing or through unrealistic promises. 

Despi.te some progress, attitudes toward 
aging within society as a whole create equal­
ly serious obstacles to achievement of proper 
living conditions for older persons. They im­
pede adequate governmental action. They 
also produce inadequate non-governmental 
responses to needs of older persons which 
sometimes may be just as important. Without 
new public attitudes, it will be difficult if not 
impossible to accord older Americans the in­
dependence, dignity, and freedom of choice 
which they deserve. 

Nonetheless it must be acknowledged that 
real progress has been made since the 1961 
White House Conference, the :first in our na­
t_ion's history, called by President Eisenhower. 

RECENT PROGRESS 

Some of the most important advances in 
our national response to probletns of older 
persons have. been made during the past 3 
years. Reference is made to this progress 
elsewhere in this report, so we shall not try 
to give a comprehensive review here, but some 
of the highlights are worthy of special 
comment. 

Early enactment of major legislation now 
before the Congress, including comprehensive 
proposals by President Nixon, will further 
improve the record. 

It is not unxeasonable to observe that the 
four years from 1969 through 1972 may, in 
retrospect, become recognized as a period of 
greatest advances in governmental support of 
older persons' income since enactment of the 
original Social Security Act. 

Social Security benefit increases have al­
ready amounted to more than 26 percent. 
Not since 1954, during the Eisenhower Ad­
minist.ra.tion, has occurr-ed such major growth 
in benefit levels. Further benefit increases, 
which we support, are almost inevitable 
Within the next several weeks. 

CONTROL OF INFLATION ESSENTIAL 

Concurrently there has been a determined 
and vigorous effort by President Nixon to 
bring inflation under control--a goal which 
he recognizes as essential to maintaining the 
integrity of older Americans• incomes regard­
less of source. 

It is obvious that the battle against spiral­
ling costs of living is far from won. The roots 
of inflation, including Federal e:xt.re.vagances 
of the past and extraordinary expenditures 
of tax dol}-ars for the Viet Nam war, have gone 
so deeply into our nations.I economy that 
progress has been slower tbAn any of us had 
h oped. 

There have been momentary set backs, 
some of which have been moot painful. 
Possibly there will be more in th future . It 
is essential, however, that the problem of 
rising cost s of living be met. 

Since the President insists that inflation 
is the nation's number one domestic prob­
lem-a view with which we agree--it is rea­
sonaj>le to assume that he will diligently ap­
ply every practical means to its further con­
trol during the months ahead. · 

No matter how vigorously the President 
wages his war on infiation, it is clear that 
he must have continued support in such ef­
forts from the Congress and the people. If 
he receives such support, we are confident 
that his efforts will be attended with success. 

Income levels for older Americans in gen­
eral have risen during the past 3 years, even 
after discounts for cost of living increases. 
Such growth has fallen short of our hopes, 
and serious gaps remain, some of which we 
expect will be corrected momentarily, but 
recognition should be given to the fact that 
we have not stood stilL The 26.5 percent in­
crease in Social Security benefits, of course, 
has been most important. 

GROWTH IN PRIVATE PENSIONS 

In any evaluation of progress, credit must 
be given for that within the private sector 
as well as government. Continuing growth 
of the American phenomenon of extensive 
private pensions has played an important 
role along with other private savings efforts 
in improving the econoinic position of older 
Americans. 

Latest da-ta shows that approximately 4.7 
Inillion retirees and their spouses were par­
ticipants as beneficiaries of private pension 
programs at the end of 1970. With a total of 
over 30 million workers covered by private 
pensron prograinS at the end of 1970, the pri­
vate sectors' involvement in retirement in­
come becomes apparent. 

Several major proposals have been pre­
sented to the Congress for legislation to 
strengthen the private pension system. Note­
worthy among them are those by President 
Nixon and Senator Jacob K. Javits. They de­
serve serious consideration. 

Concurrent with consideration of legisla­
tion regarding private pensions are the con­
tinuing efforts of the insurance industry and 
other :financial institutions to achieve im­
provements and expansion of such private 
programs. 

GAINS RELATED TO QUALrrY OF LIFE 

There is no question but that progress in 
expanding income for older Americans and 
efforts to maintain the integrity of the dol­
lars at their disposal are of highest impor­
tance. Concurrent with such improvements, 
however, there have been advances in other 
ways to improve services to older persons. 

An enumeration of some of these positive 
steps to better serve the elderly of America or 
to strengthen their ability to provide for 
themselves, discussed more fully elsewhere 
in this report, include: 

1. Increased funding for a variety of pro­
grams aimed at improving quality of life !or 
older persons: Tile Administration on Aging, 
With a 1973 budget increased to $100 million; 
$100 million for an expanded program of hot 
meals for the elderly; tripling of funding !or 
the Retired Senior Volunteers Program to 
$15 million; doubling of special job projects 
such as Green Thumb and Senior Aides under 
sponsorship of the Department of Labor; and 
doubling of the Foster Grandparents program 
funding. 
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2. Increases in money and emphasis for 

housing for older Americans subsidized by 
the Department of Housing and Urban De­
velopment, which Will produce a record­
breaking 66,000 units during fiscal year 1972, 
and 82,000 units in fiscal 1973. Expectations 
under HUD's Nursing Home and Intermediate 
Care Facility Programs for these 2 years are 
14,000 and 18,000 units, respectively. 

3. Implementation of the President's 8-
point plan to upgrade the quality of care in 
nursing homes which has, since he enunci­
ated it ln August, 1971, resulted in training 
of over 400 State nursing home inspectors !or 
Federally-sponsored programs; funding of a 
short-term training during fiscal year 1972 
of 20,000 persons to work in nursing homes, 
and training of 21,000 in fiscal year 1973; em­
ployment of 142 additional persons to en­
force Medicaid standards and regulations, 
designation of Social Security district officers 
as agencies to receive and investigate com­
plaints about nursing home care, and crea­
tion of an Office o! Nursing Home Affairs, 
under direction o! Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare Merlin K. 
DuVal, M.D., to provide continuing review 
and improvement o! the Nation's nursing 
homes. 

No one regards the 8 point program as an 
end o! action to improve nursing homes, but 
it is a laudable beginning in a problem area 
too long neglected. 

4. Announcement by the President that 
the Department of Transportation is to give 
priority to community requests for capital 
grants that help the elderly under the Urban 
Mass Transportation program. 

5. A Presidential instruction to the Do­
mestic Council Committee on Aging to de­
termine how other government offices, such as 
the General Services Administration's in­
formation centers and Agriculture Extension 
Service offices, can be used-along with pre­
viously designated Social Security offices-as 
information centers serving older Americans. 

6. A Presidential directive to the Secretary 
of Labor to take immediate steps to expand 
employment opportunities in both the public 
and private sectors for older persons. 

It has been apparent for a long time that 
expansion of employment opportunities as 
envisioned in the President's directive is 
given high priority by older people, them­
selves. We believe that, because of the im­
portance of this need for work by older 
persons on economic, social and psycho­
logical grounds, the President may ulti­
mately find it desirable to involve himsel:f 
personally in this matter. 

He may decide that the full weight of his 
office should be brought to bear on ex­
pansion of part-time employment opportu­
nities for older persons. Such approach might 
be far more effective than any legislative 
action. We request him to give serious study 
to this line or action. 

THE EXPANDED NUTRITION PROGRAM 

Expansion of the nutrition program to 
make available one hot meal a day at least 
five days a week to increasing numbers of 
older persons is gratifying. Increased fund­
ing for th~s program, which was the object of 
bi-partisian support, will include $100 Inil­
lion for the fiscal year beginning July 1 and 
$150 million in the year following. 

The Adm\nistration on Aging has indicated 
it expects most of the meals to be served at 
senior centers, churches, restaurants after 
hours, and other facilities within walking 
distance of older people in the neighborhood. 

This provision of meals a.t Ininimal or no 
cost to the older person has importance nu­
tritionally; but its value extends far beyond 
physical satisfaction. As often stated by Sen­
ator Charles H. Percy, a. primary sponsor of 
the nutrition program's expansion, "It is not 
just the hot food they get, although for 
many of the people it Is the only hot meal 
they get during the day. It is also the fact 

that these people have someplace to go, an 
occasion for which to dress up; they have 
other people to meet and visit with." 

WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING 

Momentum for continued progress on be­
half of older Americans has been generated 
through activities related to the White House 
Conference on Aging, held November 28 
through December 2 under a call by Presi­
dent Nixon. 

Under the leadership of John B. Martin, 
Commissioner on Aging and Special Assist­
ant on Aging to the President, conference 
activities began with a nationwide series of 
community forums at which the elderly were 
asked to give their own assessment of needs 
and problems. Over 6,000 of these forums, at­
tended by more than 500,000 persons were 
held during 1970. 

State conference on aging were then held 
in each of the Federal jurisdictions during 
the first '1alf of 1971. Their recommenda­
tions, along with the results of deliberations 
by many technical committees and by na­
tional organizations of older persons, pro­
vided a base for deliberations by the confer­
ence at year's end in Washington. 

Since extensive references to the recom­
mendations by the various sections of the 
White House Conference are made in some 
detail in Part One of this report, and deserve 
careful consideration, we shall not labor 
them here. We strongly urge that every mem­
ber of the Senate carefully review these rec­
ommendations in their entirety, as printed 
by this committee in the form of an interim 
report from conference chairman, Arthur s. 
Flemming. Every member of the Senate re­
ceived a copy of this interim report from the 
Special Cominittee on Aging early in this ses­
sion of Congress. 

The speed with which the White House 
Conference section recommendations were 
transmitted to the Congress is a credit to 
Dr. Flemining as conference chairman, and 
to Senator Frank Church, chairman of the 
Special Cominittee on Aging. 

The President's personal interest in a suc­
cessful White House Conference on Aging 
was manifest in numerous ways, including 
his personal appearance in a major address 
delivered to the delegates. No less important 
was his decision, early in 1971, to ask Dr. 
Flemming to work full time on the confer­
ence as its chairman. 

Dr. Flemining, as an educational leader and 
former Secretary of Hea~th, Education, and 
Welfare during the Eisenhower administra­
tion, brought unique talents, experience, and 
personal dynainism to the conference which 
will have a lasting beneficial effect for older 
Americans. The confidence reposed in Dr. 
Flemming by members of both political par­
ties and by individuals with widely diver­
gent points of view and interests was a major 
factor in a successful conference. 

Dr. Flemining has pledged, on behalf of 
President Nixon, that he will vigorously con­
tinue in his role as an advocate for older 
persons in the future. This augurs well for 
ultimate achievement of conference objec­
tives. That it is no empty gesture by either 
Dr. Flemming or the President, is emphasized 
by the latter's action in giving Dr. Flemming 
staff to support his efforts toward post-con­
ference follow up on its recommendations, 
and naming him as Presidential Consultant 
on Aging on a continuing basis. 

Among other steps promised by Dr. Flem­
ming is his announced intention, already in 
progress, w get information out promptly to 
the States on actions at the White House 
Conference, to hold regional and State meet­
ings to promote their implementation, and 
his personal advocacy at all levels of govern­
ment on behalf of older people. 

It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that 
there will be vigorous follow up on the White 
House Conference within the executive 
branch of the Federal government, and, if 

Dr. Flemining's plans receive appropriate sup­
port, at the State and local levels of govern­
ment as well. We sincerely hope that equally 
serious consideration of the conference rec­
ommendations Will be forthcoming from the 
Congress. 

SHARPENED FEDERAL FOCUS ON AGING 

President Nixon's initiatives to sharpen the 
Federal focus on needs of older persons and 
action to solve their problems, however, go 
far beyond his appointment of Dr. Flemming, 
his earlier appointment of John B. Martin 
as Special Assistant on Aging to the Presi­
dent, or his call of and involvement in the 
White House Conference. He has acted deci­
sively in other ways to assure that older 
Americans be given full visibility at the 
highest levels of the Executive Branch of 
government and that their needs be given 
attention of high priority. 

Creation of a Committee on Aging within 
the President's Domestic Council represents 
a major new emphasis on aging within the 
Federal government. 

Secretary qf Health, Education, and Wel­
fare Elliott Richardson, in whose depart­
ment are lodged the largest array of pro­
grams affecting the elderly, serves as chair­
man of this cabinet level Cominittee on 
Aging. Membership includes: Secretary of 
Agriculture Earl L. Butz, Secretary of Labor 
James D. Hodgson, Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, George W. ROinney, and 
Secretary of Transportation John A. Volpe. 

The Secretaries and Undersecretaries of 
the several Federal Departments concerned 
with meeting needs o! older persons have 
been in attendance at its sessions. It is rea­
sonable to assume, in view of the President's 
personal interest and assignments he has 
given to the Domestic Council's Committee 
on Aging, that such participation by de­
partment heads will continue in the future. 

It is hardly likely that any alternative to 
the President's Domestic Council can offer 
higher status to older Americans within the 
Federal government. The President is to be 
commended on this development. 

Nor is it correct to assume that Presiden­
tial initiatives to sharpen Federal focus on 
aging have been confined to the Domestic 
Council cominittee. 

President Nixon has issued a number of 
directives to the various cabinet members 
for additional attention to needs of older 
persons as related to services for which they, 
as department heads, have responsibility, 
some of which have been discussed earlier 
in this statement. It is apparent that he is 
deterinined that the movement for progress 
in aging, which began with his call of the 
White House Conference on Aging, Will be 
pressed forward with vigor and his full per­
sonal support. 

PRESIDENTIAL PROPOSALS 

While insisting on first priority to his 
recommendations for improvement in the 
income status of older Americans as set 
forth in H.R. 1, the President has offered a 
number of additional proposals important to 
them. 

It is appropriate to make brief reference 
to them within the context of this dis­
cussion of a sharpened Federal focus on 
aging. 

Items in his plans include: 
1. A cominitment to provide relief from 

excessive burdens of property taxes, 
2. Reformation and expansion of private 

pension programs, 
3. More lenient treatment of persons 

past 65 under Federal Income tax laws 
4. Eliinination of the $5.80 monthly 

premium for the Medical Insurance pro­
gram under Medicare, 

5. Full Federal funding of State nurs­
ing home inspections under Medioaid, and 

6. Use of money which may be trans­
ferred from the Highway Trust Fund to 
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development of ma.ss transportation 1n 
such a way as to help the elderly. 
NO. 1 PRIORITY: OLDER AMERICAN GAINS IN 

H.R. 1 

At the time this was writ ten, it is ex­
pected the Senate Committee on Finance 
will shortly repprt H .R. 1 for action on the 
Senate :floor. This bill, to be known. as the 
Social Security Amendments of 1972, has 
been passed by the House of Representa-
tives. . 

Social Security Act changes of impor­
tance to older Americans offered by the bill 
will have far-reaching implications, both 
immediate and long range for the aged. 

Its potential impa.ct on incomes for older 
persons, particularly those with lowest in­
comes, can be greater than any other Fed­
eral legislation since 1936. It will also cor­
rect some current deficiencies in Federal 
medical care prograinS. We strongly en­
dorse prompt action by the Senate on 
these vital steps forward on behalf of older 
Americans. 

Controversial features of ~.R. 1, par­
ticulaTly as they relate to welfare reform, 
should under no circ-qinStances be per­
mitted to interfere with favorable action on 
provisions related to older persons which 
will improve their income status or health 
care. 

It is with regret that we note the persis­
tent reference to H.R. 1, as a "welfare bill." 
We have no intention of Ininiinizing the 
importance -~of developing a more ac­
ceptable welfare system for the young. It is 
unfortunate, however, that so much at­
tention has been given to provisions of the 
bill related to that subject, that the true 
significance of its other provisions, in­
cluding those of special concern to the ag­
ing have received under-emphasis in the 
press and elsewhere. 

The most important elements in these 
Sociel Security Amendments in our judge­
ment, are not those related to typical wel­
fare clients, but those of concern to more 
than 20 million older Americans and count­
less millions who will become aged in the 
future. 

Removal of most persons past 65 from 
the typical welfare milieu will , indeed, be 
one of the most drainatic results of H.R. 1 
if enacted. This is precisely the purpose 
and thrust of the new Title XX to be au­
thorized by the bill. 

Across-the-boord cash benefit increases 
in Old Age, Survivors and Disability In­
surance benefits (OASDI) under Social 
Security, which we strongly support, are 
of great importance to all current bene­
ficiaries. The immediate beneficial impact 
of such increases is apparent and desirable. 

Other changes in the Social Security Act 
which embody major new concepts relating 
to meeting income needs of older persons, 
however, ultimately may be at least as im­
portant in satisfaction of our national debt 
to the elderly. · 

OLDER AMERICANS INCOME ASSURANCE 

The older Ainericans income assurance 
provisions of H .R. 1, as set forth 1n the pro­
posed new Title XX constitute a. major step 
forward 1n our legitimate goal of removing 
older persons from poverty. 

When fully implemented, the new Title 
XX as passed by the House of Representa­
tives would guarantee min.imu.m income to 
all citizens past 65 of $150 a month for a. 
single individual and $200 a month for a 
couple. This will be accomplished through 
provision of Federal supplements to other 
income of persons past 65 sufficient to attain 
these National standards. 

Under this program, benefits will be avail­
able to all persons past 65 regardless of their 
Social Security status. 

Most importantly it will be a long step 
toward meeting income probleinS of single 
and widowed older women and other persons 

who had little or no chance to qualify for 
Social Security. Ainong the latter are count­
less retired public employees-whose con­
tribution to Ainerica has been second to 
none--such as policemen, firemen and 
tea.chers. 

The older Ainericans income a ssurance 
program as passed by the House of Repre­
sentatives would be administered by the So­

. cial Secu rity Administration . 
In a ccordan ce with in ten t of t h e •Presi­

dent when be requested action in this di­
rection a nd of the House in its response to 
h is request , certification and distribution of 
the Federal supplement would be carried out 
in a manner appropriate to the dignity with 
which all older persons should be treated. 

We are especially pleased at this imminent 
new development in the econoinics of aging 
b ecause we have long espou sed such an ap­
proach. It has always had the advantages 
of fiscal responsibilit y combined with com­
passion for the elderly in greatest need. 

The concept embodied in the new Title 
XX of the Social Security Act was first of­
fered as legislation by the late Senator Wins­
ton L. Prouty, who served as ranking Re­
publican member of the Special Committee 
on Aging until his unt imely death last year. 
It was promptly recognized by us as an im­
portant step forward and included in subse­
quen t minority views of this committee. 

There may be differences of opinion as to 
t h e adequacy of income levels applicable to 
th~ new Title XX. There can be no argu­
men t , however, on the desirability of its use 
t o replace the original State administered 
Old A,ge Assistance Programs as the pri­
Inary mechanism for eliminatin g extreme 
pover t y among the aged. 

Over 10 years ago, we expressed deep con­
cer n about the inadequacies of Old Age As­
sistance programs and the loss of dignity 
which too often accompanied their admin­
ist ration. While such criticisms were not ap­
plicable to all States, they were t:rue for 
most of them and still are today. 

It should be noted further, however, that 
nothing in Title XX proposes any cutback 
in State assistance to the aged from levels 
which now prevail. It contains provisions, on 
the contrary. which should encourage those 
few States which have forthrightly met their 
obligations to the elderly to strengthen such 
supplemental efforts. 

COST-OF-LIVING SOCIAL SECURITY INCREASES 

Another new Social Security provision in 
H .R. 1, which was first espoused Q.Y Republi­
can members of this Cominittee and urged 
by President Nixon. calls for automatic in­
creases in Social Security benefits based on 
any rise in price levels. 

First introduced in the Senate by Senator 
Jack Miller, this proposal provides that wqen 
living costs rise as much as 3% there shall 
be an increase in benefits payable. 

Late in 1968, this proposal became the ob­
ject of bi-partisan support for which we have 
previously expressed our thanks. 

Too often older persons, by reason of their 
very situation in life, cannot wait on the leg­
islative processes to make corrections in ben­
efit levels based on changes in living costs. 
Nor should any other Social Security benefi­
ciary be expected to do so. 

OASDI INCREMENTS FOR THOSE DEFEiffiiNG 

RETmEMENT 

Another concept regarding Social Security 
benefit levels first recommended. by Repub­
lican members of this Committee which re­
ceives some recognition in H.R. 1, is our rec­
ommendation :m.ade 10 years ago that credit 
be given through higher benefits to persons 
-who defer retirement to years beyond age 
65. 

H .R. 1 would provide for a 1 percent an­
nual increase in OASDI benefits for each year 
they are deferred past 65. We do not believe 
this goes far enough in correcting this Ina­
jor inequity within Social Security, but we 

recognize that even this represents a begin­
ning. 

If the principle it involves is accepted now, 
we Will have a new precedent for progress in 
equity to working older persons. 

Ultimately we believe that the interests of 
all older Ainericans and the Nation Will be 
served by development of fully equitable, 
actuarily deterinined increments for those 
who choose to work past 65. 

As pointed out by us previously, there is 
flexibility-and should be--in Social Security 
benefits for those who choose to retire early. 

We repeat now our earlier recommenda­
tion that similar :flexibility in Social Security 
be provided for those who retire late. 

HIGH ER M INIM UM SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 

General in creases in cash benefits under 
·Social Security will , of course, result in high­
er Ininimum benefits under H .R. 1. 

The bill goes beyond this, however, in its 
attention to Ininimum benefits for those 
workers with Inany years of Social Security 
coverage, but at very low earning levels. 

H.R. 1 introduces a new concept regard­
ing minimum benefits. 

If adopted, as passed by the House of Rep­
resentatives, the 1972 Social Security Amend­
ments would provide a minimum retirement 
benefit of $5 a month for each year the work­
er was covered under Social Security if such 
coverage equals a total of 15 years, up to a 
Inaximum of $150 a month. 

Thus any worker paying Social Security 
taxes for 30 years would be eligible for the 
$150 new Ininimum benefit. 

Unlike an increase in minimum benefits 
without regard to ·the duration of a worker's 
attachment to the work force, this change 
avoids windfalls to those whose Social Secur­
ity coverage is so brief as to be almost inci­
dental. 

Too little attention has been paid to this 
new concept and what it will do for lower 
income workers. 

Members of Ininority groups, who through 
no fault of their own have been subjected 
to serious adverse earning situations through­
out their lives, will be among the most fav­
orably affected older Americans. So far as it 
a.1fects them, it is at least a step forward in 
meeting the triple jeopardy which they often 
fa.ce in their later years. 

OVer 300,000 persons, most of whO!Ill may 
be assumed to be in the lowest income brack­
et, would be recipients of increased benefits 
under th1s provision. 

The Senate Committee on Finance has 
approved amendments to this part of H.R. 
1 wh1ch would raise Ininimum primary bene­
fits to $200 a month for persons with 30 years 
coverage. 

The Finance Committee amendment would 
provide for a Ininimum monthly benefit of 
$10 for each year of contributions in excess 
of 10. 

Whatever may be the ultimate outcome of 
con:flicting House-Senate versions, such rec­
ognition of the worker with many years of 
covered employment is overdue. 

H.R. 1 CORRECTION OF OTHER INEQUITIES 

Several other major Social Security in­
equities to which this committee has pre­
viously given attention will be the object of 
corrective action through adoption of H.R. 1. 

One wh1ch we discussed at length in the 
past relates to recognition of earnings by 
married couples both of whom work. 

Reviewing and updating what was said 1n 
the 1967 minority report of this Committee, 
we find that what was said then is still 
pertinent. 

It is common practice today for both hus­
band and wife to work-and pay Social Se­
curity taxes. Sometimes such dual taxation 
continues throughout their adult life. Some­
times the wife is in the work force until a 
baby arrives and then resumes employment 
after the ch1ldren have grown up or entered 
high school or college. 

,· 
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In most cases, little or no additional re­

tirement benefits are received as a result 
of this dual contribution. 

An example can illustrate the inequity. 
Let us assume one Couple (A) in which the 

husband, on reaching retirement has average 
earnings, subject to Social Security taxes, o! 
$4,000 a year. His wife has had such average 
earnings of $2,000 a year. 

Another Couple (B) is one in which only 
the husband has been employed with aver­
age earnings of $6,000 a year subject to 
Social Security taxes. 

The couples have made identical contri­
butions to the system, but benefits payable 
at 65 discriminate sharply against couple 
(A). 

Couple (A), assuming both receive benefits, 
will be paid $257.25 a month. In contrast, 
couple (B) would receive $336.05 a month. 

This problem hardly existed prior to 
World War II. Since then the working wife, 
for part or all of her married life, has be­
come an increasingly important factor in 
our economy. 

Already, there are many retirees who have 
been injured by this treatment of working 
couples. The number in the future will be 
even greater. 

We believe that this inequity is completely 
contrary to the original spirit of Social Secu­
rity. 

At least partial recognition of this problem 
ls given under H.R. 1 in its provision to per­
mit a married couple each of whom had at 
least 20 years of covered earnings under So­
cial Security after marriage to have their 
earnings for each year combined up to the 
maximum amount o! taxable earnings for 
that year. If they so elected, each would re­
ceive a benefit equal to 75 percent of the 
benefit based on the combined earnings. 

We fully endorse this step forward toward 
ultimate achievement of equity for such 
workers under Social Security. 

100 PERCENT BENEFITS FOR OLDER WORKERS 

We, along with all others interested in 
the problems of older Americans, have long 
been disturbed by the treatment given to 
older widows by Social Security through its 
provision that they receive only 82¥2 per­
cent of their insured husband's primary 
benefits upon his death, while if the wife 
dies first, he receives 100 percent. 

There has been no justification for this 
discrimination against widows. It has seri­
ously injured their ability to care for them­
selves after demise of their spouse. 

This discrimination has been a factor in 
placing many older women in economic cir­
cumstances of poverty and deprivation. 

We have waited too long in correcting this 
deficiency in Social Security and action on 
it through H.R. 1 is most essential. 

LIBERATION OF THE EARNINGS TEST 

H.R. 1 also offers liberalization of the "re­
tirement test" under which Social Security 
beneficiaries now have deducted from their 
benefit checks one-half of any earnings they 
may have between $1 ,680 and $2,880 during 
a year and all of their earnings in excess 
of the latter amount. 

Under the proposed change, earnings up 
to $2,000 a year would be totally unpenalized, 
and the deduction would not exceed 50 per­
cent of earnings above that amount. 

This is a step forward, which we support, 
but there is serious question as to whether 
even this liberalization is sufficient. 

UPDATING RETmEMENT INCOME TAX CREDIT 

Badly needed updating of the retirement 
credit provision in the Internal Revenue Code 
is another important step forward offered by 
H.R.l. 

The purpose of the retirement income tax 
credit has been to provide equitable tax 
treatment for persons not on Social Security 
or Railroad Retirement or similar sources of 
tax-exempt pension income, by giving such 

persons comparable consideration !or income 
tax purposes. 

Unchanged since 1954, the basic level of 
income eligible for the tax credit is now 
$1,542. We have long advocated liberalization 
of this credit provision so as to re-establish 
equity which recognizes increases in tax­
exempt retirement income generally avail­
able through programs such as Social Se­
curity and the Railroad Retirement System. 

Under H.R. 1 the credit for a single person 
will be based upon $2,500 instead of $1,524. 
For a married couple, both over 65, will be 
based on $3,750. 

We believe the Congress should exercise 
continuing review of the retirement income 
tax credit to maintain its equity with any 
and all increases in Social Security. 

IMPROVEMENTS IN RAILROAD RETmEMENT 

It has been customary, and properly so, for 
Congressional action to improve benefit 
levels, and other provisions of the Railroad 
Retirement Act, to keep pace with strength­
ening of Social Security. 

Sometimes there has been a time lag in 
establishing such comparability. We urge 
that the Congress take speedy action on im­
provements in the Railroad Retirement Act 
this session to assure that every new or in­
creased benefit authorized for Social Se­
curity beneficiaries shall become available 
also under Railroad Retirement without de­
lay. 

IMPROVEMENT IN MEDICARE 

There are many major changes in Medi­
care, such as those related to elimination of 
the $5.80 monthly premium, provision of out­
of-hospital prescription drugs, modifica­
tions in deductible and co-insurance features, 
elimination of the 3 day hospitalization re­
quirement prior to extended care services, 
and others which deserve serious considera­
tion by the Congress, which are absent from 
H.R. 1. There are, none-the-less, a number 
of steps forward offered in the bill. 

Reference is made to these new provisions 
elsewhere in this Committee report. Several 
deserves additional brief comment here. 

MEDICARE' S RETROACTIVE DENTAL PROBLEM 

One of the most serious problems under 
Medicare in the past, for providers of care, 
patients and their families have been those 
related to denial of payment for services ret­
roactively. This has been of consequence 
primarily with regard to services in nursing 
homes or through home health care pro­
grams under extended post-hospital care pro­
visions of Medicare. 

That refusal by the government to pay for 
such services has been required by provi­
sions of the Medicare law, has in no way 
diminished the hardship it creates. 
' Patients, physicians and extended care 
facilities or home health care programs have 
filed claims in good faith for reimbursement 
to which they thought they were f\l'lly en­
titled under Medicare, only to lea1n later 
thwt such claims were disallowed under the 
law. 

This problem has been discussed at length 
in testimony before this Committee. It is 
clear, despite administrative improvements, 
that it has been a factor in refusal by many 
highly qualified providers of care to partici­
p ate in Medicare, as well as a source of seri­
ous embarrassment to patients and their 
families. 

We believe that full review of this prob­
lem and development of sound legislative so­
lutions to it is of high priority. 

A step in the right direction, however, is 
offered in H.R. 1 and should not be delayed. 
This part of the bill provides t hat the Secre­
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare be 
authorized to establish Ininimum periods of 
time by medical condition during which a 
patient would be presumed, for payment 
purposes, to require post-hospital extended 
care services or home health services. 

DROPPING MEDICARE ENROLLMENT RESTRICTIONS 

One feature of the original Medicare act 
is its provision thrut enrollment in the sup­
plementary medical insurance program (Part 
B of Medicare) by otherwise eligible bene­
ficaries be within 3 years of when they first 
become eligible. 

As private health insurers h~ve justifiably 
accommodated their policies for persons past 
65 of Medicare, this provision has worked in­
creasing hardship on many older Americans. 
It has in effect often denied them protec­
tion which they should have readily avail­
able. 

Under current provisions of H.R. 1 eligible 
beneficaries would be permitted to enroll in 
the supplementary medical insurance pro­
gram during any prescribed enrollment pe­
riod. 

MEDICARE AVAILABILITY TO THE UNINSURED 

Many older persons, who through no fault 
of their own are not covered by Social Secu· 
rity, are now ineligible for the hospital . in­
surance benefits under Medicare. This has 
been a serious shortcoming of the law, be­
cause often this has meant no health insur. 
ance protection for the elderly. 

For them H .R. 1 offers an opportunity for 
voluntary enrollment in Medicare 

Persons reaching 65 otherwise ineligible 
for hospital insurance under Medicare would 
be able to enroll for hospital insurance cov­
erage in the same way as people can now en­
roll under Part B, the supplementary medi­
cal insurance section of Medicare. Such en­
rollees would pay the full cost of the protec­
tion, initially $31 a month. 

Approval of this provision will fill a seri­
ous gap in the availability of health insur­
ance for the persons so ineligible. 

MEDICARE COVERAGE OF SPOUSES UNDER 65 

Another health insurance problem which 
bas become apparent since the beginning of 
Medicare is that which occurs when a man 
or woman is eligible, but his or her younger 
spouse is not, because of age. 

An amendment to H.R. 1 introduced by 
Senator Edward J. Gurney, and already 
accepted by the Committee on Finance, 
affords an answer to this problem through 
voluntary enrollment privileges under Medi­
care for such younger wife or husband. 

This amendment, which we urge be ap­
proved by the Senate and accepted by the 
House of Representatives, would perinit a 
spouse of a beneficiary who is at least 60 
years old, but not yet 65, to elect voluntary 
enrollment in the hospital and medical in­
surance programs on an actuarily deter­
mined cash basis. 

NEW ELIGmiLITY FOR INTERMEDIATE CARE 

One provision of H.R. 1, as passed by the 
House of Representatives, on which action 
has already been taken is the transfer of 
provision for intermediate care facilities 
from Title XI to Title XIX (Medicaid) in the 
Social Security Act. 

Prior to passage of Public Law 92-223, De­
cember 14, 1971, and its approval by the 
President, December 28, the highly important 
Federal provision of support to the elderly in 
Intermediate Care Facilit ies was limited 
to the indigent because provisions for such 
care are offered only through the public 
assistance features in Title XI of the Act. 

Last year we strongly recommended that 
such services in Intermediaate Care Facili­
ties be transferred from Title XI to Title 
XIX, Medicaid. By so doing the number of 
older persons eligible for Intermediate Care 
has been substantially increased. 

Intermediate Care is important, of course, 
because many older persons requiring shel­
tered care, do not need the full range of 
medical services offered in a skilled nursing 
home. A home that is less oriented to such 
medical care often better serves their needs, 
and at a considerably lower cost. 
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ACTION ON H.R. 1 ESSENTIAL 

The foregoing review of soq1e- of the high­
lights in H.R. 1 does not pre~nd to be com­
plete. It does indicate, however, how far 
reaching are its implications for older Amer­
icans. 

It is small wonder that President Nixon 
has given the measure highest priority. We 
urge enactment of at least those provisions 
in it which will make such a great contribu­
tion to the lives of millions of older Ameri­
cans. 

We do, indeed, regard enactment of these · 
provisions as essential to an improving na­
tional policy in aging. Important as H.R. 
1 is, however, we recognize that much more 
will have to be done in the future regarding 
the issues to which it is so admirably ad­
dressed. It only represents a new beginning 
for a new era in aging. 

AN EMERGING REVIEW OF NATIONAL 

POLICY IN AGING 

It appears that a major review of national 
policy toward older Americans may soon 
develop. 

Recent proposals by the President, by dis­
tinguished members of the Congress, and a 
host of recommendations by various sec­
tions of the 1971 White House Conference 
on Aging emphasize the need for a full dis­
closure of pertinent facts and divergent 
opinions on policy. 

Hundreds of thousands of citizens made 
contributions to the White House Confer­
ence on Aging through community forums, 
State conferences, and ultimately in deliber­
ations at the Nation's capitol. Anything less 
than a comprehensive review of national pol­
icy on aging at the highest levels of our 
society would be an unconscionable rejec­
tion of their efforts. 

Special problems of those who are poor, 
those who are members of minority groups, 
those who are enfeebled by great age, those 
who are sick, and those who are isloated 
should be given careful and sympathetic at­
tention. Nor should we ignore the special 
needs of those more able to care for them­
selves who are, nonetheless, victims of age 
discriinination. 

Social and economic roles of older Ameri­
cans should be reassessed. Basic attitudes to­
ward age by all Americans need correction. 
Retirement and employment practices should 
be reviewed. The contribution which older 
persons may still make to family, commu­
n1ty and nation must be given recognition, 
and doors opened for their involvement in 
America's life as fully as individual capac­
ities and desires permit. 

NEED FOR INDEPENDENT SOCIAL SECURITY 

REVIEW 

Because, in both its economic and social 
impact, the Social Security system is a major 
factor in the lives of most older Americans, a 
reappraisal of its character deserves high 
priority. Such exainination is equally im­
portant because of the impact it also has on 
the lives of those who, as members of the 
work force, bear a great amount of the tax 
burden, especially the younger workers. 

With Social Security dollar flow in OASDI 
cash benefits currently at $37.2 billion per 
year, and Medicare expenditures at an an­
nual rate of $7.9 billion per year, there is no 
single enterprise in America-in or out of 
government--which looiDS so large. Practi­
cally all citizens are involved, either as re­
cipients of benefits or as tax contributors to 
it. 

Every Social Security change-whether de­
signed to overcome inequities, or to change 
benefits and taxes, or to affect the integrity 
of the trust funds-has serious implications 
for all citizens. Accordingly, each change 
should receive the most careful deliberation 
possible. · 

The 1971 Advisory Council on Social Se­
curity has proposed changes in financing 
and acturial assumptions which have poten-

tial far-reaching effects on the whole sys­
tem. 

Partially in consequence of such recom­
mendations, a number of major revisions in 
Social Security beyond those in H.R. 1, as 
passed by the House of Representatives, 
have been proposed. 

Among them is a proposal for a 20 percent 
across-the-board increase in benefits. 

The President has recommended that the 
$5.80 monthly premium for the Medical In­
surance Plan (Part B) under Medicare be 
eliininated. He now has under consideration 
the question of including out-of-hospital 
prescription drugs as a benefit under Medi­
care. Application of any available funds to 
these purposes obviously would provide 
maximum help to those of greatest age and 
those in greatest need. 

Proposals h~;~ove been made for elimination 
of the penalty imposed on earnings by per­
sons otherwise eligible for benefits under 
Social Security. 

Each of these, and a host of other improve­
ments, merit serious consideration. They 
compete with each other, however, for any 
Social Security money which may appear to 
be available as a result of changed financing 
and actuarial assumptions. 

No less important a question is the integ­
rity of the trust funds and the system's 
ability to continue to make equitable bene­
fits payable over the long run. 

The Advisory Council on Social Security 
said, in a unanimous opinion, that changes 
in financing and actuarial assumptions it 
recommended will not undermine the Trust 
fund's integrity. Serious questions have been 
raised about these assumption, however, by 
other actuarial authorities and econoinic ex· 
perts. 

In simple terms, the Council proposed that 
use of level-earnings assumptions in cost 
calculations be replaced with assumptions 
of persistent increases in real wages and 
productivity. The validity of the latter has 
been challenged on the basis that such in­
creases in excess of price increases, while de­
sirable as goals and hopeful of achievement, 
are not sufficiently sure to warrant their use 
as a basis for long-range Social Security fi­
nancing. 

We do not presume here to evaluate these 
confiicting views as to actuarial assumptions. 
We are determined, however, to support ac­
tions designed to maintain the soundness 
of Social Security financing. 

We believe these questions must be re­
solved most carefully. 

Concurrent with such resolution, we be­
lieve it important to examine the entire So­
cial Security structure to assess how well it 
is serving and can best serve the American 
people. 

We believe further that such evaluations 
are so important that they should be an on­
going, day in and day out responsibility of 
government. 

With all due respect to the distinguished 
members of the 1971 Advisory Council on 
Social Security, and they are truly so, we 
do not believe such a function should be per­
formed on a part-time or intermittent basis. 

Nor do we believe that the Social Security 
Administration, which has responsibility for 
conduct of the system's operation, should be 
the only source of information or the pri· 
mary source of policy recommendations. 

We recommend, therefore, that the Con­
gress enact legislation to create a permanent, 
independent, bi-partisan commission to 
maintain constant surveillance of Social 
Security, to provide opportunity for hearing 
all shades of expert opinion, and to provide 
the President, the Congress and the people 
with sufficient information to give IDaximum 
assurance that all decisions related to Social 
Security are well taken. Such a commission 
should have responsibility also for constant 
overview as to the Social Security system's 
adequacy and perforiDance in meeting needs 

of the country, and might well include an 
additional mechanism fo,r adjustment of 
grievances against the system. 

Regardless of action taken by the Congress 
on new proposals by the President and others, 
we believe that a continuing, independent 
overview of Social Security is necessary if 
judgment by the President and the Congress 
are to be most valid. The people as a whole 
have an equally important right to know the 
facts. 

Nothing is more basic, of course, than the 
certainty that the Social Security trust funds 
will be able to meet their total obligations. 
For this purpose, validity of long-range ac­
tuarial assumptions is essential. It has seri­
ous implications for any of the major changes 
in Social Security which have been advanced 
during 1972. 

Such expansions, including recent pro­
pos~ls that Social Security benefits be in­
creased 20 or 25 percent with no substantial 
increase in Social Security taxes, suggest that 
older Americans and taxpayers may have been 
short-changed under the program as it has 
operated in the past. 

The only other reasonable conclusion is 
that there is willingness to jeopardize the So­
cial Security system's integrity for the future. 
The first responsibility of a full-time Social 
Security Cominission would be to assure that 
the President, the Congress, and the people 
have the facts. 

Social Security is too important to Ameri­
cans of all ages to permit its future to de­
pend on decisions by the Federal operating 
agency, a pa.rt-time advisory council, and in­
termittent review by the Congress. It needs 
continuous supervision and review by a full­
time agency independent of the program's 
administrators. 

The Senate Finance Cominittee and the 
House Ways and Means Committee have in 
the past done a. remarkable job on Social 
Security. It has been doubly remarkable in 
view of their limited staffs and their other 
important legislative responsibilities. 

In view of the magnitude of such respon­
sibilities, it would seem appropriate that a 
Commission be established to assist these 
committees and the President in maintain­
ing constant and high level surveillance of 
the Social Security system. 

Properly devised, we believe an independ­
ent bi-partisan cominission can be of great 
service to both of these distinguished legis­
lative committees. 

One-third of income for older Americans is 
derived from Social Security. 

For the average worker (with an income of 
$7,200 a year) the Social Security tax load 
amounts to over 90 percent of what he 
usually pays in Federal income tax. 

Anything less than full-time surveillance 
of such a huge program now appears un­
desirable. 

Regardless of improvements in Social Se­
curity enacted during this session of Con­
gress, and we believe them essential for to­
day's needs, the record indicates the desira­
bility of the permanent, independent, bi­
partisan review of Social Security which we 
recommend. The American people, young and 
old, should be given the assurances about 
their own security that it could provide. 

TAX PROBLEMS OF THE ELDERLY 

As pointed out in previous reports of the 
Special Committee on Aging and again in 
some detail in Chapter II, Part One of this 
report many older Americans face serious 
problems because of high property taxes on 
their homes. 

Without repeating what has been said 
elsewhere, it is clear that action to reduce 
the often devastating effect of rapidly rising 
real estate taxes as they apply to all citizens, 
and particularly the elderly, should receive 
high priority at all levels of government. 

The President has announced his intention 
to provide leadership in serious efforts to 
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reduce inequities in the present antiquated 
system. We urge the Congress to lend full 
support to every reasonable proposal, includ­
ing revenue sharing with State and local 
governments, to develop a more acceptable 
tax base. 

As in the past, we also urge State and local 
governments to give serious consideration to 
ways of lightening the property tax burden 
on older home owners. Some progress has 
been made in this direction. It should be 
continued and strengthened. 

All individuals required to file income tax 
returns have faced problems because of their 
complexity. Special difficulties encountered 
by older persons have been the object of 
earlier consideration by the Special Commit­
tee on Aging. Such concern should be con­
tinued. 

Legislation to exempt many older persons 
from the requirement of filing returns has 
obviously been helpful. 

Serious efforts have been made by the 
Department of the Treasury to reduce prob­
lems by improvements in the tax forms. It 
is extremely important that this effort be 
pursued with constant deligence, particularly 
as it relates to older persons. 

EXTENDING THE OLDER AMERICANS ACT 

Even when we have achieved our goals 
related to fully adequate income, financing 
of medical care, availability of decent hous­
ing and similar items recognized as absolute 
necessities for older Americans, there will 
still remain major areas of need among the 
elderly which must be met. 

Regardless of the speed with which we 
may act in providing the so-called basic 
necessities, we should brook no delay on ac­
tion in other areas related to quality of life 
for older persons. 

Full recognition of this was given when 
the Congress adopted the Older Americans 
Act of 1965 without a dissenting vote in ei­
ther the House of Representatives or the 
Senate. 

Without prompt action by the Congress, 
this important program for the elderly au­
thorized b y the 1965 Act w ill be subject to 
termination June 30. 

Legislative Committees in the House and 
Senate recognize this and now have under 
consideration a number of proposals for ex­
tension of the Older Americans Act. 

We recognize that the precise character of 
such extension has been the object of some 
differences of opinion. We recognize, too, that 
the attitude of the Executive Branch of the 
Federal Government will be a major factor 
in ultimate success for the Older Americans 
Act purposes regardless of the precise form 
the extension takes. Experience with the 
Older Americans Act of 1965 under both 
Democratic and Republican Administrations 
underscores the validity of that fact of gov­
ernmental life. 

As observed earlier in this statement of our 
views, we believe there is clear evidence that 
the present national administration is "on 
the move" in meeting the challenges of aging 
now before us. 

New directions related to work of the Pres­
ident's Domestic Council on Aging, the Ad­
ministration on Aging, and the continuous 
personal involvement of H .E.W. Secretary 
Elliot Richardson and former H.E.W. Sec­
retary, Presidential consultant, Arthur s. 
Flemming are most encouraging. Recognition 
of these developments must be factors in 
action on the Older Americans Act exten­
sion. 

Whatever may be the exact language of 
amendments to the Older Americans Act 
which will emerge from the Senate Commit­
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, we believe 
it essential that ultimate action, legislative 
and executive, must produce a result com­
patible with the original intent of Congress 
in 1965 that the needs and aspirations of 
older Americans be given a very high status 

and visibility within the Federal government. cussed in the foregoing pages-and others on 
Any less adequate response would be re- which we have expressed concern in previous 
garded by us as unsatisfactory. re.ports, including that of November, 1971-

Wlll be adopted, or the principles on which 
they are based accepted during the present 
session of Congress. 

RESEARCH IN AGING 

Important too for quality of life among 
older Americans in the future is the potential 
offered by well conceived and adequately 
funded research. 

To ignore the contributions possible to 
older persons by all kinds of scientific re­
search is unrealistic. 

Medical research of all types, including 
that directed at major sources of health 
problems among the elderly such as cancer, 
osteom.yelitis, cardiovascular disease, and 
arthritis, obviously have major significance 
for older persons. 

Atomic research, while less obvious in its 
implications, is also creating potentials for 
progress in aging. In truth every expansion of 
scientific knowledge can ultimately have an 
effect on older persons. 

Other types of research, including that re­
lated to social aspects of aging, is also impor­
tant. 

While the elderly may share in benefits of 
all research, it still remains important, as we 
have said in the past, that the~e be adequate 
funding of gerontological research as a spe­
cial entity. 

We strongly recommend that the Congress 
give serious consideration to valid proposals 
for expanded research before it. 

Whatever improvement will be afforded by 
action to strengthen our Nation's research 
related to aging, it is of paramount impor­
tance that all new knowledge so developed 
get to the people as promptly as possible. 

Our concern with research is primarily re­
lated to its possible benefits to individual 
persons in their daily lives. We urge that 
social and scientific research personnel never 
forget our ultimate objective. They and all 
others with influence on our research proj­
ects have an obligation to shape their work 
for its earliest and most decisive impact on 
the lives of persons. 

. F.~damentally, we believe that: (1) no 
1nd1V1dual should be denied opportunity be­
ca use of age, and (2) our Nation cannot 
afford to waste the resources of talent and 
experien ce to be found among its older citi­
zen s. 

We r ecommend: 
1. Automatic cost-of-living increases in 

social security, and railroad retirement bene­
fits to keep pace with increases in cost of 
living; 

2. Enactment of an older Americans' in­
come a~surance program, which will provide 
econo1n1c support sufficient to provide eco­
nomic gua...rantee that the elderly enjoy a 
decent standard of living; 

3. General increases in social security and 
railroad retirement benefits; 

4. ~ayment of 100 percent of primary social 
secunt y benefits to aged widows instead of 
the present 82¥2 percent of amounts pay­
able to surviving covered workers; 

5. Upward adjustments, actuarially deter­
mined, in social security benefits for those 
who defer retirement beyond 65, so that their 
continuation in the work force will not be 
penalized; 

6. Upward adjustment in social security 
benefits for married couples both whom work 
and thus pay dual social security taxes with­
out receiving higher payments when they 
became OASDI beneficiaries; 

7. Extension of social security, financed 
from the general fund of the Treasury, to 
more people not covered by an adequate re­
tirement program; 

8. Further liberalization of the social se­
curity earnings test to permit social security 
beneficiaries to earn more money without 
penalty; 

9. Revisions in the veterans pension pro­
gram to protect the right of veterans to a 

QUESTIONS ON AGING IN THE 21ST CENTURY f a ir share of higher income levels among 
While we have hopes for near-term ben- older Americans; 

efits from research, it is inevitable that much 10. Vigorous efforts to expand and improve 
of its importance will relate to years ahead. the Nation's :unique private pension system; 
This but reinforces our belief that current 11. ExpansiOn of job opportunities, full 
deliberations regarding national policies in time and part time, for older persons desiring 
aging must include the long-view. employment; 

Scientists already maintain that life ex- 12. Expansion of Medicare enrollment 
pectancy within 3 decades may well be closer privileges so that persons over 65 not other­
to 90 or 100 years than to the current 70. wise elig~b~e under social security coverage 

If there is validity to such predictions, it may part1c1p~te by buying into the program; 
is apparent that the most significant gains 13. ExpansiOn of Medicare enrollment 
will be those in the later years of life. Such privileges so that• spouses of insured persons' 
gains, predicated at least in part on antic- spouses who are under 65 may enroll in the 
ipated break-throughs in cancer, heart dis- program by buying into it; 
ease, osteomyelitis, and arthritis, will cer- 14. Removal of the present requirement 
tainly produce a new older generation with that a Medicare beneficiary must necessarily 
even greater capacities and zest for life than have 3 days of prior hospitalization to be 
the present one-which certainly now con- eligible for extended care; 
trasts sharply with those of previous eras. 15. Reexamination of coinsurance and 

All of this strongly emphasizes . the need deductible features of Medicare to determine 
for recognition that the 21st Century, but 28 how best the liabilities they impose on bene­
years away, will pose new and serious ques- ficiaries may be lightened without injury to 
tions related to policies in aging. the program's financial integrity; 

Older Americans of today, sensitive as al- 16. Elimination of retroactive denials of 
ways to needs of their children and grand- extended care facility and home health 
children, would be among the first to insist agency benefits obtained in good faith under 
that long-range considerations be acknowl- Medicare; 
edged as we take forward steps on their 17. Prompt consideration of how best to 
behalf today. relieve older people of excessive burdens 1m-

Some of the implications of such con- posed by costs of medical appliances, drugs, 
siderations have been discussed in previous and needed professional services not now 
minority r~orts of this Committee, includ- covered under Medicare; 
ing needs for reappraisal of basic concepts 18. Provision of an unlimited long-term in­
regarding retirement practices. We will not stitutional medical care benefit for all per­
repeat them here except to reiterate our be- sons over a specified advanced age, such as 80 
lief that the challenges on aging in the years; 
future will require full application of the 19. Strengthening Federal support for pri­
best brains and thinking within our society. vate elderly housing under both mortgage in-

A RECAPITULATION OF RECOMMENDATIONS Surance and direct loan programs; 
There are grounds for optimism that a 20. Improvement of public housing pro-

number of the proposals which we have dis- grams to make them more responsive to spe­cial needs of older persons; 
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21. Updating of the retirement income tax 

credit provisions of the Internal Revenue 
Code; 

22. Restoration of full deductibility for 
medical and drug expenses, subject to a 
Federal taxation; 

23. More liberal tax incentives for persons 
making substantial contributions to the sup­
port of needy elderly relatives; 

24. Encouragement of appropriate property 
tax relief measures for older persons at State 
and local government levels; 

25. Adequg,te financing for research in the 
field of aging; 

26. Creation of a Federal research agency 
for continuing in depth study of economic, 
physiological, psychological and social factors 
in aging as a basis for evaluating policies and 
programs affecting older Americans of the 
present and the future; 

27. Expansion of economically feasible "sec­
ond career" and volunteer service opportuni­
ties to enable the continued involvement of 
retirees in the mainstream of community 
life; 

28. Development of transportation services 
With particular reference to special needs for 
older persons; 

29. Better funding of State commisions on 
aging with special emphasis on community 
level programs such as senior centers, home­
makers, meals on wheels and friendly visitor 
services, and educational, social and recre­
ational activities designed to combat the 
twin fears of aging-loneliness and frustra­
tion; 

30. Upgrading of the Administration on 
Aging and strengthening its ability to serve 
as a focal point for coordination of Federal 
activities and programs in behalf of older 
Americans; 

31. Basic support of the President's efforts 
to control inflation, and of needed changes 
in policy by those in control of Congress to 
reduce unnecessary Federal spending; and 

32. Creation of an independent, permanent 
bi-partisan Commission to maintain con­
stant over-view of the Social Security system. 

In view of President Nixon's personal com­
mitment to aggressive action in the field of 
aging, which we are confident will be re­
flected in his decisions at appropriate t imes, 
the tenor of current sentiment within the 
Congress, and new manifestations of interest 
within the whole Executive Branch of the 
Federal government, we believe there is jus­
tification for optimism regarding the imme­
diate future of older Americans. 

At the same time, it is essential that non­
governmental elements of our society recog­
nize that attitudes on aging suitable to the 
19th century cannot meet the needs of the 
20th century. 

we also believe that attention must be 
given to research--scientific and social-look­
ing to future progress and changes needed to 
meet developments in the long-range future. 

We believe that the wisdom, experience and 
talents of today's older Americans should be 
used fully as we develop answers to these 
challenges of today and tomorrow. 

We share the view expressed by members of 
the White House Conference on Aging section 
on Retirement Role: 

"As we grow older, we continue to need to 
occupy roles that are meaningful to society 
and satisfying to us as individuals. However, 
we emphasize the primacy of such basic ne­
cessities as income, health, and housing and 
these needs must be adequately met. 

"Twenty million older people with talents, 
skills , experience and time are an inexhausti­
ble resource in our society. We represent all 
segments of the population; our abilities, our 
education, our occupational skills, and our 
cultural backgrounds are as d iverse as Amer­
ica itself. 

"Given proper resources, opportunities and 
motivation, older persons can make a valua­
ble contribution. We are also capable of being 
effective advocates of our own cause and 
should be included in planning, in decision 

making and in the implementation of pro­
grams. Choice of roles must be available to 
each older person despite differences in lan­
guage and ethnicity, and limitation because 
of disability or level of income. The lives of 
Americans of all ages will be enriched as the 
Nation provides opportunities for developing 
and utilizing the untapped resources of the 
elderly." 

HmAM L. FONG. 
JACK Mli.LER. 

CLIFFORD P. HANSEN. 

PAUL J. FANNIN. 

EDWARD J . GURNEY. 

WILLIAM B. SAXBE. 
EDWARD W. BROOKE. 

CHARLES H . PERCY. 

IS BUCHER QUALIFIED FOR 
FEDERAL RESERVE? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, on 
Friday, May 12 Jeffrey M. Bucher ap­
peared before the Senate Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs Committee 
for confirmation to serve as a Governor 
of the Federal Reserve Board for the 
next 14 years. 

I hope the Senate will take a hard, 
clear look at this nomination. Mr. Wil­
liam Burkett, a man who has served as 
superintendent of banks in California, 
testified that Mr. Bucher is wholly un­
qualified, and I emphatically support Mr. 
Burkett's judgment. 

Mr. Bucher not only has no experience 
or training in monetary policy which is 
the Fed's principal responsibility, he is 
not, as Mr. Burkett said, not even quali­
fied to head a small bank. 

And the principal justification for the 
Bucher appointment is that he has been 
a banker. 

Mr. Bucher has been a trust depart­
ment official in banking which qualifies 
him as a banking expert about the way 
a lifetime of experience as a business 
manager for a professional football team 
would qualify a man as the starting 
quarterback. 

Moreover, Mr. Bucher could not even 
answer any of the questions I put to him 
on bank regulatory issues, the field where 
he is supposed to be qualified. To every 
question, Mr. Bucher said he did not 
know and that he would have to give the 
matter further study. 

Mr. Burkett, a highly successful 
banker himself put it this way : 

This nominee would not qualify for ap­
pointment to the presidency of even the 
smallest bank in California because of his 
total lack of knowledge and experience in 
banking-let alone an appointment to the 
most powerful banking board in the world. 

Mr. President there are two reasons 
why the Senate should insist on applying 
stringent standards in approving Presi­
dential appointments to the Federal Re­
serve Board: 

First, the Board is without question 
the most important economic agency of 
this Government. It can and has pur­
sued policies that have shoved this 
country into recessions or depressions. 
The quality of the Board's performance 
will depend of course on the quality of 
the men who are appointed to it. 

Second, the Federal Reserve Board is, 
under the Constitution, independent of 
the executive and very much the respon­
sibility of the Congress. 

It is our creature-carrying out our· 

duty defined in article I, section I, para­
graph 8-"To coin money and regulate 
the value thereof." As a matter of fact 
Presidents have often usurped the con­
gressional money power. And always the 
same way: by nominating their own men 
to the Board, and by Congress failing 
to scrutinize the nomination to deter­
mine if the nominee has the qualifica­
tion to exercise independent judgment. 

It is true that when the President 
makes a nomination to his Cabinet he 
is nominating a man to be part of his 
official family, and the President should 
certainly be given the benefit of the 
doubt. For instance, the Attorney Gen­
eral is the President's lawyer, his re­
sponsibility is to assist the President in 
his constitutional duty to execute the 
laws. 

A Supreme Court nominee should 
have a more stringent and independent 
criteria applied than a Cabinet nomina­
tion, because the courts are of course 
constitutionally separate from the ex­
ecutive. 

Nominations to the Federal Reserve 
Board are in a third category. They 
should require the strictest congression­
al criteria, because here unlike the Cab­
inet official the nominee is to be in­
dependent of the executive, and unlike 
the Supreme ·Court nominee he is not, 
and I repeat, not, to be independent of 
the Congress. His duty is to carry out a 
clear congressional responsibility under 
the constitution. 

If ever this body has the right to in­
sist on applying our own criteria, it is 
for nominees to the Fed. These are to 
be our men, and to rubber stamp any­
one the President sends us means that 
we turn our backs on our clear con­
stitutional responsibility. 

For these reasons Mr. President, I am 
taking the extraordinary step of asking 
unanimous consent to have the entire 
transcript of the hearings on the 
Bucher nomination to the Federal Re­
serve Board printed in the RECORD. 

I hope that Senators will carefully re­
view this nomination. It should be re­
jected for three reasons: 

First, Mr. Bucher is not qualified. 
Second, his appointment could rep­

resent a serious conflict of interest. This 
is not because of any financial holdings 
by Mr. Bucher, but because he comes 
from the largest multibank holding 
company in the country, a holding com­
pany with more than $13 billion in as­
sets, a.nd as Governor of the Federal Re­
serve Board he would have a prime re­
sponsibility for regulating multiba.nk 
holding companies. 

Third. Mr. Bucher's appointment can 
impair foreign confidence in the sound­
ness of our bank regulatory system be­
cause of his association with the United 
California Bank, a bank which has been 
particularly free wheeling in its interna­
tional activities. This is the same bank 
which permitted its Swiss subsidiary to 
lose $48 million in an ill-fated attempt 
to corner the international cocoa mar­
ket. While Mr. Bucher was apparently 
not directly involved in the Swiss fiasco, 
he was a member of the bank's top man­
agement team and is presumably a prod­
uct of its aggressive, speculative ap­
proach. 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con­

sent that the transcript of the hearings 
on the Bucher nomination be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tran­
script was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, COMMITTEE ON 

BANKING, HOUSING AND URBAN AFFAmS, 
NOMINATION OF JEFFREY M. BUCHER OF 
CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS, FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM, 
VICE SHERMAN J. MAISEL, TERM EXPmED 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. BURKETT 
Former Superintendent of Banks, State 

of California; Former President, National 
Association of Supervisors of State Banks; 
Former Director, Department of Employment, 
State of California, and Member of the Cabi­
net of Governor Goodwin J. Knight; Former 
Chairman, Liaison Committee with the 
Board of Governors, Federal Reserve .System 
and the National Association of Supervisors 
of State Banks; and Former President and 
Chairman of the Board, Security National 
Bank of Monterey County, now retired. 

Nomination of Jeffrey M. Bucher of Cali­
fornia, to be a member of the Board of Gov­
ernors, Federal Reserve System, Vice Sher­
man J. Maisel, term expired. 

Friday, 12 May 1972, United States Senate, 
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs, Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10: 10 a .m. in room 
5302, New Senate Office Building, the Honor­
able John Sparkman, chairman of the com­
mittee, presiding. 

Present: Senators John Sparkman, William 
Proxmire, Wallace F. Bennett, and Bill Brock. 

The CHAmMAN. Let the Committee come to 
order, please. 

The purpose of the hearing today is to re­
ceive the testimony on the nomination of ~r. 
Jeffrey M. Bucher, California, to be a Mem­
ber of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System. 

Mr. Bucher has been nominated to serve a 
fourteen-year term in the place of Governor 
Sherman· J. Maisel, whose term has expired. 

In addition, Mr. William Burkett, formerly 
the Superintendent of Banking of California 
will appear as a witness. 

Senator Proxmire has a statement he wants 
to make before we start. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Mr. Chairman, I believe 
it is necessary to announce at the outset of 
these hearings that I strongly oppose the 
nomination of Mr. Bucher to the Federal Re­
serve Board. In so doing, I intend no per­
sonal disrespect for Mr. Bucher. I am sure 
he is a fine man, an able lawyer and a com­
petent bank trust executive. 

But in my view, he is totally unqualified to 
serve on the Federal Reserve Board-the most 
powerful economic agency of the federal 
government. 

During the Kennedy and Johnson admin­
istrations, the competence of the Fed was 
considerably upgraded by the appointment 
of men experienced in economics and mone­
tary policy. 

The Fed was further strengthened when 
the present Administration appointed Dr. Ar­
thur Burns, a man who is eminently well 
qualified to serve on the Board and whose 
appointment I enthusiastically endorsed. 
However, during the last three months, the 
Administration has sent the Congress two 
notably weak nominations-Mr. Jack Shee­
han last February and now Mr. Jeffrey 
Bucher. 

The Administration now appears to be tak­
ing a major leap backwards by appointing in­
experienced amateurs to the Board. These ob­
viously weak appointments can produce 
tragic results for the American economy. 

I believe Mr. Bucher's nomination should 
be opposed. He has had virtually no previous 
training in economics or monetary policy. 
There are literally thousands of economists 
who are more qualified to serve on the Board. 

In stressing the need for economic training, 
I do not say the entire Board should be com­
posed of academic economists. If banking ex­
perience is considered to be a desirable pre­
requisite, why not select one of the hundreds 
of eminently qualified econoxnists employed 
by the commercial banking industry, by the 
Federal Reserve Banks, or by bank trade as­
sociations or consulting firxns? 

I believe that such men as Roy L . Reierson 
of Bankers Trust, Leif Olson of the First Na­
tional City Bank, Tilford C. Gaines of Manu­
facturers Hanover, Guy E. Noyes of Morgan 
Guarantee, Beryl W. Sprinkel of Harris Trust 
or Walter E. Hoadley of Bank of America 
would all be well qualified to serve on the Fed. 
I might also add Gabriel Hauge, of Manu­
facturers Hanover. 

All are conservative bank economists with 
an intimate knowledge of banking and mone­
tary policy. Charles E. Walker, the former Ex­
ecutive Director of the American Bankers As­
sociation and now the Undersecretary of the 
Treasury would be far more qualified to serve 
on the Fed than Mr. Bucher. 

All those men are conservatives, all are ex­
pert, all are well qualified. 

While I firmly believe that all Fed appoint­
ees should have a background in econoxnics 
and monetary policy, I realize that this is not 
widely shared within the Congress. However, 

··if my position on this is not accepted, I be­
lieve there are several additional reasons for 
rejecting Mr. Bucher's noxnination. 

First, Mr. Bucher's specific banking ex­
perience has been too narrow to qualify him 
for the Federal Reserve Board. His principal 
experience has been in the trust department, 
a field far removed from the commercial 
banking functions with which the Fed has 
been predominantly concerned. 

A trust officer essentially acts as the man­
ager of an investment portfolio as does the 
investment manager of a mutual fund, pen­
sion fund or life insurance company. He has 
little familiarity with commercial bank credit 
extension which is central to the Federal Re­
serve Board's regulation of our banking 
system. 

Second, Mr. Bucher would bring to the 
Board a serious conflict of interest. He comes 
from the nation's largest multi-bank holding 
company and as a Board member, he would 
be required to rule on the many applications 
by bank holding companies to expand their 
range of services. 

Bank competitors are likewise anxious to 
stop bank holding companies from invading 
their particular business. Under the Bank 
Holding Company Act, the Fed is required to 
weigh the pro-competitive and anti-competi­
tive effects of banking holding company ap­
plications and render a decision which is best 
for the economy as a whole. 

How can Mr. Bucher give an objective and 
impartial judgment when he comes from the 
nation's largest multi-bank holding company 
and because of his young age, will no doubt 
seek to resume his banking career following 
his service on the Board? 

Third, Mr. Bucher's appointment can im­
pair foreign confidence in the soundness of 
our bank regulatory system because of his 
association with the United California Bank, 
a bank which has been particularly free 
wheeling in its international activities. This 
is the same bank which permitted its Swiss 
subsidiary to lose $48 million in an ill-fated 
attempt to corner the international cocoa 
market. This venture produced a major scan­
dal in banking circles, and caused many for­
eign bankers to wonder just how effectively 
U.S. banks were supervising their foreign 
subsidiaries. 

Moreover, a multi-million-dollar lawsuit 
has been filed charging the managers of the 
United California Bank with gross negligence. 

While Mr. Bucher apparently was not di­
rectly involved in the activities of the bank's 
Swiss subsidiary, he was a member of the 

bank's top management team and is presum­
ably a product of the bank's aggressive man­
agement philosophy which caused it to run 
up a sizable loss. 

Mr. Bucher obviously cannot be held re­
sponsible for the mistakes of his colleagues. 
Nonetheless, because of the important role 
the Fed plays in maintaining confidence in 
our banking system, we must be extremely 
careful to appoint men whose backgrounds 
and previous associations do not contain even 
the slightest suggest ion of imprudent or 
reckless judgment. 

Mr. Chairman, the importance of this 
nomination cannot be exaggerated. We are 
dealing with the health of the American 
economy. An error in judgment by the Fed 
can plunge this country into a deep recession 
or produce a runaway inflation. We should, 
therefore, insist on obtaining the best-quali­
fied men for the Board. 

Under our Constitution, only the Congress 
has the right to regulate our monetary sys­
tem. Article I, Section 8, of the Constitution 
specifically gives the Congress the right t.o 
"coin money and regulate the value thereof." 

These powers belong exclusively to the 
Congress and not the President. They may 
have been delegated to the Federal Reserve 
Board by the Congress. The Fed is therefore 
an agent of the Congress. It was deliberately 
created to be independent of the Executive 
Branch, but not the Congress. 

Since the Federal Reserve Board is the ex­
clusive agent of the Congress, we have a far 
greater responsibility in confirxning appoint­
ments to the Board compared to a cabinet or 
judicial appointment. We have the right­
indeed the duty-under the Constitution to 
reject a nominee if he does not measure up 
to our standards. If Congress is seriously in­
terested in reasserting its constitutional pre­
rogatives, it should begin with the Federal 
Reserve System where it has an exclusive 
constitutional jurisdiction. 

If we meekly acquiesce to the President and 
rubber-stamp any appointment, no matter 
how unqualified the man may be, we sur­
render a vital constitutional power. 

If we confirm the Bucher nomination, I 
believe we will weaken the traditional in­
dependence of the Federal Reserve Board 
by placing it under the control of the Presi­
dent and the Executive Branch of the Gov­
ernment. 

Why do I say this? 
Because the appointment of inexperienced 

men such as Mr. Bucher will increase the 
power of Chairman Burns to dominate the 
Board. Can we realistically expect Mr. Bucher 
and Mr. Sheehan, to argue and vote against 
the Chairman, when they are unfaxniliar with 
the complex technical issues involved in set­
ing monetary policy? 

I have enormous respect for Dr. Burns, 
but under the Federal Reserve Act, he has 
only one vote out of seven. By confirming Mr. 
Sheehan and Mr. Bucher, we really give Mr. 
Burns three votes. He only needs one more 
to control the Board 

While Mr. Burns is a brilliant economist, 
he is also closely associated with the political 
fortunes of President Nixon. He has been one 
of Mr. Nixon's key economic and political 
advisors. Had his advice been followed in 
1960, Mr. Nixon might very well have defeated 
President Kennedy. 

Dr. Burns has also been a key member of 
the White House staff prior to his appoint­
ment to the Fed. In view of this close as­
sociation, many may fear that if a conflict 
developed between a sound monetary policy 
and ~he political fortunes of President Nixon, 
Dr. Burns would choose the latter. 

I have full faith in Dr. Burns' integrity, but 
the very heart of our constitutional system is 
to divide, not concentrate such great power 
as the Federal Reserve Board exercises. 

By giving Dr. Burns another sure vote on 
the Fed, we are really giving President Nixon 
another sure vote-in direct violation of the 
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Constitution and the Federal Reserve Act. 
Surely there must be other men with enough 
intellectual stature to exercise their inde­
pendent judgment on monetary policy with­
out becoming passive rubber stamps to the 
White House. 

If we conclude there are, then we have a 
duty, under the Constitution, to reject Mr. 
Bucher and insist on the appointment of a 
more qualified man. 

Senator BENNETT. I do not have a prepared 
statement, but I cannot let the st atement of 
my colleague go by withou t making some ob­
servations about it. 

In the first place this is the m ost blatant 
charge of guilt by association t hat I have 
ever heard. Mr. Bucher must be rejected be­
cause he has been associa t ed: (a) with 
banks; (b) with a particular bank. To me, 
that sort of thing is indefen s ible. 

Secondly, he must be rejected because he 
works for a bank that is part of a bankhold­
ing company and it was suggested that in­
stead of him, selection might be made from 
a number of important men whom the Sen­
ator from Wisconsin mentioned. I have not 
had time, obviously to check it out, but I 
think all of them, or most of them, work for 
banks connected with a bankholding com­
pany. 

So, if that is a reason to reject a nominee, 
then the reason should apply to anybody else 
who comes along. 

The Senator makes a great point about the 
fact that the Federal Reserve Board should be 
filled, up with economists. This man's fatal 
weakness is that he is not an economist. I 
would like to put into the record a little bit 
of history. 

In January, 1970, before Mr. Burns became 
Chairman of the Board, four members were 
economists and three were not. The Chair­
man of the Board was a stock broker and 
one member was a former banker. If Mr. 
Bucher joins the board, it will again consist 
of four economists and three non-economists, 
one of whom, Mr. Bucher will have been a 
former banker. 

But there is an important change which 
the Senator from Wisconsin has admitted, 
which is that now instead of having a stock 
broker as Chairman of the Board, we have an 
economist. So, to the extent that we need 
economists in control of the board, we not 
only have four of them, which was the same 
as existed when the party-when the ad­
ministration changed, but we have one of 
them as Chairman. 

Traditionally, until now, there is no former 
banker on the board and traditionally, one 
member of the board has always been a 
b anker. In its 68 years of existence, there 
have only been eleven years when there was 
not at least one banker on the board and at 
one time, about 1936, four members of the 
board, or the control of it, were bankers; and 
I cannot let this observation pass without 
noting that one of the most prominent bank 
chairmen was Mr. Marriner Eccles-Board 
Chairman was Marriner Eccles, who came 
from my State of Utah. 

Nobody complained in those days because 
Marriner Eccles was a banker and not a 
trained economist. 

I have inquired, and have been told that 
there are 250 economists on the staff of the 
Federal Reserve Board, and approximately 
100 of them have their doctorate, ha,ve their 
PHDs. So the Federal Reserve Board is not 
without the services of economists and I can­
not accept as valid the idea that one man 
out of seven cannot be a banker, nor can I 
accept the idea that because President Nixon 
appointed the Chairman and also Mr. Sheeh­
an and Mr. Bucher, that Mr. Sheehan and Mr. 
Bucher will automatically be rubber stamps 
for the Chairman. 

Now that carries with it the implication 
the Chairman must be up to some kind of 
evil. He must be involved in some kind of a 
plot to destroy the monetary policy of the 

United States which he can not carry out 
except with the rubber stamp connivance of 
other men who nave been appointed by Pres­
ident Ni]Wn, who by implication is also in­
volved in some kind of a plot against the 
soundness of the American monetary sys­
tem. 

To me all this is ridiculous. We have a 
man before us whose record we should 
check objectivel y an d we h ave a man before 
us who could fill the place that has been 
tradition ally reserved for a banker. An d I 
t hink we should make our judgment on that 
b asis, a n d not on t h is variety of guilt-by­
association charges that have been en tered 
into the record, by my frien d from Wiscon­
sin. 

I think Mr. Bucher should be allowed to 
st a n d on his own feet a n d n ot be accused of 
all of the faults, whether they are true or 
n ot, of anybody with whom he has been con­
nect ed. 

I have listened too, to the charges-to the 
st a t ement that since the Fed answers to the 
Con gress, then it is the Congress, and not 
the President, who in effect should choose 
the members of the Fed. This is a claim-this 
is a demand, more or less, that any man the 
President sends up should be rejected because 
he was appointed by the President unless 
he was cleared with the majority of Congress 
in advance. 

Now that is not the way it is done. This 
President and everyone of his predecessors, 
since the board was organized has had the 
privilege of nominating the members of the 
board and selecting the Chairman. Unless 
Mr. Bucher is found to be morally unfit, 
completely without background or basis, I do 
not think we have the right or the respon­
sibility to say to the President, you are ex­
ercising an unconstitutional power when you 
recommend this man for this job; and be­
cause we are members of Congress, we have 
a constitutional responsibility to reject 
your appointment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Proxmire, do you 
have a statement? 

Senator PROXMmE. No, sir. I will wait for 
the questioning. 

The CHAmMAN. I would like to add to what 
has been said just two very brief things. 
Senator Bennett, I think; brought out one 
of them, but as I see it, the President is the 
appointing officer and we must recognize 
that fact. Congress does not have the right 
to name a person. _ · 

We can suggest but if the President does 
not act on it, why, he does not have to act 
on it. Ours is to hear the man that has been 
named and pass judgment on whether or 
not he is qualified for a position. 

Second, I would like to say this about Dr. 
Burns, and I am sure Senator Proxmire would 
agree with me on this; while it is true Dr. 
Burns was the intimate Economic Advisor to 
the President, I think we all would admit 
that that did not necessarily tie his hands. I 
recall that even when he was before us for 
confirmation, we were not fully content with 
the progress that they were making in their 
game plan to restore the economy to adequate 
facility, and I remember that Dr. Burns at 
that time, recommended something that was 
not in keeping with the thinking apparently 
of the President. That was-remember he was 
the first one to advocate what he called, a 
"Wage and Price Review Board." 

The President did not act on that recom­
mendation for over a year, not until August, 
1971, eighteen months after Dr. Burns was 
designated as Chairman of the Federal Re­
serve Board; and my impression has been-! 
just throw this out for what it is worth-Dr. 
Burns all along has acted, I think, in a man­
ner that showed he was independent of the 
White House. 

Senator PRoxMmE. I just want to say, Mr. 
Chairman, I have made it clear I have great 
respect for Mr. Burns and I enthusiastically 

supported his appointment as Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board. However, I think 
it is one thing to approve him and something 
else to give him three votes. 

Furthermore, I do think that the fact is 
that this recommendation on wage and price 
cont rols was also made by Ehrlichman, Hal­
deman, Con nally, other very close political 
associates of the President before the Presi­
dent accepted it . 

Senator BENNETT. Connally was not there. 
Senat or PROXMmE. Nevertheless, Connally 

made t h e r ecommendations before the Presi­
d ent decided to act on-and he did. 

Th e CHAIRMAN. Well, I know nothing about 
that. I know not hing about the advice the 
President sought for making appointments. 
The only t h ing I know, he did not ask me 
about it , and I did not direct him about it. 

Senator BENNETT. He did not ask me, 
e ither. 

Senator PROXMIRE. You can tell he did not 
a sk me. 

The CHAmMAN. I would have been glad to 
r e{!ommen d somebody if he had asked me. 

(Laughter.) 
The CHAffiMAN. Another thing, I believe 

t h at u nder the law the board member must 
come from a certain area. The law desig­
n-ates certain areas so it is-while we can 
throw out these suggestions, I can throw out 
some suggestions. I am not sure I could sug­
gest somebody in the California area. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Hoadley is one of the 
on es I suggested. He is from the Bank o! 
America in California. 

The CHAmMAN. When did he go out there? 
Senator PRoxMmE. He is there now. 
Senator BENNETT. He went out before four 

or five years ago. 
The CHAIRMAN. I know Gabriel Hauge­
Senator PRoXMIRE. No. Walter Hoadley. 
The CHAIRMAN. I thought Hauge was still 

up in New York. 
Well, I do not know him. I could not hlave 

recommended him if I had been called on 
because I do not know him. I am sure he 
is a good man. 

Anyhow, let me proceed then. 
Mr. Bucher, we will be very glad to hear 

from you but not at this moment. 
Well, there is a certain formal procedure 

that always I like to go through with and get 
done as soon as possible. 

We have your biographical sketch, and 
without objection, that will be placed in the 
record at this point. 

(Biographi~al sketch of Jeffrey M. Bucher 
follows:) 

JEFFREY M. BUCHER 

Home Address: 222 South Figueroa Street, 
#1811, Los Angeles, California 90012. Tele­
phone: 485-9386. 

Business Address: 600 South Spring Street, 
Los Angeles, California 90014. Telephone: 
624-0111. 

Date of Birth: February 9, 1933; Los An­
geles, California. 

Marital status: Married, 5 children. 
Admitted to Bar: California, January 1958; 

U .S. Supreme Court, 1965. 
Education: High School: Flintridge Pre­

paratory School, Pasadena. California, 1950. 
College: Occidental College, Los Angeles, 

California, A.B., 1954. 
Law School: Standard University, Stanford, 

California, J.D., 1957. 
Military Service: U.S. Army Reserve, 1955-

1963. 
Employment: 1967 to date--Senior Vice 

President in charge of Trust Division, United 
California Bank, Los Angeles, California. 

Chairman, Central Trust Committee and 
other bank committees supervising trust and 
investment activities; Director, Western As­
set Management Company, the bank's invest­
ment counseling affiliate. 

1957-1959, 1961-67-Vice President, Secre­
tary to the Board of Directors and Treasurer, 
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United California Bank, Los Angeles, Cali­
fornia. 

1959-1961-Associate, Stephens, Jones, La­
Fever and Smith, Attorneys, Los Angeles, 
California. General corporate, real estate and 
probate practice. 

Membership: Member, Los Angeles County, 
California and American Bar Associations; 
American Society of Corporate Secretaries; 
Director, Travelers Aid Society of Los An­
geles; Trustee, Flintridge Preparatory School 
for Boys; Phi Gamma Delta and Phi Delta 
Phi. 

Other Activities: Co-author, California 
Bankers Guide to the Uniform Commercial 
Code (published by California Bankers Asso­
ciation); Author, The Uniform Commercial 
Code In California (published by the Con­
ference of Barristers of the State Bar of Cali­
fornia); Lecturer for the Continuing Educa­
tion of the Bar, American Institute of Bank­
ing and speaker before numerous legal and 
banking groups. 

RESUMPTION OF TEsTIMONY 
The CHAIRMAN. Second, we have your fi­

nancial statement. I discussed with you, when 
you came by my office, the necessity for that, 
and you told me you had already got it and 
t~at you would file with the committee a , 
financial statement. That statement is before 
us now, with your certification, from the-

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Thomas J. O'Con­
nell-which is the General Counsel's opinion 
as to the absence of contl.ict of interests. I as­
sume Mr. O'Connell is General Counsel of the 
Board? 

The CHAIRMAN. And we do have a certifica­
tion from him that he finds nothing and I 
have checked-! have checked the--1 have 
checked your statement, and I certainly see 
nothing in it. I invite the other members to 
check it and, as I explained to Mr. Bucher, 
it is available to all o:C the members of this 
committee here in this room, or in the com­
mitteeroom. 

After they have had that opportunity, it 
will be sealed and placed in a safe, locked-up 
safe, and will be kept on file during the time 
that you hold this office, and for one year 
thereafter. Then it will be destroyed. 

I will ask you the question, do you have 
any holdings or any interests in anything 
which you feel would constitute a contl.ict of 
interests with your holding this job? 

Mr. BuCHER. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Now, if you have a state­

ment, would you like to make a statement 
to us? 

Mr. BucHER. Mr. Chairman, I have no 
formal statement. You have my biography as 
you mentioned. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Yes, we do have it. 
I note that the age was given by Senator 

Proxmire that you are 39. I have noted the 
different connections that you have had and 
your activities not only in banking but in 
all-publications, for instance, the California 
Bankers' Guide to the Uniform Commercial 
Code, published by California Bankers' Asso­
ciation; that you were aut1:10r of the Uniform 
Commercial Code in California, published by 
a Conference of Barristers of the State Bar of 
California; that you have lectured a great 
deal; that you have participated in various 
civic activities, and that, as I say, that will 
be placed in the record at this point. 

By the way, just incidentally, Senator Ben­
nett referred to Marriner Eccles. Marriner 
Eccles was appointed Chairman of the Board 
just a short time before I entered Congress. 
He was appointed in 1936, and that was done 
following a reorganization of the Federal Re­
serve Board as authorized by the Banking Act 
of 1935, or at least by an act of 1935 that 
provided for the----'l;here was a Banking Act of 
1935. 

Then, in 1940, he was again designated as 
Chairman, appointed Chairman for four years 
and then, in 1940 was again designated as 
Chairman and in 1944 was reappointed to a 

full 14-year term and redesignated as Chair­
man. In 1948 President Truman appointed 
Mr. Tom McKenney, whom ! ·recall quite well, 
and designated him as Chairman. 

Mr. Eccles remained as a member of the 
Board until July 15th, 1951, when he re­
signed. He had 15 years of service on the 
board. He was a banker, a vecy able banker. 
And I believe he is still in the banking in­
dustry out in Utah. 

Senator BENNETT. No, Marriner Eccles now 
lives in California and heads what used to 
be the Utah Construction Company. It may­
they may still have the same name, which 
was the Eccles firm which participated as 
one of the six companies to build the Boulder 
Dam, the Hoover Dam, and is now engaged 
in construction around the world. 

Marriner, in his eighties, is still the active 
head. 

The CHAIRMAN. I'm glad to have that in­
formation. 

I have letters from him infrequently. I 
know he still maintains a great interest--­

Senator BENNETT. It's his brother, George 
Eccles, whom you have met who is head of 
the banking department. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. But I knew Marriner 
quite well and I do still have letters from 
him from time to time. 

Anyhow, I believe that's all that we have 
to get into the record on a formal basis. 

Senator Proxmire? 
Senator PRoxMIRE. Can you tell us how 

you learned you were being considered for 
the appointment to the Federal Reserve 
Board? 

Mr. BUCHER. Yes. 
I was informed of that by a representative 

from the White House. 
Senator PRoXMIRE. Did you seek the ap­

pointment or were you recommended for it? 
Mr. BucHER. I did not seek the appoint­

ment. 
Senator PROXMIRE. You were recommend­

ed for it? 
Mr. BucHER. I really don't know how the 

name came up. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Could you identify the 

persons recommending you for the job? 
Mr. BucHER. No, I cannot identify persons 

recommending me for the job. I can identify 
the person who contacted me. 

Senator PRoXMIRE. No. I am thinking of 
the people who recommended you. You have 
no idea? You were never told by anyone? 

Mr. BucHER. I have never been formally 
told. 

Senator PRoxMIRE. How about informally 
told? 

Mr. BucHER. I know some people who were 
contacted. I think that's a better way ot 
putting it. 

Senator PRoxMIRE. Are you acquainted 
with Mr. C. R. Smith of San Diego? 

Mr. BucHER. No, sir, I am not. 
Senator PROXMIRE. To your knowledge has 

Mr. Smith contacted anyone in support of 
your nomination to the Federal Reserve 
Board? · 

Mr. BucHER. To my knowledge, no. I have 
no reason to believe he did. I know nothing 
that would indicate that he did. 

Senator PROXMIRE. As you know, appoint­
ments to the Federal Reserve Board are for 
14 years and non-renewable. 

You mentioned something about this in 
your opening statement. If confirmed ca.n 
you assure this Committee that you will 
serve out your full 14-year term? 

Mr. BucHER. It is definitely my present 
intention to serve a full term, yes, sir. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Should you serve the 
full 14-year term I believe--you will be 53 
years old. And at the peak of your career. 

Would you intend at that time to return 
to the commercial banking industry? 

Mr. BuCHER. I have no intent in that re­
gard at this point, no, sir. I am looking for­
ward to 14 years and I have made no plans 
beyond that point in time. 

Senator PROXMIRE. · Wouldn't it be logical 
that this would be what you would do? 

I am 56, by my lights. At that time you 
will be a young man. 

Mr. BucHER. I will say off the record I 
hope I am in the condition you are when .I 
am over fifty. 

Senator PROXMIRE. I am very flattered. I 
hope you won't have to resort to hair trans­
plants. 

Mr. BucHER. I have to be honest with you. 
I do not have any plans. To me that is a 
vecy long time. I am looking forward, if con­
firmed by this Committee and by the Sen­
ate, to devoting my full efforts to the Fed­
eral Reserve Board. I really have not made 
any plans and I assure you, I have made no 
commitments. 

Senator PROXMIRE. How would you feel 
about pledging categorically to this Com­
mittee that under no circUinstances would 
you return to the commercial banking in­
dustry following your service with the 
Federal? 

Senator BENNETT. I don't think-we have 
no right. 

Senator PRoxMIRE. Then he can say yes or 
no to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think that WOUld be im­
proper. 

Senator PROXMIRE. I am not saying he 
should. Of course other members of the 
Committee can vote for this nominee on any 
basis they want to. If he doesn't want to 
say this, that's what I would expect. If he 
does, I think that would have a great effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. I just don't think a per­
son should be required to look ahead 14 
years and promise that he will or will not 
do any particular thing about that. I have 
been in a campaign down in Alabama. Some 
of my good friends asked me, will you run 
again after this term? I said, well, I won't 
answer a question like that at all. I don't-­
! just don't think it's proper. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Yes. 
Well, as I say I certainly am not forcing 

the nominee to do anything at all. 
The CHAIRMAN. No. But you asked him 

categorically. 
Senator PaoxMIRE. Well, he oan say no. 

That's 1-t. I think all the other members of 
the Committee will all accept that as the 
kind of answer they would expect as logioal. 

I would hope he would answer the other 
w.ay. I won't press it. 

As indicated in my opening remarks, Mr. 
Bucher, the United California Bank lost $48 
million through its Swiss subsidiary in an 
ill-fated attempt to corner the international 
cocoa market. Do you think speculation is 
a proper market to 'be in? 

Mr. BUCHER. No, I do not. 
Senator PROXMmE. Do you think the offi.­

cials of your bank acted pr~perly in per­
mitting the Swiss subsidiary to engage in 
commodity speculation? 

Mr. BucHER. First, let me say that I was 
not, as I have said before to other people 
and to, I believe, some of your representa­
tives; I was not involved in the de<:ision to 
acquire the subsidiary. I was not involved in 
the management or the investment-making 
decisions in that connection, nor with re­
gard to the liquidation. 

I can, from secondhand, say that I un­
derstand some facts about the situation. It 
was in the public press. It was well known. 
I have heard it discussed. 

My understanding was that that spe<:ula­
tion was not authorized by the management 
of United California Bank. That speculation 
was undertaken by the management of the 
subsidiary with the express statement to 
them previously by management of the bank 
that they should not participate in com­
modity speculation. 

Sell.altor PRoxMIRE. Don't you think there 
is a lack of effective responsibility with the 
oftloials of your bank? Or do you think the 
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officials of your bank were negligent in not 
adequately supervising the activities of the 
Swiss subsidiary? 

Shouldn't this have been known? Shouldn't 
you have had a method by which you could 
determine whether this en>Ol'lllous invest­
ment of $48 million or more was being made 
so that you could dooide-it could be decided 
not by you but by those responsible in your 
bank for this kind of commitment? 

Mr. BUCHER. I think the best answer I can 
give you is that I am not rea.lly familiar 
enough with the day-to-day operations of 
our interna.tional division, either now or dur­
ing that period, to be able to speculate how 
much contact there was; and without that 
knowledge, I think it's difficult for me to 
make .a judgment on negligence. 

Senator PROXMIRE. How is it possible for 
a scheme of this magnitude to be carried 
on without the top management knowing 
about it? 

Mr. BuCHER. I really can't answer that. 
Again, I have to say-and I don't want to 
make a speculation without the facts. That's 
what would concern me if I were to answer 
your question directly. Please forgive me-

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me make sure I 
understand what you are saying: 

You are saying you don't know about it 
but are you telling me that the bank sllould 
have known about it and should have had 
a methed of determining whether this kind 
of large commitment was being made? 

Mr. BucHER. What I am saying is I do not 
know how much time and hew much effort 
was devoted to the supervision of this sub­
sidiary. If it was a very high level of super­
vision and this event took place in spite of 
that, then I would have to comment the 
bank did everything they could under the 
circumstances and within a situation where 
they trusted some people who went astray. 
That's why I can't answer directly. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Isn't it true the Chair­
man of the Bank is also the Chairman of 
the Swiss subsidiary? 

Mr. BucHER. I believe that was true. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Shouldn't he have 

known about it? 
Mr. BuCHERr I have to go back and say I 

don't know how much contact he had w1th 
the bank. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me ask you this: 
One of your bank's vice presidents was 

quoted in the press as saying, ''You win 
some, you lose some," when he was informed 
of the $48 million loss. 

Does that refiect your management 
philosophy? 

Mr. BucHER. No, sir, it does not. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Did you at any time 

know or suspect that something was wrong 
with your bank's subsidiary? I am not talk­
ing about this particular incident, but in 
any other way? 

Mr. BucHER. No, sir. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. You know that in 

February of 1970, six months before your 
bank's Swiss subsidiary :failed, that your 
bank ordered the reimbursement of its Swiss 
subsidiary for $2lfz million by using un­
registered stocks? 

Mr. BucHER. No, sir, I did not know that. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Do you think it's proper 

!or a bank to advise its customers to invest 
in unregistered stock? 

Mr. BucHER. Generally in the areas in 
which I have dealt, that would not be the 
type of recommendation that I would tend 
to favor. Circumstances I think would have 
to be looked at in each case but certainly 
in the investment activities in which I was 
involved, and of course these are of a fi­
duciary ,...nature, unregistered stock would 
not be a type o! investment I would 
recommend. 

Senator PRoxMIRE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
two articles from The Wall Street Journal 
dealing with this matter which set :forth the 
details and facts. I ask you to look them over 

and if you would approve, I would appreciate Mr. BucHER. Of course, banking is a serv-
them being placed in the record. ice business. 

The CHAIRMAN. I haven't any objection to Senator PROXMIRE. That is right. That is 
their being placed in the record. a good point. I am talking about any kind 

Senator BENNETT. I think they are irrele- of nonborrowing or lending service. 
vant. I think this whole line of questioning Mr. BUCHER. Of course, the trust activity 
is irrelevant. The witness has indicated that is a nonlending. Our !nvestment counselling 
as Trust Officer of the Bank he had nothing part of trust is a nonlending activity. We 
to do with the operation of the Swiss sub- provide payroll services, which as you know, 
sidiary. But if the Chairman-if the Sen- is quite uniform throughout the banking 
ator from Wisconsin would feel better if business as a service being provided. 
these are in the record, it's all right with Senator PROXMIRE. Computer services? 
me. Mr. BUCHER. Pardon? 

Senator PROX:ft.URE. Now, Western Bancor- Senator PROXMIRE. Computer services? 
poration-- Mr. BucHER. We do not provide computer 

The CHAIRMAN. No objection. They will be services as such through an affiliate as some 
placed in the record. banks do. Certainly a part of the payroll 

Senator PROXMIRE. -is the apparent parent service is offering computer time. 
corporation? Senator PRoXMIRE. How about insurance? 

Mr. BucHER. That's right. Mr. BucHER. No, sir. We do have mortgage 
Senator PRoxMIRE. Oan you describe the banking divisions which are not separate 

size of this bank holding company, the total companies. They are part of one of the banks. 
number of banks it owns, the total number That has been th1lt way for some time. 
of banks under its control, number of states Senator PRoxMIRE. Does Western Bancor-
it operates in? poration have plans for engaging in future 

Mr. BucHER. Some of these are going to be nonbanking activties? 
estimates, Senator. The deposits, I believe, Mr. BuCHER. Not that I am aware of. 
are in the $12 billion range. Senator PROXMIRE. In view of your associa-

Senator PROXMIRE. $12 billion? tion with the nation's largest multi bank 
Mr. BucHER. Yes. holding company, how do you feel about the 
Senator PROXMIRE. Yes, sir. ' kind of confiict of interest which I have raised 
Mr. BucHER. That is not the largest bank here? Do you think that you would have a 

holding company in the country, I might serious conflict of interest in regulating bank 
add. holding companies? 

Senator PROXMIRE. But it is the largest Here is what I am getting at. On the one 
multibank holding company. hand, the bank holding company might be 

Mr. BucHER. Bank of America is larger. eager to expand into a nonbanking activity. 
Also, they have some 23 banks. They have-- On the other hand, the firms alr-eady in that 
I would guess some 600 banking offices. business might petition the Board to prevent 

Senator PROXMIRE. Bank of America is not the bank holdng company from expanding 
a multibank holding company you operate in into their business. 
a number of states. Under these circumstances, how could you, 

Mr. BucHER. In 11 states, that is right. as one who has been so closely identified, how 
Senator PRoxMIRE. This Western Bancor- can you render an impartial judgment which 

poration is one of tbe few bank.holding com- would be fair to both parties in view of your 
panies to oper.ate across state lines. close association with the largest multi bank 

Do you see any problems in interstate holding company in the country? 
banking on the part of bank holding com- Mr. BucHER. The best answer I can give 
panies? you is that I am not going on the board in · 

Mr. BucHER. Not per se. I am a great be- any regard as a representative of banking, 
liever in competition and I believe in the bankers, or bank holding companies. 
antitrust laws and I think the test in the I have a very strong feeling about my at­
situation is, certainly one of the significant titude with regard to this type of situation 
tests should be the competitive factor. should I be confirmed and become a member 

I don't want to say categorically that I of the board. 
think crossing state lines is bad from that I feel my background in banking, inci-
standpoint. dentally, it has been broader than trust 

Senator PROXMIRE. Well, then, do you think work, quite a bit broader than that, that 
that other bank holding companies should is only the most recent position I have 
be given the same privilege being enjoyed by held-1 feel that background can be--
the Western Bancorporation with respect to Senator PROXMIRE. Go ahead, and expand 
interstate banking? on that. 

Mr. BucHER. I think you have to look at the Mr. BucHER. I was with the bank's 
facts of each case, Senator. law division for a number of years. This 

Senator PROXMIRE. What does that mean? was prior to--prior to 1967, and in that ca.-
What criteria would you provide? pacity, I was involved in a lot of different 

Mr. BucHER. I think you would have to functions as their representative in nego­
look at the facts of the case that would be tiating loan agreements, working with the 
presented and I think it would vary depend- commercial department, installment credit 
ing upon the circumstanoes. l think the department, real estate loan department, 
competitive factor would be very important. in almost every activity they were involved 

Senator PRoxMIRE. There is a prohibition in with because there are legal aspects to all 
the law as I understand it, now, against inter- of these. 
state banking by multibank holding com- I was also secretary-treasurer of the bank 
panies. Wcruld you favor lifting that pro- and in this capacity, I worked with loan 
hibition? committees. I feel I have a very sound 

Mr. BucHER. No, I wouldn't without cer- grounding in banking from all aspects. 
tainly considering all the factors involved. I don't claim to be all knowing, Senator, 

I am not aware of all the factors that might but I think I have a very good feel for all 
be presented. aspects of the commercial bank. 

Senator PROXMIRE. What nonbanking activ- I was saying that I am not going to be 
ities are performed by Western Bancorpora- representative of banking or bank holding 
tion? companies. I can assure you of that, now. 

Mr. BucHER. How would you define non- My voting record, if I am confirmed-! know 
banking, Senator? will be proof of that to everyone. I hope 

Senator PRoxMIRE. Well, those that didn't to you. 
have to do with the direct functions of I think the best thing to do is tell you 
borrowing and lending and so forth. that is what my attitude is. With regard--

Is it engaged in any kind of service opera- Senator PRoxMIRE. We are in a difficult 
tion, any kind o! manufacturing operation, position here, as I am sure you can appre-
any kind of operation of this kind? elate. 
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You obviously have Impressed members o! 

the committee. You have had a chance to 
talk with them privately, many o! them. 
You go on-All we can judge is on the basis 
of what you have done. This is our only 
crack at your 14-year service on the board. 
You don't come back in two, four, six years 
for confirmation. You are on for 14 years. 
Most of us will be in the grave by then. I! 
not in the grave, at least in the political 
r rave. 

This is the only chance we have to deter­
mine policies of the board for the next 14 
years as far as you are concerned. So while 
you can give us this kind of assurance, we 
have to make a judgment based on what' you 
have done so far. 

Mr. BucHER. I understand that. I am very 
pleased to answer any questions you have as 
lon g as you wish. 

Senator PRoXMmE. In 1933 Congress passed 
the Glass-Steagall Act, which separated com­
mercial banking from investment banking, 
one of the principal reasons, as you well 
know, was due to the inherent conflict of 
interests between a bank's investment bank­
ing activities and its commercial banking a~­
tivities. 

As the financial debacle of the early thir­
ties shows, many banks sold worthless stocks 
and bonds to their customers. 

Now, I would like to ask you this: As a 
matter of general philosophy, do you support 
the strict separation of commercial banking 
and investment banking? 

Mr. BUCHER. Yes, I do. 
Senator PRoxMmE. One of the most signifi­

cant issues to face the banking industry and 
the Federal Reserve Board over the next ten 
years is whether a similar con:flict of interest 
exists between a bank's trust department 
and its commercial lending activities. 

For example, if a bank has a substantial 
equity in trust accounts and the company 
were in trouble, it might be tempted to res­
cue it through the commercial loan depart­
ment, or the reverse might be true. 

This trust department might invest in a 
company's stock in order to shore up the 
shaky loan made by its trust department. Do 
you think there is a conflict or danger in 
combining these two functions? 

Mr. BucHER. I think those two functions 
must remain separate. I think there is no 
question about that. I think in most insti­
tutions, financial . institutions, where they 
are a part of the same corporate structure, 
they are in fact, as a practical matter, sep­
arate. That has been true in the organiza­
tions in California. 

Senator PROXMIRE. That is reassuring to 
make that assertion, but as I say, there is the 
conflict. After all; you have common owner­
ship. They are separate only in the sense you 
have separate departments and separate peo­
ple. They are under the same management 
and have the same incentive to prevent loss 
and increase profits as long as you permit 
this operation. There is a constant tendency 
for conflicts to develop. 

Mr. BucHER. I would agree there are po­
tent ial con:flicts and that is why I think it 
is so important they be separated. I don't 
feel, however, that corporate separation 1s 
necessarily absolutely Important for this pur­
pose. I think as long as the operations are 
run separately, as long as the officers who 
are responsible understand the potential 
con:flict, and do take every step to avoid it, 
whic.h I do believe is a fact, then I am not 
concerned. 

Senator PRoxMIRE. But as a matter of fact, 
the only way Congress can assure this is to 
have the kind of surgical operation that the 
Glass Steagall Act represented with respect 
to commercial and development banking, a 
clean separation. 

Senator BENNETT. Will the Senator now 
offer a bill to forbid banks to have trust 
departments? 
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Senator PRmrMIRE. I am trying to get the 
thinking of the future member of the Fed­
eral Reserve Board who will have a great 
deal to say about this. I want to see if there 
is some other way we can do it. I may very 
well do that. 

Senator BENNETT. You put it clearly and 
state you feel there must be a surgical 
separation. 
~nator PRoXMIRE. I object to that. When I 

ask a question, it doesn't mean I espouse the 
implication of that question. I am trying to 
draw--

Senator BENNETT. Who else does? 
Senator PRoxMIRE. I am trying to draw the 

nominee out to find out how he feels 
about it. 

Senator BROCK. He has answered. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. You-fellows do this on 

your own time. I am happy to yield to you. 
If he wants to answer-if my time is up-I 
will come back. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let me at this point put a 
little levity into this thing. The Banking Act 
of 1933, the Grass-Steagall Act----

Senator PROXMIRE. I beg your pardon. 
The CHAIRMAN. I want to make that cor­

rection out of respect--
Senator PRoxMIRE. If the Chairman would 

yield--
The CHAIRMAN. He was a friend !rom 

Alabama-
Senator PROXMIRE. This is the first time in 

a long time that I have been accused of hav­
ing too little gall. 

Senator BENNETT. Probably the last. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Thanks. 
Senator BENNETT. I would prefer to have 

the Senator finish his questions. 
The CHAIRMAN. That's all right. I told 

Miss Chase not to call time. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. I will be another few 

minutes. 
Let me take a specific example. The trust 

department o! your bank under your man­
agement owned nearly 5000 shares in Lock­
heed. At the same time the bank's loan de­
partment loaned Lockheed $21 million under 
the government guarantee agreement. Do you 
think a decision of your bank to take part 
in the Lockheed loan was infiuenced by the 
fact that your trust department has such a 
sizeable equity interest in the company? 

Mr. BUCHER. No, I do not. 
Senator PROXMIRE. You don't? 
Mr. BucHER. Were those shares that you 

refer to held in discretionary accounts? 
Senator PRoxMIRE. We received a question­

naire from the bank last year and it didn't 
indicate whether these were discretionary 
or not. 

Mr. BucHER. I! it is, the questionnaire usu­
ally sent out, th~y do define which it is. My 
venture would be those .are discretionary ac­
counts, meaning somebody else directed the 
investment. 

Senator PRoXMIRE. That would mean that 
under those circumstances there is no con­
flict of interest? 

Mr. BucHER. Under any there are--under 
your question, I don't believe there would 
have been either, because o! the way we sep­
arate the departments. But my feeling would 
be, from my knowledge of our portfolios, that 
those were directed by a third party, which 
would be an added !actor as far as the sep­
aration. 

Senator PRoxMI:RE. You see, here is the 
difficulty we have: It seems that when a 
bank gets as much as $20 mlllion into a com­
pany like Lockheed, and they indicate they 
so desperately and urgently need additional 
funds in order to keep their head above 
water, then isn't there a temptation to go 
ahead, to be members o! the team although 
your trust department is separate, a tempta­
tion is there, isn't there? 

Mr. BucHER. People might speculate in the 
abstract that there could be such a tempta­
tion. Fron1 the practical operation, certainly 

in United California Bank, that would not 
be the case. 

Senator BROCK. Was there a new issue of 
stock? Was this a new issue of stock, a recent 
issue Lockheed put out? 

Senator PROXMI:RE. It wasn't an issue of 
stock. 

Senator BROCK. Any purchase of stock by 
the trust department wouldn't be from Lock­
heed providing them funds. They wouldn't 
be assisting Lockheed. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Well, there was $12lf.z 
million of additional loans. That's what I was 
asking. I don't think I had any question with 
respect to what stock were issued. 

Mr. BucHER. My understanding was yes, 
you were indicating that we were--the trust 
department might be supplying capital. I 
think the--Senator Brock's question is 
whether that would provide capital. Of 
course, the answer is no. The stock would l?a 
purchased on the market. 

Senator PROXMIRE. No. It was the other 
way around. 

The CHAIRMAN. I understood your quest ion 
to be do you think that your trust depart­
ment would be--that the bank would be in­
fiuenced 'by reason of the fact-I mean, that 
there might be a conflict of interests to the 
trust department and the bank, when the 
bank made this additional loan, because of 
the bank's interest, ownership of an interest 
in the Lockheed Company. 

Mr. BucHER. Then you are talking the other 
way. I understand what you are saying. 

My answer would be the same. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. Let me get back. We 

had an interruption, and you didn't give 
your philosophy on the surgical separation 
of the trust department from banking. I may 
or may not take one position or the other. I 
want to know what your position is. 

Mr. BuCHER. If I were to be confirmed, I 
would be serving in a capacity quite a bit 
different than I have before. I have said that 
I thought I can make use of my knowledge 
from practical operations of commercial 
banks. I have· also said that I have-1 am 
committing to you that I have no predeter­
mined ideas with respect to any aspect of 
bank regulations, the subject which we are 
discussing. My answer would have to be that 
l-as a member of the Federal Re§.erve Board, 
would ask for all the facts, woutd sort the 
facts. I have already said to you that I feel I 
believe in competition. I believe in the anti­
trust laws. I think this is an important as­
pect. I would have to look at those facts and 
make a consideration. I don't believe it 
would be proper for me to make a philo­
sophical expression at this point on that 
subject. 

Senator PROXMIRE. As a former trust of­
fi5}ial, how can we expect you to render an 
impartial judgment, should the matter that 
I refer to with respect to Lockheed loans 
and your former bank come before the Fed? 

Mr. BuCHER. As far as any matters relating 
to my former association, my mental atti­
tude is such that I have already-it is ex­
pressed. That is that I would have an open 
niind. Directly related to UCB or to Western 
Bank Corporation, however, because of what 
other people might think, I would venture 
that the proper action for me to take would 
be to abstain for at least a couple of years 
on matters that are directly affecting those 
companies, and if a Lockheed matter directly 
affecting UCB were to arise before the board 
within the next two years, I would venture 
that abstaining would be the proper action. 

Senator PRoxMI:RE. Why do you limit it to 
two years? If a Lockheed matter should arise 
during 14 years of service, why wouldn't you 
abstain? 

Mr. BuCHER. The reason !or it is not what 
my mental attitude is. The reason for it 
would be what other people might think. I 
would be concerned about anyone having 
the impression I was influenced by my past. 
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Senator PRoxMIRE. Why wouldn't they have 

it five years from now? 
Mr. BucHER. It is purely an arbitraTy 

thought. I can't promise you that the opinion 
will change. But I think maybe it would be 
less of a chance after I had shown my im­
partiality in my voting records on the board 
after a couple of years. There would be less 
chance that anyone might even suspect that 
I would be influenced by my previous job. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Let me shift gears and 
get into another area concerning this com­
mittee, and that is the area of housing. 

There was an article in the Wall Street 
Journal about a disturbing meeting of in­
ternational economists at Montreal yester­
day. Let me read the first paragraph on it. 

"Prospects are dim for getting chronic 
worldwide inflation under control, judging 
from the gloomy session of the economists 
here. The economists presented a picture 
of persistent, almost unrelieved, upward 
price pressure, while unemployment re­
mained stubbornly high. The only excepti9n 
was the U.S.," where Mr. Stein said, "There­
vival of price pressure in the U.S. is becom­
ing a source of concern." 

My problem is this. You have had experi­
ence, as I understand it, in teaching hous­
ing law and so forth, and you have thought 
about this matter. How do we go about this 
very difficult problem of trying to insulate 
housing from a monetary restraint designed 
to restrain inflation? In the past, it's been a 
victim and a terrific viotim of monetary 
restraint. In the '66-'67 period, housing 
starts went down below a million because 
they are so sensitive to high interest. What 
can you tell us about this as one who has 
been concerned about housing and replaces, 
incidentially, Governor Maisel on the board 
in this area. ' 

Mr. BucHER. I share your concern about 
housing. I am very disturbed about the effect 
that tight money has had on both housing 
and financing of local governments. 

I don't think anyone has come up with the 
answer that universally is accepted as the 
word as far as housing---'the solution to this 
problem is concerned. There have been pro­
posals that I think should be looked at fur­
ther, and I think make a lot of sense. One of 
them is to find a way during these credit 
crunch periods to channel capital from other 
areas. 

The proposal has been made for an adjust­
ment in the investment tax credit, for in­
stance, whereby funds that would have other­
Wise flowed into capital spending might be 
available for housing to relieve the pressure. 
I don't purport to know the answer. I am 
not sure anybody does. 

Senator PROXMmE. One of the other gov­
ernors of the Federal Reserve Board has sug­
gested reserve requirements. In other words, 
if a bank ,puts its funds into the housing 
area, the reserve requirements would be 
eased: 

Mr. BucHER. I am aware of that sugges­
tion. 

Senator PaoxMIRE. How do you feel about 
that approach? 

Mr. BucHER. I know it as a theory. I have 
not had an opportunity to study it in depth. 
I think it would be unwise for me to make 
an answer specifically. 

Senator PROXMmE. How about the proposal 
that some of us have been urging very 
strongly in fact is passed by this committee, 
of permitting the Federal Reserve Board to 
have the discretion under these circum­
stances, not only to invest in government 
securities, but in hQusing obligations? 

Mr. BucHER. Well, of course, now they 
have Federal agencies which has an indirect 
effect. 

Senator PaoxMmE. I am not talking about 
the open market. I am talking about direct 
purchase. 

Mr. BucHER. This is something that I would 
again have to say that I would have to learn 

more about before I would become directly 
involved. 

Senator PRoxMmE. I would hope this is an 
area where you would be able to come on 
the board with a fresh, vigorous viewpoint. 
This area is so important, where you have 
had some experience. 

Mr. BucHER. Senator, I am from California. 
California is a gigantic housing market. I 
have seen first hand the effects of credit 
crunch on housing and on people. Believe 
me, I would be very interested in this area. 

Senator PRoxMmE. For months we have 
been waiting -for the Federal Reserve Board 
housing study. It has now arrived, and it 
includes few recommendations for action 
the Federal Reserve Board can take, the board 
largely limits itself to what other agencies 
can do. What important steps to help us 
meet your housing goals can the reserve 
system take? 

Mr. BucHER. I think we have covered this 
to some extent in a prior question. I know 
the Federal Reserve Board has concern, and 
I share that concern about engaging in proj­
ects which have an adverse effect on the role 
of monetary policy. This is why it becomes 
a difficult question. It is the balancing of the 
role as the monetary policymaker, in effect, 
with other responsibilities, and I know that 
is what concerns the Fed. I know they are 
concerned also about housing, very deeply 
so, and I am afraid I cannot say at this point 
that I know the answer. 

Senator PaoxMmE. You see the problem 
with this is that our central bank the Fed 
seems to be all alone in the world. Almost ev­
ery major banking system in the world, ex­
cept the Fed, can and does assist housing or 
other sectors as a means of counteraoting 
the adverse influence of tight money. But 
the Federal Reserve system continues to op­
pose that. Your view, I take it, is that you 
would have to study this, that you recognize 
it as a problem, especially since you come 
from California where you have a big housing 
need, and an enormous housing market, .but 
that you don't have any settled views. 

Mr. BucHER. I do not have any settled 
views at this point. 

Senator PRoxMmE. I have one other ques­
tion, and then I will yield. 

The CHAmMAN. At that point would the 
Senator-off the record, please. 

(Discussion off the record.) 
Senator PROXMmE. My final questions are 

these and I Will ask them together and you 
can made one response. 

The 1970 amendments to the Bank Hold­
ing ·Act engendered much controversy. The 
board is required to Inake decisions and set 
limits on bank holding companies and 
subsidiaries. 

First, I want to know do you have any 
views on the steps the board has taken to 
implement these amendments? Secondly, is 
the board going too fast or too slow in au­
thorizing permissible actlvl~ies, and finally 
has the board been too restrictive in the ac­
tivities the board has permitted? 

Mr. BucHER. I think to give a proper an­
swer to that, I would have to do more than 
I have done to this point and that is to read 
excerpts from articles in financial newspa­
pers with regard to rulings from time to time. 
Your questions ask me to give critical an­
swers or at least I would want to have well 
thought out answers with respect to your 
questions. I really don't feel that I have 
enough background knowledge nor enough 
information of the specific-! certainly un­
derstand generally the provisions of the act. 
I understand some of the things that have 
happened but I think it would be unwise for 
me to give a specific answer in view of my­
the fact that I really don't have the back­
ground on the cases that you are referring 
to. 

Senator PaoxMIRE. Let me follow up by 
asking whether or not you support the Hunt 
Committee recommendations-that regula­
tion Q be gradually phased out? 

Mr. BuCHER. I would have to study that 
further. The Hunt Commission report has 
many, many recommendations. You are 
speaking of the Q recommendations with 
regard to Q applying to all intermediaries, is 
that the p'oint you are making? 

Senator PROXMIRE. That is correct. 
Mr. BUCHER. I think I would have to­
Senator PROXMIRE. Commercial banks and 

savings and loans. 
Mr. BucHER. As I say, I want to answer your 

questions directly, but I am concerned about 
answering where I haven't seen the back­
ground material and specifics and the argu­
ments on both sides. I think that should be 
deferred. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you. 
The CHAmMAN. With reference to these last 

questions that Senator Proxmire has asked, 
I would like to say that I think that is a 
very-is a matter of importance. I was about 
to say of real concern but I don't want to 
be construed as necessarily criticizing any­
thing that has been done. But the language 
of the ones in the multi-holding company 
said that any activity that a bank could 
undertake would have to be closely, as I re­
call, closely related to banking. I have no 
particular objection to any ruling, any deci­
sion made but I think some people are be­
ginning to wonder if the-if they are giving 
sufficient attention to that wording closely 
related to banking. I do hope that when you 
go on the board, careful attention will be 
given to that language because it was our 
intention, and this, I think, i.s agreed to both 
by the House and by the Senate and by the 
Congress, that any activity other than bank­
ing, that of one bank holding company be 
engaged in, would have to be directly re­
lated. We had great--! mean closely. 

The word directly was in there at one 
time on one side or the other. We had 
great difficulty in getting the language. 
What we were trying to do was to lay down 
general guidelines but leave it up to the 
Federal Reserve Board to act on each in­
dividual case within those guidelines. I 
hope that they will give very close atten­
tion to that language and be careful in 
trying to carry it out. I am in full sym­
pathy with what Sena.tor Proxmire--

Oh, there is one other thing I want to 
say. He brought up the question of regula­
tion Q. I am aware of the Hunt Commis­
sion treatment o! that and of-and there 
is probably a feeling by a good Inany peo­
ple that regulation Q has probably spent 
its force and ought to be dispensed with 
as far as savings and loans associations 
and banks are concerned. I don't feel that 
way. I feel that regulation Q is most help­
ful and certainly could be in the case of 
tight money policies. I hope it will not be 
done away with. 

I don't know whether that, in order to 
eliminate it, whether it would require 
legislation. I don't believe it would. I think 
the Federal Reserve could act on it, 
couldn't it? 

Senator PROXMIRE. I think it could. It is 
a regulation. 

The CHAmMAN. But I hope they don't act 
on it because as Senoa.tor Proxmire pointed 
out, housing took a terrible beating in '66 
and '67 in the money crumple and they 
suffered in '69 and '70, I believe it was, 
too. It always suffers when a tight money 
policy is invoked. 

We have worked in this committee and 
in the Congress, I think, in trying to 
broaden the home mortg-age market ' as 
much as possible. I think we have done a 
pretty good job in doing th-at. I would hate 
to see anything happen that would nar­
row that market because when the market 
is narrowed, it means people cannot--a 
great many people cannot buy homes be­
cause the mortgages cannot be disposed 
of advantageously. I think it is very im­
portant that those things be done and I 
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think it is very important that housing be 
kept in mind because housing always 
catches the worst end of it. 

I believe it was Governor Maisel who 
pointed out that although the amount of 
housing within the gross nat ional product 
was only a very small-

Senator PRoxMmE. Three an d a half 
percent. 

The CHAmMAN. Three and a half percent, 
that it took 70 percent, wasn't it? 

Senator PROXMmE. That is right. 
The CHAIRMAN. Of the impact of that '66-

'67 crunch. It didn't go that bad, I am quite 
sure, in the 1969-70 but we were on our way 
and · I hope--I have always felt--and this 
goes back many years. I used to argue with · 
Mayner Eckels when he was Chairman of 
the board that not enough attention was 
given to the pecUliar position that housing 
occupies when we go into a tight money situ­
ation. I do hope that that can be kept in 
mind and if other things are necessary, that 
they can be worked out to relieve that situ­
ation. I want to put in that word because I 
think it is most important and the Federal 
Reserve Board does have a most important 
part to play in it. 

Senator BENNETT. I would like to yield to 
Sen a tor Brock. 

The CHAmMAN. Okay. Senator Brock? 
Senator BRocK. Thank you. I have--per­

haps it woUld clarify it a little bit on this 
bank holding company matter if I coUld ask 
you a couple of broad questions. Do you 
agree with our intent in passing the holding 
company act of trying to avoid conflict of 
interest by expansion of bank activities into 
nonbank areas? 

Mr. BucHER. Yes, I do. 
Senator BROCK. Do you think that the law 

as passed was adequate to achieve that 
objective? 

Mr. BucHER. I think we have to work With 
it and I think you shoUldn't say in any in­
stance that it should be--that it shoUld re­
main the same, if under working circum­
stances there are improvements that can be 
made. 

Senator BROCK. I think we do have­
Mr. BUCHER. Generally, I favor the law. 
Senator BROCK. The point raised by Sena-

tor Proxmire with regard to bank purchase 
of houses, central bank purchases of houses 
and securities or papers, you referred to other 
central banks. The problems that other cen­
tral banks, in Euope, for example, are not 
independent of the political body of the 
country. We have deliberately established 
the independence of federal with a particular 
reason in mind, that being to have the mon1-
tary system set aside as something almost 
sacrosanct to allow the authorities in con­
trol of that particUlar element of the econ­
omy to provide for maximum sustainable 
economic growth, full employment without 
in1lation and there is fn my mind an enor­
mously valid justification for that independ­
ence, would you not agree? 

Mr. BucHER. I agree with that. 
Senator BRocK. The question then. arises 

as to whether or not if we force you to in­
volve yourself in the purchase of housing 
securities, and I personally hope very much 
that you will not do so, we are in danger 
of making this more of a social purpose 
agency than a monetary agency. We then 
open the Pandora's Box because if you were 
appearing before the education committee 
they would tell you to buy those. Any other 
committee of the CongFess would want you 
to support its particUlar area of interest. I 
think you would lose the very important 
quality of a concentration on your funda­
mental purpose of maintaining an adequate 
money supply and encouraging maximum 
groWth and full employment. 

I won't ask you to comment. You have al­
ready done so. But I feel very strongly on 
the n1atter. 

One other thing that the Senator from 
Wisconsin raised, the implication that you 
would be a pawn of Arthur Burns. Now I 
have a great regard, as he does, for Arthur 
Burns, but perhaps you can assure us as to 
the independence of thought that you might 
bring to the board. 

Mr. BucHER. I share without any reserva­
tion your feeling about Arthur Burns. It 
seems to be a universal feeling. That pleases 
me very much and working with him is 
something I look forward to with a great 
deal of anticipation and happiness. I am 
really very pleased about it. 

I assure you, however, that I will be my 
own man and that is under all circumstances 
in very situation. 

I might comment in that regard that the 
same question or a comparable question was 
asked of Governor Sheehan on his confirma­
tion hearing and I can't cite case and the 
number and the page, but I know that Gov­
ernor Sheehan has voted on the other side 
from Chairman Burns on at least one in­
stance. I know his mental attitude and that 
is he will continue where he feels appro­
priate in a situation to do that. I will do the 
same. 

Senator BROCK. That is good. And I al:lpre­
ciate it. 

I am sure you are familiar with Section 10 
of the Federal Reserve Act but perhaps for 
the record maybe I ought to read one par­
ticular phrase here which says the President 
shall have due regard to a representation and 
the financial, agricUltural, industrial and 
commercial industries of the country. Mr. 
Proxmire apparently wants only economists 
on the board but I think it would be very 
difficult to have all economists and adhere 
to the law. He charges that you and the 
President are in collusion to violate the Con­
stitution. I think the law is very clear here. 
The intent of the Federal Reserve Act was 
to require a balanced board. To be specific, 
if you-if, not when, you go on the board 
the board will have one lawyer, pure and sim­
ple, one banker-lawyer, if you Will and one 
businessman and four economists. 

Now, I happen to think that 1s a pretty 
good spread. I think the board ougp.t to have 
a diversion of input--or diffusion of input 
that allow broad range perspective on the 
total problem. I happen to thoroughly dis­
agree with the Senator from Wisconsin as to 
the need for all economists. That woUld be a 
mistake. 

As a matter of fact, I am somewhat sur­
prised. I thought he had a higher regard for 
Governor Robertson. He would surely not be 
a professional economist by definition. He is 
an attorney as I understand it. I was won­
dering when I read the Congressional Record 
of the Senator's statement whether or not 
he had been working with Mr. Patman on 
that particUlar stat!lment. 

But anyway, there are so many-I don't 
know how to phrase it, but some problems 
relating to the decision of the board that do 
deal with the specific aspects of economic 
life in this country and I for one think we 
need some practical input on that board, not 
just theoretical. 

I woUld like to conclude by saying I am 
absolutely delighted that the President has 
seen fit to appoint you and I think he is mak­
ing quite a contribution to the board just by 
the nature of your background. I think you 
will be an asset to the board to have that 
viewpoint. 

I think Mr. Proxmire may be giving you 
unusual credit. He seems to think you will 
dominate the board as soon as you go on. 
You may go. You would be quite a guy 1f 
you did. 

I congratulate you on glving us an ex­
cellent statement today. I support your 
nomination. 

The CHAmMAN. That woUld be disregarding 
the rule of seniority. 

Senator BROCK. That is my pitch not 
yours. 

(Laughter.) 
The CHAmMAN. Senator Bennett? 
Senator BENNETT. I think most of the ques­

tions I have have been presented. I was a 
little sorry to see Senator Proxmire raise 
the question of your background as an at­
torney. I was saving that. 

It seems to me that it is not a. bad idea 
to have an attorney on the Board who also 
had banking experience rather than a man 
whose practice had not been so broad. 

I made a lot of notes. It is a temptation 
to go back and get further into the debate 
with the Senator from Wisconsin; but I think 
that would be time wasted. 

I would just like to say to you, a.s I did 
when I met you for the first time in my of­
fice, that I am impressed with your back­
ground and of course will be very happy to 
vote for your confirmation and I say to you, 
I envy you. At your age, with 14 years of op­
portuntiy to be at the center of financial 
probU!ms of the country and the world. 

I am sure you will be able to measure up 
to that responsibility. 

Mr. BucHER. Thank you, Senator. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Could I make one clos­

ing observation, rather combine a series, very 
briefiy. 

I think the day is going to come when we 
have nothing but experts on the Federal Re­
serve Board. It may not be while I am alive 
and while you are alive. That Board is so im­
portant and so technical. I would hope 
where you have people who are bankers, 
they are bank economists, people from the 
agriculture section that are agriculture econ­
omists, that we look for that kind of ex­
pertise on the Board. 

I wish you would put in the record the 
one instance when you revise your remarks 
where Mr. Sheehan difiered from Dr. Burns, 
so we can have that as a matter of record. 

I wish that Mr. Brock were still here, be­
cause there is nothing in the Constitution, 
but nothing, to say that the Federal Re­
serve Board should be politically independent. 
It is independent of the Executive, but it is 
a. direct agency and dependency of the Con­
gress. 

Finally, again with complete respect for 
you, Mr. Bucher, as a person, the fact is 
that you did not really give a single specific 
answer to any one of my substantive ques­
tions. In virtually every case you indicated 
that you wanted to study it, ·you don't have 
the facts at hand, even though I was asking 
in areas like housing and multi-bank hold­
ing companies, where you should have what­
ever competence you bring to the Board. 

I don't mean to derogate your ability, "Qut 
I think this was established by the record 
this morning. 

·Thank you. 
Senator BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to get back into--for just one comment. 
I think to ask Mr. Bucher to tell us in 
advance what he is going to do at the end of 
14 years, and then in all of the times in­
between with the basic problems that come 
before him, is like asking a baseball player 
how many home runs he can guarantee in 
next season's game. 

I disagree with the Senator that the Fed­
eral Reserve Board should be all economists. 
It is obvious that the Federal Reserve Board 
is able to hire economists, 250 of them, and 
maybe you better have a non-economist up 
there to just kind of keep the thing 
practical. 

And one final comment about this ques­
tion of independence: I think the key is 
the independence of the Federal Reserve 
board from the Treasury. If the Treasury 
were able to use the Fed to quote the old 
phrase, as an engine of in1lation, which 
has been the case in most countries around 
the world where their central bank was an 
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adjunct to the Treasury, I think we would be 
in much more serious problem. 

I agree with him that it was created to 
be answerable to the Congress. To that ex­
tent, it is not completely independent. But, 
thank heaven it is independent of the 
Treasury. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Bennett, when you 
got to talking about home runs, I thought 
you said the question was whether or not my 
fellow-Alabaman, Willie Mays, would be able 
to catch up with Babe Ruth's record now 
that he is with the Mets; or I will throw 
in another competitor, Hank Aaron with the 
Atlanta Braves. I believe he is one behind 
Willie Mays. 

Senator BENNETT. I see you have been 
doing a good political job? 

Senator PROXMIRE. You have the fans' 
votes. You know all the answers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course I could name Joe 
Louis and Jessie Owens and a good many 
others; Willie Coultey. . 

Senator PRoXMIRE. Don Hudson? 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Senator PROXMIRE. Green Bay Packers. 
The CHAIRMAN. Scott Hunter is up there 

now. 
Senator BENNETT. Maybe we better get an 

athlete on this Federal Reserve Board. 
The CHAIRMAN. I wanted to go back to just 

two things: 
First, I think Bill-Senator Brock­

brought this out. Of course, there is nothing 
in the Constitution relating to this except 
that it gives Congress the right to--as a 
branch of government to legislate and we 
did legislate or our forbears did, and it did 
say that the appointments should be by the 
President, should be appointed by the Presi­
dent, and it further says that the President 
shall have due regard to a fair representa­
tion of the financial, agricultural, industrial 
and commercial interests and geographical 
divisions of the country. 

Now I have great respect for economists 
and I certainly think that at all times there 
ought to be full-a good representation of 
economists on the Board, but I think that 
these other things are essential, too. 

The only other thing I want to state for 
the record is that both Senator Cranston and 
Senator Tunney have approved this nomi:­
nation. 

Anything further from this witness? 
Thank you very much, Mr. Bucher. 
Now we will hear from Mr. Burkett. 
(Discussion o1I the record.) 
The CHAIRMAN. All right. 
Mr. Burkett, do you have a statement? 

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM A. BURKETT, FORMER 
SUPERINTENDENT OF BANKS, STATE OF CAL­
IFORNIA; FORMER PRESIDENT, NATIONAL AS­
SOCIATION OF SUPERVISORS OF St:ATE BANKS; 
FORMER DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF EMPLOY­
MENT, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND MEMBER OF 
THE CABINET OF GOVERNOR GOODWIN J, 

KNIGHT; FORMER CHAIRMAN, LIAISON COM­
MITTEE WITH THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS, FED­
ERAL RESERVE SYSTEM AND THE NATIONAL AS­
SOCIATION OF SUPERVISORS OF STATE BANKS; 
AND FORMER PRESIDENT AND CHAIRMAN OF 
THE BOARD, SECRETARY NATIONAL BANK OF 
MONTEREY COUNTY, NOW RETIRED 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Members of the committee, I respectfully 

submit the following 14 reasons why I believe 
Mr. Bucher should not be appointed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Just a minute. 
Mr. Burkett, for the benefit of the record, 

while I stated back in the beginning that you 
would be-you would appear and that you 
were a former supervisor of state banks, will 
you give-you are from California? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
Senator PROXMIRE. I would like to point 

out the witness has a prepared statement 
which has his qualifications on it. I think he 
has not handed it out. Perhaps if the clerk 
could get it we could all have copies of it. 

I happen to have a copy here. 
The CHAIRMAN. I was going to suggest that 

the record show just what your situation­
your connection is. 

Mr. BURKETT. I was Former Superintendent 
of Banks in the State of California. 

Senator BENNETT. What year, Mr. Burkett? 
Mr. BURKETT. 1953-1956 to '58. 
I was also former Director of Employment 

of the State of California prior to that and I 
was a member of Governor Knight's cabinet 
in California from 1953 to 1959, serving some 
time under Governor Brown. 

I was also President of the National As­
sociation of Supervisors of State Banks of the 
U.S. and was the liasion officer between the 
Federal Reserve from the State Bank Super­
visors to the Federal Reserve and I was like­
wise Former President and Chairman of the 
Board of the Security National Bank of Mon­
terey County, California. 

I am now retired, physically disabled. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very mucL.. 
I didn't realize that was a part of your 

printed statement. I did want to give it in 
the record. 

Mr. BURKETT. The first reason is that I 
believe-this gentleman is totally unqualified 
to serve as a member of the Board of Gov­
ernors of the Federal Reserve System. 

He is without any experience whatsoever 
in commercial banking or dealing with the 
economic and monetary problems of our na­
tion which are handled by the Federal Re­
serve System. 

A trust department officer is not truly a 
banker. A man who does trust department 
work is as removed from a knowledge of tlle 
nation's banking and fiscal problems as a 
horse doctor is from the skill required by a 
heart surgeon for open heart surgery. 

The title "banker" or "doctor" is some­
times deceiving. 

On the other hand, the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System appears to be 
sorely in need of an appointee with wide 
banking experience and a knowledge of the 
nation's fiscal problems. 

(2) As Superintendent of Banks, State of 
California, it was my duty to pass on the 
qualifications of a candidate seleoted to be 
the president of a state bank. 

This nominee would not qualify for ap­
pointment to the presidency of even the 
smallest bank in California because of his 
total lack of knowledge and experience in 
banking-let alone an appointment to the 
most powerful banking Board in the world. 

There are hundreds of outstanding, knowl­
edgeable, brilliantly qualified retired com­
mercial bankers in the United States-with 
no axe to grind-who would be far better 
qualified than Mr. Bucher, and who the Pres­
ident could appoint if he made the slightest · 
e1Iort to seek them out. 

There are many knowledgeable retired 
presidents and retired chairmen of the Board 
of banks who would make a major contribu­
tion to this Board of Governors if asked to 
serve by the President of the United States. 

The term "retired banker" is purposely 
used here, for such an appointee would have 
less likelihood of "confl.ict of interest" while 
performing his duties such as sitting with 
the Board of Governors, while ruling on bank 
holding companies, or ruling on bank and 
branch applications where the problems of 
competitive banking arise. 

Certainly with a retired commercial banker 
serving on the Board, you would eliminate 
the possibility o1Iered by the ambitious young 
appointee looking consciously, or uncon­
sciously, to better himself in the future with 
one of the nation's 14,000 banks. 

As a banker and as a citizen, I challenge 
the reasoning or the motive back of the ap­
pointment of such a poorly qualified person 
for such a vitally important governmental 
position. 

(3) A trust officer is the last man in the 

financial field that should be appointed to 
the Federal Reserve Board because they are 
a particularly evil influence on banking gen­
erally. 

The trust departments of commercial 
banks are helping to destroy the integrity of 
banks because a trust department obviously 
operates as a "conflict of interest" within 
commercial banking. 

(Someday, I predict, we will have federal 
legislation forcing the separation of commer­
cial banking from trust work.) 

For example, Mr. Bucher's UCB trust de­
partment that must have had knowledge of 
an $18 million bad loan that UCB made to 
Lockheed. His UCB made this $18 million un­
secured loan despite the fact that Lockheed 
was financially insolvent. 

The honest faot is that Mr. Bucher's trust 
department at UCB held millions of dollars 
in rich pension funds which were adminis­
tered for Lockheed. UCB couldn't a1Iord to 
lose such a rich, profit-making trust. 

Therefore, UCB gave special consideration 
to insolvent Lockheed when it asked for a 
loan. The commercial banker wi•thin UCB was 
blinded by the trust business that Lockheed 
had given to UCB. 

( 4) It is no secret that there is not a 
single bank in California-no large, com­
mercial bank in California-that can or will 
make a large commercial loan to any corpo­
ration or business of any kind unless that 
corporation or business will trans.fer their 
profit-sharing pensions, trust matters, and 
corporate trusts to the lending bank•s trust 
department. 

Therefore, you can see the evil influence 
that a trust officer at UCB, or any other bank, 
wields in making such power to assist, or not 
to assist, a business in obtaining bank loans 
from the commercial side of the bank. 

(5) Mr. Bucher's trust department was 
likewise negligent in allowing his UCB bank 
to participate in loans to Penn Central Rail­
road. Certainly, the commercial bankers in 
UCB also knew that in granting further loons 
to this insolvent railroad that they were en­
hancing, or at least protecting, the many mil­
lions of dollars of Penn Central Railroad 
stock and bonds which Mr. Bucher's trust 
department held in its various private trusts 
and pension portfolios, administered by UCB. 

(6) This obvious "contlict of interest" type 
of experience that a trust officer has is, in my 
opinion, not the experience needed or wanted 
on the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System. 

Every Senator who has the power to vote 
against this appointment should, I believe, 
demand that our government, our powerf'l.ll 
Federal Reserve System, should have a better 
qualified man. 

I doubt very much thaJt Mr. Bucher has 
even the slightest knowledge of the Board of 
Governor's Regulations, let alone a knowl­
edge of bank reserve requirements; foreign 
currency opel"ations; :financial fl.ow and credit 
markets' Federal Reserve bank examination 
operations; guidelines for banks and non­
bank financial institutions; lending au­
thority of reserve banks; revenue bond under­
writing by member banks; or policy actions of 
the Board of Governors on gold reserve re­
quirements; international liquidity; bank 
holding companies; open market transac­
tions; maximum permissible interest rates; 
time deposits; or balance of payment and 
economic problems involved in our govern­
ment's fiscal problems. 

All of these are problems which pass over 
the desks of members of the Board of Gover­
nors of the Federal Reserve System for dis­
cussion and solution. 

Where would Mr. Bucher's previous knowl­
edge of a bank trust business be of value 
here? 

I firmly believe that any one of the Chair­
men of the twelve Federal Reserve Banks, 
or Deputy Chairmen of the Board of Direc­
tors of any of these 12 Federal Reserve Banks 
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would be a far better, more knowledgeable, 
more experienced appointee by the President 
than Mr. Bucher. 

Mr. Bucher's very limited qualifications 
and total lack of experience or knowledge of 
Federal Reserve matters would work a severe 
hardship on the Board of Governors who are, 
more than anyone else, solely responsible 
for the monetary and economic policies of 
this nation. 

(7) I further object to trust officer Bu­
cher's appointment because he also served 
as secretary and treasurer of UCB where he 
supervised some of the investment activities 
of UCB. 

If Mr. Bucher held these positions with 
UCB, I respectfully suggest that he be ques­
tioned as to how he escaped his duty as an 
officer of the bank when UCB lost $48 mil­
lion from a 58 percent owned subsidiary 
with UCB operated in Basel, Switzerland, 
known as the "United California Bank in 
Basel AG." This $48 million loss to UCB seri­
ously reflects on the management and invest­
ment policies of UCB. 

The most gross kind of negligence by UCB 
has been uncovered. This may turn out to 
be one of the worst bank scandals since the 
bank holidays of the early 1930s. I under­
stand, however, that Mr. Bucher has denied 
any involvement. 

(8) Mr. Bucher wishes to sit with the 
Board of Governors, but I would like to ask 
why the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System ever gave this official sanction 
to Mr. FrankL. King, Chairman of the Board 
of UCB, to allow UCB to pay off this $40 
million loss? 

Did Mr. Bucher's bank inform the Federal 
Reserve that Mr. King was also Chairman 
of the Board of this Swiss subsidiary and a 
member of its Executive Committee at the 
time of the $40 million loss? 

Was the Federal Reserve informed that 
under Swiss law, the bank's bankruptcy 
would make Mr. King personally liable and 
responsible for some of the $40 million loss? 
(The additional $8 million loss was UCB's 
investment.) 

The question now is whether or not Mr. 
Bucher should be appointed to the Federal 
Reserve System at a time when this entire 
$48 million loss is in litigation in the federal 
courts in California and an official investiga­
tion of the actions of all of UCB's officers in 
connection with these losses have been re­
quested of the House Banking Committee 
and the Senate Banking Committee. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Could I interrupt. You 
skipped "including Mr. Bucher." 

Mr. BURKETT. I have asked to go through 
all officers' involvement in it. It is hard to 
escape which one should know or would not 
know. It shoUld include Mr. Bucher. It should . 
include Mr. Bucher. 

Wouldn't it be better to have the President 
~ppoint someone not in any way connected, 
even remotely connected, to this scandalous 
UCB affair, a bank with which Mr. Bucher 
has been associated for the past several years? 

(9) If Mr. Bucher, as an officer of UCB, 
claims to have no knowledge of this $48 
million loss by UCB in Switzerland, and the 
other millions of dollars of possible loss in­
volved in the Lockheed and Penn Central 
matters, how did he escape knowing about 
it when it wa.s known even by bankers out­
side of UCB? 

And can we then regard Mr. Bucher as 
qualified to sit as a member of the most 
powerful banking board in the world? The 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System has life and death control over every 
bank in the United States, which total ap­
proximately 14,000 commercial banks, and 
22,000 branches with commercial deposits 
totaling over $500 billion. 

(10) I do not believe Mr. Bucher will 
deny that he has been the protege and 
trainee of California banker, Frank King. 

Mr. King wears three hats with UCB in 

California. He is chairman of the board of 
the above insolvent Swiss. bank subsidiary of 
UCB that lost $48 million last year. 

Mr. King is also chairman of the board of 
UCB in Los Angeles where Mr. Bucher works; 
and Mr. King is also chairman of the board 
of western Bancorporation, the world's larg­
est bank holding corporation which, in turn, 
owns approximately 98.6 percent of UCB. 

If Mr. Bucher is knowledgeable of bank­
ing as he claims to be, then why, during his 
career as an attorney, an auditor, and an 
officer of UCB, didn't he object to such ele­
mentary bank financial statements distrib­
uted publicly by the UCB of Basel, which dis­
closed under the "due from banks" item some 
$7.5 million which actually were not in any 
way "due from banks," but were "due from 
brokerage houses"-something entirely dif­
ferent--and dangerously di1Ierent. 

The "due from banks" item on a bank's 
financial statement is such an elementary 
commercial bank terminology that even most 
ordinary depositors understand the term, 
especially a former attorney, auditor and 
officer of a bank. 

As an officer, Mr. Bucher knew, or could 
have known by making the most elementary 
inquiry, that this Swiss bank subsidiary of 
UCB was operating as a gambler's bank for 
commodity trading. Most of the executives 
of UCB in Los Angeles had known this from 
the very beginning of the bank's existence, 
yet Mr. Bucher and his fellow UCB officers 
allowed this illegal banking practice to con­
tinue until · it eventually caused the in­
solvency of the bank and the $48 million loss 
to UCB, which is the largest bank loss in 
the history of Swiss banking. 

Such gross negligence on the part _of offi­
cers of UCB is shocking. What assurance is 
there that Mr. Bucher's performance on be­
half of this nation would be any more re­
sponsible than his demonstrated record at 
UCB? 

( 11) Mr. Bucher claims to have knowledge 
and responsibilities in handling his bank's 
investments as well as UCB leasing business. 
If this is true, then why did Mr. Bucher allow 
UCB's 58 percent owned Swiss subsidiary in 

, Basel to purchase the worst kind of "lettered 
investment securities", meaning securities 
that are restricted and cannot be sold in the 
open market, which lost UCB $1.25 million? 

It is either lack of initiative on Mr. Bucher's 
part in not finding out what was going on 
at UCB, or a studied effort to be blinded dur­
ing one of the worst banking scandals to 
face the nation in decades. 

(12) Mr. Bucher was the personal appointee 
of Mr. Frank King to the positions he has 
held With UCB. I am sure that Mr. Bucher 
knows, as most California bankers know, that 
Mr. King has been a very large financial sup­
porter to Richard Nixon throughout Mr. 
Nixon's entire political career. I fear that 
Mr. Bucher's appointment will be interpreted 
as a political payoff and not as an appoint­
ment based on qualifications that are needed 
on this important Board. 

( 13) In connection with Mr. Bucher's ap­
pointment, I have reason to believe that Mr. 
King, chairman of the board of UCB, and 
mentor of Mr. Bucher, solicited the aid of Mr. 
C. Arnholt Smith, the most powerful Repub­
lican banker in California. Mr. Arnholt 
Smith of San Diego admits to having raised 
hundreds of thousands of dollars for Mr. 
Nixon's political campaigns. There are some 
reports that he has even raised as much as 
a million dollars during his career. 

The question is raised as to whether or not 
it was Mr. Smith's hand that engineered the 
Bucher appointment from the President, with 
Mr. King being the first to enlist Mr. Arn­
holt Smith's powerful support. 

(14) Finally, another point against the 
Bucher appointment is that Mr. Arnholt 
Smith recently purchased 94.5 percent of the 
Fidelity Bank of Beverly Hills, California, 

and this bank's purchase and merger will 
require the approval of the Board of Gov­
ernors of the Federal Reserve System. Law­
suits are now being prepared to prevent this 
merger. Mr. Arnholt Smith is constantly seek­
ing the approval of the Board of Governors 
for banks that he purchases to merge into 
his U.S. National Bank of San Diego, owned, 
in turn, by his conglomerate, the Westgate­
California Corporation. 

The U.S. National has 62 branches and 
Mr. Smith is the chairman of the board of 
the U.S. National Bank. 

In conclusion, I wish to say that I firmly 
believe that selfish banking interests are 
trying to foist upon the American public a 
man totally unqualified to sit as a member 
of the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System for the next 14 years, and 
worse than that, a man who could possibly 
be subjected to undue influence by his 
powerful former employer, the UCB bank, 
owned by the world's largest bank holding 
company, and possibly by the powerful 
California bankers, C. Arnholt Smith and 
Frank L. King. Will this gentleman be the 
product of thinking of his former associates? 

What will happen in the future if he is 
faced with conflict of interest? 

I respectfully hope that you will vote to 
reject Mr. Bucher's nomination and that 
you will in this way ask the President of 
the United States · to submit a better­
qualified candidate for this high position. 

President Nixon's high sounding, idealis­
tic public promise to bring into government 
"the very highest qualified and experienced 
men" to serve their country should be put 
to the test by your committee. There are 
many such men who would be better quali­
fied for this appointment in every way than 
Mr. Bucher. 

Certainly, during these critical inflation­
ary times, with deterioration in U.S. foreign 
trade, continued large deficits in the federal 
budget, questionable economic activities, 
restlessness and lack of confidence of busi­
ness, labor and the people generally, cer­
tainly this is no time for the President to 
appoint to the Federal Reserve System 
someone less than the best qualified banker 
in the nation. · 

Thank you. 
The CHAmMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. 

Burkett. 
I shall ask you very few questions. I was 

looking to see what was given in your little 
biographical sketch at the beginning of your 
statement, with reference to your own bank­
ing experience. 

Mr. BURKETT. I was President and Chair­
man of the Board--

The CHAIRMAN. I see. that. President and 
Chairman of the board of the Security Na­
tional Bank in Monterey County. 

The CHAIRMAN. I see that. President and 
Chairman of the Board in Monterey County? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Was that after you were 

superintendent or before? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes. A few years afterwards. 
The CHAmMAN. Did you have any banking 

connections before you were superintendent? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes, I did. 
The CHAIRMAN. What was that? 
Mr. BURKETT. I was with the Trust Depart­

ment of Bank of America which in my opin­
ion qualifies me, I believe; that trust de­
partment and commercial banking don't 
mix. It didn't--it was lack of knowledge, at 
that time, as an appointment was-I needed 
experience in banking. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was that all of the bank­
ing experience you have had before being 
appointed? 

Mr. BURKETT. Right. I had been With the 
U.S. Treasury intelligence unit during the 
Estes Kefauver tax scandals in the fifties. 

The CHAIRMAN. Were you in any way ever 
connected with this UCB? 



17256 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 15,. 1972 
Mr. BURKETT. They approached my bank. 
The CHAIRMAN. What, that Security Bank? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. When? 
Mr. BURKETT. It's a small country bank in 

Monterey County. I received-! am most in­
terested in UCB's welfare. This is not in the 
sense of a critical condition other than con­
structive criticism. 

I received over-over several thousand 
shares of Western Bank and UCB Stock. I 
receive over 100,000 a year in net income 
from them, from bank buildings that they 
rent from me. I have only the greatest inter­
est in UCB's welfare. 

I am critical of this-of the loss of $48 
million. 

The CHAIRMAN. What is the name of the 
holding company, Westem--

Mr. BURKETT. Western Bank Corporation; 
they are the world's largest bank holding 
company. They own 98.6 percent of United 
California Bank and Mr. King is Chairman 
of the Board of that, and Chairman of the 
Board of UCB, and Chairman of the Board 
of the Swiss bank. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. King was? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. And chief executive 

officer up until recently. 
The CHAIRMAN. You said this bank was in­

is it UCB or the Western-the holding com­
pany that is in litigation? 

Mr. BURKETT. The United California Bank. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is in litigation? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. There are three suits. 
The CHAIRMAN. What are those suits? 
Mr. BURKETT. Derivative suits and stock­

holders class actions. 
Senator BENNETT. Are you the sponsor of 

one of the suits? 
Mr. BuRKETT. I am not. At one time an at­

torney without my authority signed my name 
to a complaint. I was out of the country at 
the time and I had been working with the 
attorneys, but I have a semi-cancerous condi­
tion which does not permit me to partici­
pate-this is the first public appearance I 
have made in about five years. 

I thought it was worthwhile to come from 
California to testify because I believe in the 
vitalance of this plus bringing the Senate at­
tention to the UCB banking scandal. 

I withdrew-to answer your question-it 
was filed without my authority. My attorney 
1n tum did not bring malpractice against the 
attorney. He just simply asked me to put my 
name off of it and it did. It did appear in 
The Wall Street Journal that I was a part of 
the suit. There is no doubt about it that I 
had felt strongly about it and I support the 
suits. I also support the management in do­
ing something about it as promptly as they 
can. 

But not by taking $48 million out of the 
assets of this bank to pay off something. They 
only owned 58 percent. They didn't have to 
pay 100 percent. 

Senator BENNETT. Isn't this another case of 
guilt by association? 

Mr. BURKETT. Absolutely not, Senator. 
Senator BENNETT. You are a t tempting to 

:not onto Mr. Bucher whatever guilt may be­
long to Mr. King and his associates who man­
age the bank. You are attempting to tell us 
that because Mr. King may have mismanaged 
or even been guilty of wrong-doing, we 
should therefore reject Mr. Bucher. 

Mr. BURKETT. The last time I testified be­
fore a Senate committee was Senator Ke­
fauver and it was the same thing. No one had 
investigated a certain bad situation but Sen­
ator Kefauver. We all agreed that these were 
facts that should be looked into. I am saying 
that it wasn't guilt by association. It was 
simply saying that these facts should be in­
vestigated, held up, looked into, investigate 
before we hastily go ahead. , 

In that case, six men were indicted by Sen­
&Jtor Kefauver. It took him a year or two to 
get statements. The Senate Committee 
went--

Senator BENNETT. Are you saying that Mr. 
Bucher is in such a. situation that he prob­
ably should be indicted? 

Mr. BURKETT. That's ridiculous, sir. I didn't 
mean it in any way. I think you are now 
associating me by guilty by circumstances 
of saying the same sort of thing. 

Senator BENNETT. You made the parallel 
that--

Mr. BURKETT. I say as a Senate Committee 
you have certain authority as elected Sena­
tors. My uncle used to be U.S. Senator. They 
have certain duties. 

I believe that you are to pass on the quali­
fications of this man. I think that by asking 
qualifications-! was Director of the Em­
ployment of the State of California. We 
didn't. We didn't p ass it on men without 
checking into them. More than a cursory 
question. 

I was also on the Governor's Cabinet, his 
inner cabinet. I was the first man appointed 
and the last man to leave Governor Knight. 
We checked out very carefully. 

This is one of the most important jobs in 
the U.S., almost in the world. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let me--
Senator BENNETT. I will come back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Let me get back to my 

questioning. 
Now, you heard Mr. Burcher say in con­

nection with the questioning on this Swiss 
fiasco that he had no connection with the 
management of that bank at all; did you 
not? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. He said he had no con­
nection with the bank at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do I understand correctly­
when did this happen? 

Mr. BURKETT. Well, they bought this bank 
in 19-first this bank-it is not a Swiss 
bank. It was an American promoter that 
went-from San Diego, a man named Sailen. 
I had the SEG-the SEC had questions on 
him. It-as started in 1964 and UCB ap­
proached this in 1969 with 58 percent of the 
interest. 

The CHAIRMAN. 1969? 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Well, when did-when was 

it the Kefauver Committee? 
Mr. BURKETT. No. I have been ill--
The CHAIRMAN. Was the Kefauver matter 

connected with UCB? 
Mr. BURKETT. No. 
The CHAIRMAN. I want to be sure the record 

is clear on that. 
Mr. BuRKETT. You wish to have me repeat 

it, sir? 
The CHAIRMAN. No. No. You stated in an­

swer to my question, because--
Mr. BURKETT. Then UCB was advised by 

the Swiss authorities that men like Erdman 
and the President and Seaforth-in 1969 
makfng gambling commodities, type of in­
vestments, and they were asked to take off 
certain officers. 

But these officers even were not removed. 
Mr. King was a former banker. When bank­
ing authorities tell you that something is 
probably wrong, that these are not qualified 
people, they certainly--

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I want to get a dis­
tinction between Mr. King~ who headed up 
the whole thing, and Mr. Bucher. 

Mr. Bucher says he was a Trust Officer. 
Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. And was not in any way 

connected with the management so far as 
that--what we call the Swiss bank-was 
concerned. 

Do you have any reason to doubt that 
statement? 

Mr. BURKETT. Depositions are now being 
taken of the officers and various people. It's 
one of the great bank mysteries. By Swiss au­
thorities as well as others that believe it is. It 
was never InSide a branch like Chase National. 
It was a subsidiary. 

Here they found these unauthorized com-

modit y trading to oover up officer's fraud. 
Some six have been indicted. There have 
been--

The CHAIRMAN. Wait a minute. Six have 
been indicted on this? 

Mr. BURKETT. In Swiss. But this side has 
never been investigated by the House Bank­
ing Committee or the Senate investigating 
committee. 

There have been none that has-although 
an official investigation has been requested 
of you. 

The CHAIRMAN. I notice in your statement 
you say investigation has been requested by 
the House Banking Committee and the Sen­
at e Banking Committee. I don't recall any­
thing like that. 

Mr. BURKETT. Senator, Congressman Pack­
m an--

The CHAIRMAN. No, I am talking about the 
Sen ate Banking Committee. 

Mr. BURKETT. That was over a year ago. 
October of 1970, when the request was !llade? 

The CHAmMAN. Who? 
Mr. BURKETT. I did it. 
The CHAmMAN. You said--
Mr. BURKET!'. I talked with the Staff here 

just recently. If I came back, I asked Mr.-­
The CHAmMAN. I was mistaken. I thought 

it was requested by. I believe you say re­
quested of. 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
I respectfully request it again, sir. 
I think that's all from me. 
Senator Proxmire? 
Senator PRoXMIRE. First, Mr. Burkett, I 

want to say that I think what you have 
done today is extraordinary. You are in 
serious condition and I understand you have 
had an operation for cancer of the colon. 

Mr. BURKETT. My entire insides have been 
removed on three occasions. I have a very 
limited time effort between sleeping and 
taking medicine. 

Senator PROXMIRE. When you say disabled, 
you mean disabled. 

Mr. BURKETT. I am totally disabled. 
Senator PRoxMmE. This is the first time 

you have appeared in public in five years 
so you think this is a serious matter? 

Mr. BURKETT. Th.is is right. 
Senator PROXMIRE. As you say, this is the 

most important economic appointment a 
president can make, and certainly the most 
significant economic appointment this com­
mittee can pass upon. It has a profound 
effect and I want to thank you so much for 
your coming before us. 

I am very impressed by your background. 
I don't know how you could have higher 
qualifications. You have been a bank presi­
dent, you have been in the trust department, 
so as you say, you understand the limita­
tions of the Bucher appointment. Would you 
say that it is fair and not an exaggeration 
to contend that Mr. Bucher will simply have 
to develop on the basis of on-the-job train­
ing, that. he would be getting on-the-job 
training as a governor of the Federal Re­
serve Board that he brings no qualifications 
to it whatsoever? 

Mr. BURKETT. I agree 100 percent with 
what you said. 

Senator PRoxMmE. How about your state­
ment on page 4? You go through the func­
tions of the board and point out in no re­
spect does he have significant qualifications. 
You were present when I questioned Mr. 
Bucher on Mr. Arnholt Smith, and he re­
plied to the best of his knowledge, he had 
no connection with him at all. 

You say in point 14, you connect Mr. 
Arnholt Smith with Mr. King, and say Mr. 
Bucher was a protege of Mr. King. Is that 
the only connection, as far as you know, 
between Mr. Bucher and Mr. Smith? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, as far as I know. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. You have no reason to 

question the assertion of the nominee that 
he did not know--
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Mr. BURKETT. He may not know, but many 

of the appointments--! say it because I sat 
with the governor in his cabinet when we 
made appointments, we sorted them out be­
fore we gave them to the governor. As I 
stated, the pressure is quite great. There are 
certain funnels in which the applications 
come through, and a lot of the nominees, 
including my own-I know where it came 
from afterwards, probably. But Mr. Arnholt 
Smith has hardly anything of this top 
nature of banking and finance that does 
not clear through him, through Mr. Nixon. 

I used to have something to do with the 
campaign funds in the state for the gover­
nor, and I have knowledge that Mr.-Arnholt 
Smith-! know he doesn't deny it, that he 
has given many thousands to the party and 
even to the National Committee. There are 
several thousands on record, if you care to 
call the headquarters here. It's been carried 
as high as $1 million that ?-e has raised, and 
he himself is thought of as being around a 
quarter of a million personally. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Mr. Arnholt Smith is 
a direct friend and contributor and benefac­
tor of the President of the U.S. And Mr. King 
has been his close asSQGiate, is that correct? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes: Tliey are very close. 
That group of bankers work in tandem. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Are you saying that 
this is in the way of a political pay-off, that 
Mr. Bucher is appointed as a pay-off to Mr. 
King and that Arnholt Smith is the man 
responsible for engineering it, is that the 
gist of what you are telling us? 

Mr. BURKETT. To the best of my knowledge 
and belief and sincere within my heart, I 
believe this to be nothing else than exactly 
what you stated. 

Senator PRoxMmE. And you say that be­
cause you can see no real qualifications for 
the Federal Reserve Board for this gentle­
man? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator PRoxMmE. He is very closely as­

sociated with Mr. King. Mr. King could stand 
to benefit greatly by policies of the Federal 
Reserve Board, is that right? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, Sir. 
Senator PRoxMmE. Now I take it you don't 

share, my view, and very few people seem to, 
that only professional economists should be 
appointed to the Federal Reserve Board. Al­
though you disagree on that, you still feel 
that Mr. Bucher is not qualified? 

Mr. BURKETT. I am sorry, Senator, I can­
not agree with you on economists. They are 
very, very needed people, but I agree with 
Senator Bennett that a banker, a practical 
banker With no axes to grind, and there are 
many fine, honest, able men, not only ac­
tive, but some retired, two or three presi­
dents of PFA, Proctor, Citizens, Security, 
able and wonderful men. 

Senator PRoxMmE. You are saying if you 
want a banker, don't get a man from the 
trust department? 

Mr. BURKETT. Right, sir. 
Senator PRoXMmE. It's like getting a man 

to coach football who's had only experience 
in baseball. 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator PRoxMmE. You had an opportu­

nity to hear Mr. Bucher's answer to my ques­
tions on bank regulatory manners. In your 
opinion, were his answers responsive and do 
they demonstrate a solid knowledge of bank­
ing? 

Mr. BURKETT. I would say again if he were 
interviewed for the presidency of a bank in 
California and couldn't answer some of those 
basic questions, he would not in. any way be 
qualified to be a president of a bank in 
California, during-and as a member of the 
board of governors, Senator, I say that he is 
not in any way qualified because the an­
swers were totally evasive and certainly some 
of them were quite elementary. The ter­
minologies that I would say the majority of 

the bankers, even the small country bankers, 
could answer. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Didn't the-I am try­
ing to get beyond to see if there is any other 
example, in addition to the cocoa specula­
tion, the Swiss bank where he lost $48 mil­
lion, didn't the Basel Bank, this branch of 
UCB, speculate on the British pound devalua­
tion in 1967? Wasn't this known to the 
management of the UCB when it purchased 
the Basel Bank? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. This-the audit re­
ports-not only does the bank send auditors 
there, but the Swiss authorities sent audi­
tors. It brought this out to management. 
It was several months before it was released 
to the public. Then it was on Labor Day of 
1970, and the points that you mentioned 
were there. The chairman of the board was 
on the executive committee and many of the 
officers in the group knew about it, and in 
fact they had been advised by the Swiss au­
thorities of this. They were scuttling 
around. A loss was expected. One of the of­
ficers went and-who has a board of direc­
tors of an insurance company, rushed down 
and asks that insurance company to get a 
bond. 

Now later this bonding company will not 
bond after something that was known several 
months ahead of time. Now they lost--there 
was a $15 million policy from Lloyds and an­
other $5 million that came in. So there was­
indemnity was only in the $20 millions. The 
losses will be over $20 million. But the knowl­
edge of bankers on staff, just as your staff 
work and as your committee work, bankers 
work the same way. The trust department 
officer on staff meetings and top echelon­
and he was a senior vice president--it is hard 
to say whether he was there or not there, but 
the general workings of a large bank means 
that there is communication between depart­
ments. 

In fact, the communications go on out 
through all the branches. I can show you 
communications on the Basel Bank that went 
out to the branches. 

Senator PRoxMmE. So as for the bank presi­
dent who is a superintendent of banks in 
California, you consider it highly unusual 
that a man in Mr. Bucher's position had no 
knowledge, no understanding about this 
speculation into the cocoa market and the 
kinds of commitment and investment they 
were making? 

Mr. BURKETT. Well, unless he is of the clerk 
type of banking mind, which I do not know 
him to be-

Senator PRoxMmE. In which case, that 
would be a point against him? 

Mr. BURKETT. He wouldn't know what is 
going on. The Basel Bank was known through 
California as a situation that was tricky. 
Mr. Lake was a San Diego man and he set 
this thing up and sold it for $10 million, $8 
million to United California Bank. The Swiss 
authorities tell UCB people that these people 
are bad. It's a common knowledge on the 
street, in the banking circles, that this is a 
bad thing, and yet they allow this commodity 
stuff to keep going and all of a sudden, say, 
oh, and rush down to the Federal Reserve 
System and say can we pay it all off. So they 
did. But was there investigation by the Fed­
eral Reserve System? They approved the 
manner of payment and now $40 million has 
been paid off to people who made investments 
there, as one stated-! sent an attorney over 
there on two occasions, and one of them-the 
only place in my life I ever bought stock or 
made investments, and I made a bad one, 
and they gave my money back. Here is UCB 
paying off this type-this is one of the 
greatest bank losses in the U.S., and has been 
for many, many years, since the Depression 
days. 

Senator PRoxMmE. Now Mr. Bucher may or 
may not have been involved in any way in 
the speculations with which you are inter-

ested, the big loss in which you are a party 
to the investigation of the suit'r 

Do you have any firmer information or 
firmer association of this man With either 
the Lockheed situation which you allude to, 
or the Penn Central situation? 

As a Trust Department official, what would 
be his responsibility there? 

Mr. BuRKETT. I have always found in bank­
ing there were two kinds. One, who took 
initiative and who was not wedded to his 
paycheck or his Civil Service status in gov­
ernment and will speak out and say to man­
agement, look, this is a-an unsecured loan. 
They didn't put up any collateral like you 
and the rest of us do. 

Lockheed came in, insolvent, with state­
ments, and they gave them $18 milllon un­
secured. They have the pension funds up­
stairs and Mr. Bucher's department has 
them. When they reviewed the investments 
of stocks and bonds, they start to worry 

t about things that are bad. They don•t want 
their portfolio full of insolvent things. 

Senator PROXMmE. So here the connection 
with Mr. Bucher would be that he would be 
responsible in one way or another, with the 
5,000 shares of stock Lockheed in the Trust 
Department and you are saying that it would 
be unusual if there were not some kind of 
influence with respect to a loan unsecured 
to Lockheed for $18 million in view of Lock­
heed's tenuous record and difficult position, 
that a banker would normally require t here 
to be some security on that. 

Mr. BURKETT. That is right. 
A strong, able trust officer would go on 

record opposing such a loan and a weak 
one would close his eyes and say, this is­
and permit this sort of thing to go. 

I don't know the circumstances, but we do 
know the results that Lockheed got the $18 
million loan, an unsecured loan, at a time 
they were insolvent. 

Senator PaoxMmE. And apropros of a 
strong officer, what kind of a man do you 
think we should have in the Fed? 

Mr. BURKETT. Certainly a strong man, a 
man of-who could not be influenced in any 
way, who would speak out. 

If Mr. Bucher had a record of speaking 
out against these things to Mr. King, or he 
said, yes, I told them, I knew that this 
bond-! was worried about the condition of 
aircraft condition in Southern California. 
Lockheed wa-sn't just overnight--when they 
take a review, take through the-and secu­
rity analyst, and so forth, and Lockheed had. 
a director, I believe, sitting on the Board of 
Directors, at the very time. All of these things 
are available to UCB to ask the situation and 
when you get into that kind of money, 18 
million, you go out and make a real, first­
class audit of the condition of an organiza­
tion. 

You just don't-old school tie-maybe 
that was the case here. I don't know. The 
result is, they got an $18 million loan un­
secured. 

And Mr. King, I can show you in the 
stockholders' meetings, where he admits 
this. It is printed that it is an unsecure,d 
$18 million loan. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Do you know as a 
matter of fact that Mr. King was respon­
sible-you talk about Mr. Bucher being his 
protege, was this a personal relationship 
that Mr. King promoted, and was he respon­
sible for the career, to a great extent, of Mr. 
Bucher, or do you simply--

Mr. BuRKETT. Not by association, sir. 
On an appointment of that category in 

a large bank, it has to be approved by the 
president. He was the president and the ex­
ecutive officer of the bank at that time, as 
well as chairman of the board. 

Senator PROXMmE. Mr. King was? 
Mr. BuRKETT. Yes, and he has always been 

a man who personally handled these things 
until just recently. 
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Senator PROXMIRE. You are saying that he 

would have had to have direct explicit 
knowledge of the appointment of Mr. Bucher 
and he would have been responsible-it 
would have had to have been cleared by 
him? 

Mr. BuRKETT. That is right. 
Senator PRoxMIRE. One other question. 
I mentioned in my questioning of the 

nominee that one senior vice president of 
this bank was quoted as saying, "you win 
some, you lose some," when told about the 
$48 million loss. 

Does that indicate that UCB knew about 
the activities of the Swiss subsidiary, that 
it took a risk and lost? 

Mr. BuRKETT. It indicated that to me, sir. 
It is that type of management that is 

being criticized by members of the public, 
certain legislators. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Kind of a racetrack. 
psychology. You go out and take a little 
money, win it or lose it. But here you are 
dealing with the depositors' money. 

Mr. BURKETT. I don't think anything like 
that has been said in banking circles publicly 
since the days of the Insull scandal. It is im­
possible to believe a banker would say that 
unless it is--is association as to what is 
going on in that type of management. 

That is what I say here, that if he had 
spoken out as secretary-treasurer, he knows 
these things, he knew these things as a 
trust officer, he certainly has the potential, 
at least, or the responsibility of being paid 
as an officer of the bank to ask questions, not 
be a rubber stamp. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Thank you very much. 
The CliAIRMAN. I just want to say this, 

we have ranged pretty wide on this. This is 
not a court proceeding, but I think everyone 
recognizes the fact that very little of what 
has been said here regarding UCB and. the 
Swiss bank and Mr. King and Mr. Smith­
Smith is that his name? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. 
The CHAIRMAN. Would be allowed in testi­

mony at a court proceeding. A lot of it is 
hearsay, a lot of it is surmise. A lot of it is 
on the basis that it seems to me you should 
have known. No tie-in of any responsibility 
at all. 

I don't say that critically, but I just think 
it is well for us to keep these facts in mind. 

Mr. BURKETT. I asked, Senator, if I came 
back here-the idea was the hope that as 
an investigating arm that you would inves­
tigate this UCB-if it happens in one bank 
we have other international banks that we 
could lose millions in. 

As I said the time I appeared before Sena­
tor Kefauver and it was the same type of 
questioning, and he said is this true? I said, 
we have reason to believe. 

He said, fine, we will investigate it. That 
ended up in the 1950 tax scandals in which 
six or seven were indicted in San Francisco. 

That is the only relationship that I in-
tended. . 

The CHAIRMAN. I agree with you on that. 
I am glad you brought this before us. 
I think in weighing it on the question 

of a confirmation of Mr. Bucher, we have got 
to be very careful to try to find out what 
the facts are and not what some surmise is. 

I just wanted to make that comment. 
Senator Bennett, if you have anything fur­

ther? 
Senaltor BENNETT. I have a lot of things 

here because, Mr. Burkett, I deeply resent 
some of the things you have said here today, 
as a Republican, as a member of this com­
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. That does not include rais­
ing that JDDney, does it? 

Senator BENNETT. I did not get any of it, 
Senator PROXMIRE. Thalt is why you resent 

1.t. 
Senart:.or BENNETT. They think-! am going 

to pass most of them by, Just one comment. 

You talked about an $18 million loan to an 
insolvent COirpOr81tion. The President, I guess 
he is Chairman of the Board of the Bank of 
America, testified that when that loan was 
made, which was one of about 20 loans that 
were made by big banks all over the country; 
Lockheed had a net worth of $370 million, 
had shown a net profit of $50 million a year 
before taxes. 

Now, th81t is not---those are not the stig­
ma.ta of an insolvent company. Afterwards, 
they were discovered to be insolvent. It is 
easy to go back and second. guess these 
things. But the inference that these all­
all the loan officers of these 30 banks that 
loaned Lockheed money, of which United 
California was only one, were all involved 
knowingly in loaning the stock-the stock­
holder's and the depositor's money to an in­
solvent company. Th81t just is not true. 

Mr. BURKETT. Senator, it is a felony to 
m.a.ke ourt a financial stastement that is 
fraudulent. Now, !-perhaps your Senate 
Committee would like to inspeot this finan­
cial statement and check it out as our bank 
examiners do when small businessmen might 
want to make a statement, he has $50 
thousand, when he has only $2,000. Ask 
Lockheed. 

Senator BENNETT. That thing was fought 
through on the floor of the Senate and in 
committees. Was it lg.s,t year? 

Senator PROXMmE. Yes. 
Senator BENNETT. There is no use opening 

it up again now. But you come here and make 
a categorical statement which puts you in 
direct contradiction with the Chief of-the 
Chairman of the Board of the Bank of 
America.. 

Mr. BuRKETT. I do not contend to be tha.t, 
sir. I just asked one question. Did you inves­
tigate the financial statement, line by line, 
of Lockheed? · 

Senator BENNETT. This is not your privlleg~ 
to ask us. It was given to us and we did look 
at it. The inference that we acted as we did 
is that we compounded the felony, by agree­
ing, as I do, with Mr. Medberry, tha.t it was 
not insolvent. 

Now, when you were a trust officer of the 
Bank of America., were you aware of what 
went on in the Bank of America's foreign 
subsidiaries? 

Mr. BURKETT. I was in the trust depart­
ment as a trainee for a year and I S8lt with 
the Vice President who went to the peniten­
tiary. I learned one thing; that was to be 
very careful and do some night school work 
and learn more. I did. I went to night school 
and learned more about trust work. 

But---.and commerci.a.l banking. Then!-­
Senator BENNETT. But you are coming here 

and saying, because you were part of the 
trust department, you are in a position to 
pass judgment on Mr. Bucher? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. I was likewise the head 
of the investigations of every trust depart­
ment in the State of California, Superin­
tendent of Banks. There, we went over a. lot 
of these things. That is when I decided by 
talking about bankers, meeting with bankers, 
discussing with bankers, and being President 
of all the Bank Commissioners in the United 
States, I sat with the bank examiners, and 
we always felt that.-of the trouble the trust 
departments could be to the commercial side 
of a bank. 

Senator BENNETT. Let us go down to Mr. 
Bucher, himself. When you left your posi­
tion as head of the Banking Commission of 
California; Mr. Bucher was 21 years of age. 
So you had no experience with him while you 
were Commissioner? 

Mr. BURKETT. No. I have never-! have none 
whatsoever. 

Senator BENNETT. Have you ever seen him 
before today? 

Mr. BURKETT. No, I have not. 
Senator BENNETT. So, you are coming here 

to condemn a man, pass judgment on him, 

and be very specific in some of the things 
you accuse h .im of, and you have never met 
him? 

Mr. BURKETT. As far as meeting people, I 
am sure you have not met a lot of people, 
Senator. You have looked at the record. 
There are a lot of things you can judge with­
out personality. This has nothing to do with 
hiE personality. 

From what I saw, I think he is a fine, able­
looking person. You do not judge a man by 
how many hairs he has on his head. 

(Laughter.) 
Senator BENNETT. \Vhat of Mr. Bucher's 

record, do you know? You do not know any­
thing of Mr. Bucher except the fact that 
he works for Mr. KiLg and you do not like 
Mr. King? 

Mr. BURKETT. That is not true. I like Mr. 
King. That is absolut ely a false statement, 
sir. I do not mean it in any way. I am sorry 
you made that interpretation. 

Senator BENNETT. You have made some 
rather serious charges against Mr. King for 
the way he allowed the Swiss Bank Scandal 
to develop. 

Mr. BURKETT. That is your personality side. 
I am talking abollt bis administrative side. 
You are talking A.bout personalities here. 

Senator BENNETT. I am talking about his 
position as Chairman of that bank. You at­
tack Mr. Bucher because you think Mr.­
he is Mr. King's protege. Do you know 
whether Mr. King got him the job in the 
bank in the first place? Did Mr. King have 
anything to do with the successive promotion 
he got before he became the Senior Vice 
President in charge of the Trust Depart­
ment? 

Mr. BuRKETT. Mr. King had something to 
do with his promotions within the bank. No 
one can become Secretary-Treasurer of the 
14th largest bank in the world-in the United 
States without being-knowing something 
about the man. He has--and then to move 
him up to the senior trust position? 

Senator Bennett. Is that not true of every 
officer in that bank? 

Mr. Burkett. No. 
Senator BENNETT. Isn't it true of every 

major officer of the bank and company you 
then say that all of them are proteges of Mr. 
King, and that what Mr. King does tha.t may 
be wrong rubs off on them and makes them­
makes it impossible for them to qualify for 
a job like this? 

That's the inference you have left with 
us. 

Mr. BURKET!'. Was that a question, sir? 
Senator BENNETT. I will phrase it as a 

question: Do you believe that Mr. Bucher is 
the kind of a protege of Mr. King which­
who, because of his associations with Mr. 
King would be rendered undesirable as--to 
be appointed in this particular job? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. 
Senator BENNETT. So it is not guilt by 

association? 
Mr. BURKETT. Not in the way I look at it, 

sir. 
Senator BENNETT. You admit you don't 

know the man. You admit you don't know 
anything about his specific record and all 
you know is the record of Mr. King. 

So if Mr. Bucher is unfit for the job, it's 
because he worked for Mr. King and the 
inference is that in order to work for Mr. 
King, he had to be a party to or involved in 
certain things that you think were im­
proper. 

Mr. BURKETT. I say that in the top manage­
menrt; of a bank which he was, he would have 
to have some knowledge of what's going on. 
There is nothing in the record that he said­
and here today-that I spoke out about that, 
I do not approve of these things. This is bad. 
This is bad. This is bad. He had to study it. 
He had no knowledge about it. 

Senator BENNETI'. And you want us to as­
sume that the chief trust officer of a bank has 
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a responsibility for the operation of the sub­
sidiary in Switzerland and you just assu me 
because he has that position he automatically 
has the information and you don't know 
whether he spoke out or not. You don't know 
anything about it. 

Mr. BURKETT. I think that question was 
asked indirect ly. He said he had no knowl­
edge. 

Senator BENNETT. Just one final comment. 
In your testimony you indicated that there 
are many fine retired bankers who would be 
better candidates for this position. Have you 
heard of a youth movement in the U.S.? 
in getting a young man into this position as 
he has been interested in getting young men 
in other positions and can you suggest a re­
tired banker who could hope to serve out his 
14 years as a member of the Federal Reserve 
Board without bumping his head against 
the-the age 70 limit? 

Mr. BuRKETT. Yes. I believe there are And 
there is no assurance that they won't· drop 
dead next week. 

Senator BENNETT. I am not talking about 
serving out in terms of living to serve it out. 
You take a retired banker and put him in a 
job that has two qualifications: It's a 14-year 
job and you have to quit when you're 7o-

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BENNETT. Do you know of any re­

tired bankers that could meet those two 
qualifications? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes. I believe there are some 
in California and on the West Coast partic­
ularly. 

Senator BENNETT. Men who have retired at 
less than 56? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, because of differences on 
policy of certain banking operations. They 
have taken their hat and taken a walk. 

There are some in Pebble Beach where I 
live. 

Senator BENNETT. You think they would be 
more qualified for the job than Mr. Bucher? 

Mr. BURKETT. Yes, sir. 
Senator BENNETT. You think anybody 

would be more qualified for the job than Mr. 
Bucher? · 

Mr. BURKETT. I didn't say that, sir. I was 
referring to a banker's qualifications, knowl­
edge of economics, monetary and fiscal 
policies of this nation. 

Senator BENNETT. You admit you don't 
know anything about his personal record, his 
personal experience; all you know is what you 
read in the papers or what you judge by look­
ing at the resume? You have no personal 
background to judge Mr. Bucher? 

Mr. BURKETT. You mean this piece of paper 
where he went to college? That's all I have 
seen, that's right. 

Senator BENNETT. On that basis you oon­
demn him? 

Mr. BURKETT. No, I don't condemn him on 
one piece of paper. 

Senator BENNETT. You didn't condemn him 
on that basis. You condemned him on guilt 
by association because he works for Mr. King. 

Mr. BURKETT. That's a matter of opinion, 
sir, if it's your opinion, fine; it's not mine. 

Senator PROXMIRE. Mr. Burkett, I think you 
have performed a. very tough and difficult 
and painful job. It's no fun to come before 
a. Committee and have to oppose a nomina­
tion. You are a sick man. You have come all 
the way across the country, your only public 
appearance in five years. 

As I said before, I think you have served 
as a very good citizen and as one Senator, 
I am deeply grateful that you have appeared 
before us. 

The most important judgment we can 
make, I think, is with respect to the Federal 
Reserve Board. The one way we have an op­
portunity, or a. real infiuence on the Federal 
Reserve Board, is to scrutinize the appointees 
carefully and make sure they are well quali­
fied. I think in this case we have no more 
1nt'ormat1on than the Senator accused you of 
having. 

We just have these resumes in front of us. 
The only way we can develop additional in­
formation is to try to find out what has been 
done by the nominee in the past, what his 
responsibilities are, and what he knows about 
those areas where he has had some infiuence. 

I must say on the basis of the reoord this 
morning, it's very clear the nominee does not 
have knowledge even in the areas where he 
has had training and experience. 

Senator BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to-I remind myself of the cartoon of the 
husband and wife, somebody said, doesn't 
your wive have the last word, and the hus­
band said, she's never reached it yet. 

So I have to have one last word. 
Mr. Bucher asked to visit every-! think 

every member of the Committee. He came to 
visit me. I had an opportunit y to discuss the 
background with him. 

Did he get to visit· you? 
Senator PRoxMIRE. Let me say I made the 

decision that under no circumstances will I 
ever agai:li have a nominee oome into my 
otfice ,in advance of a public hearing to dis­
cuss privately with me whether he should 
be appointed. I made that decision because 
again and again ! -·found that I am a nice 
affable fellow just like you Senator Bennett, 
and I always want to make him feel good. 

I say that without having had a chance to 
hear the man as a witness, without having a 
chance to study his record. I have talked as 
a ma.tter of fact with other members of the 
Senate-just yesterday on the telephone, 
about this nominee. They asked me why 
didn't you tell me before he came into my 
otfice? I think this is a great evil and as far 
as this Senator is concerned, I say in the 
future, no nominee is going to see me 
private.ly. 

That's a policy I am going to adopt from 
now on. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think that's okay. I think 
it would be fine---

Senator BENNETT. While you say you are 
seeing him, you are going to see him pub­
licly. You have developed with Mr. Burkett a 
very obvious campaign against him. 

Mr. BURKETT. I want to say on the record, 
Senator, I never saw in the newspapers and I 
never knew Senator Proxmire was opposed 
to him. I read in the paper last night that 
he was against him. 

I sat down and dictated my statement arid 
hadn't been able to finish it completely. 
There have been many changes in that. 

But I didn't know Senator Proxmire liad 
these views. I commend him for them be­
cause the Federal Reserve System was be­
ing weakened. 

Senator BENNETT. Will you tell the Com­
mittee on the record that you have had no 
previous contact with Senator Proxmire or 
any member of his Staff with respect to 
your-the testimony that you have given 
here today? 

Mr. -BURKETT. I was-I talked to a staff 
member of this Committee-the Banking 
Committee, Mr. McLean. I have asked him 
questions. 

Senator BENNETT. Did you outline to him 
the nature of the testimony. 

Mr. BURKETT. He asked me what I thought 
of him. I had about 20 reasons to be against 
him. In the time I reduced them to 14. 

The CHAmMAN. I think we have discussed 
this sufficiently Mr. Burkett, I feel certain 
that you felt moved to come here and pre­
sent your case. I want to say on behalf o! 
the Committee that we appreciate your 
coming. 

Mr. BURKETT. Thank you, sir. 
The CHA~MAN. Thank you. 
I will ask members of the Committee to 

stay here a minute. All of the others, get out, ' 
please. 

(Whereupon, the open session of the hear­
ing was adjourned. to Executive Session at 
12:45 p.m., Friday, May 12, 1972.') 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is closed. 

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA­
TION ACT OF 1972 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Chair lays before the Senate the un­
finished business, -S. 3526, which the 
clerk will state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the bill by title, as follows: 

A bill (S. 3526) to provide authorizations 
for certain agencies conducting the foreign 
relation s of the United States, and for ·other 
purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The pending amendment is 
amendment No. 1187, as modified. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi­
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem­
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. TALMADGE. 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. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT­
APPROVAL OF BilLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS 

Messages in writing from the Presi­
dent of the United States were commu­
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on March 11, 1972, the President had 
approved and signed the following bills 
and joint resolutions: 

S. 641. An act for the relief of Luis Guer­
rero-Chavez, Guadalupe Guerrero-Chavez, 
and Alfredo Guerrero-Chavez; 

S. 1089. An act for the relief of Robert 
Rexroat; 

S. 1675. An act for the relief of Antonio 
Plameras; 

S. 1923. An act for the relief of Harold 
Donald Koza; 

S. 2713. An act to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to authorize the At­
torney General to provide care for narcotic 
addicts who are placed on probation, re­
leased on parole, or mandatorily released; 

S .. J. Res. 173. A joint resolution to pro­
vide for the appointment of A. Leon Higgin­
botham, Junior, as citizen regent of the Board 
of Regents of the Smithsonian Institution; 

S.J. Res. 174. A joint resolution to provide 
for the appointment of John Paul Austin 
as citizen regent of the Board of Regents 
of the Smithsonian Institution; and 

S .J . Res. 175. A joint resolution to provide 
for the appointment of Robert Francis 
Goheen as citizen regent of the Board of 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. TuNNEY) laid before the Sen­
ate a message from thhe President of the 
United States submitting the nomination 
of Lt. Gen. George Irvin Forsythe, Army 
o.f the United States (major general 
USA) , to be placed on the retired list in 
the grade of lieutenant general, which 
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was referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

TIME EXTENSION ON TOBACCO 
QUOTA TRANSFERS-CONFER-
ENCE REPORT 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I sub­
mit a report of the committee of con­
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 13361) to amend 
section 316(c) of the Agricultural Ad­
justment Act of 1938, as amended. I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con­
sideration of the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore <Mr. STEVENSON). Is there objec­
tion to the present consideration of the 
report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report, which 
reads as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (S. REPT. No.--) 
The committee of conference on the dis­

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
13361) to amend section 316(c) of the Agri­
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom­
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree­
ment to the amendment of the Senate and 
agree to the same with an amendment as fol­
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be in­
serted by the Senate amendment insert the 
following: 
That the second sentence of subsection 
(c) of section 316 of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, is 
amended to read as follows: "Any lease of 
Flue-cured tobacco acreage-poundage mar­
keting quotas from any farm with an acre­
age-poundage marketing quota in excess of 
2,000 pounds filed on or after June 15 in any 
year shall not be effective unless the acreage 
planted on both the lessor and the lessee 
farms during the current marketing year was 
as much as 50 per centum of the farm acre­
age allotment in effect for such year."; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
B. EVERETT JORDAN, 
LA. WTON CHILES, 
JACK MILLER, 
CARL T . CURTIS, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
WATKINS M. ABBITT, 
JoHN McMILLAN, 
WALTER B. JONES, 
WILLIAM C. WAMPLER, 
WILMER MizELL, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of 
the report and that the joint explana­
tory statement of the committee of con­
ference be ordered not printed as a Sen­
ate document by the Senate since it will 
be printed by the House of Representa­
tives. 

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

Mr. TALMADGE. There were two dif­
ferences between the House bill and the 
Senate amendment, and these differ­
ences were resolved as follows: 

First. The House bill exempted all 
kinds of tobacco for which leasing is 
provided by section 316-that is, Flue­
cured, Maryland, Cigar-filler, types 42-
44, and cigar binder, types 51-53-from 
the requirement in existing law that 

leases be filed with the county committee 
by a fixed date no later than planting 
time established by the Secretary. 

The Senate amendment made the 
same provision for Flue-cured tobacco 
only. 

The conference substitute adopts the 
provisions of the House bill. 

Second. The House bill restricted Flue­
cured leases filed after June 15 to cases 
where both the lessor and lessee farms 
have planted at least 75 percent of their 
allotments. 

The Senate amendment contained no 
similar provision. 

The conference substitute modifies the 
House provision by completely exempting 
leases and transfers of Flue-cured to­
bacco involving farms with acreage­
poundage quotas of 2,000 pounds or less 
from the June 15 deadline for filing such 
leases. It also changes the 75-percent 
requirement of the House bill to 50 per­
ment. 

Mr. President, I move the ·adoption of 
the conference report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem­
pore. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Georgia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

QUORUM CALL 

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

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

VISIT TO THE SENATE TOMOR­
ROW BY APOLLO 16 CREW AND 
THEIR WIVES 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the Apollo 16 crew and their wives will 
visit the Senate Chamber tomorrow at 
1:30 p.m. They will enter the Senate 
Chamber from the Vice President's for­
mal office and will proceed to the well of 
the Chamber. 

There will be no speeches. It will be a 
simple and informal visit. 

The visit will allow Senators to offer 
their congratulations to the crew of 
Apollo 16 and their wives. 

I think it might be well today for the 
cloakrooms to announce to Senators 
that there will be this occasion tomor­
row, this opportunity to meet the Apollo 
16 crew, so that Senators can be present 
to show appropriate expressions of wel­
come and appreciation to the crew and 
their wives. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
did not quite understand what group the 
Senator mentions is coming here 
tomorrow. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Apollo 16 
crew and their wives? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. At what time? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. They will visit 

the Senate Chamber tomorrow at 1:30 
p.m. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sena­
tor. 

ORDER FOR 30-MINUTE RECESS 
TOMORROW, BEGINNING AT 1:30 
P.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, on tomor­
row, the Senate stand in recess beginning 
at 1:30 p.m., for not to exceed 30 min­
utes. 

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

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum and 
hope that the cloakrooms will indicate 
that this could very well be the final 
quorum call for today, unless Senators 
have speeches to make. We would like to 
know. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The 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. 

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN­
ATOR HARRY F. BYRD, JR., ON TO­
MORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that on tomor­
row, immediately following the remarks 
of the able Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
GRAVEL), the distinguished senior Sena­
tor from Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR.) be recognized for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

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

QUORUM CALL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I am going to suggest the absence of a 
quorum again to give the cloakrooms time 
to ascertain whether any Senators want 
to speak this afternoon. 

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. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescL.'"lded. 

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

FOREIGN RELATIONS AUTHORIZA­
TION ACT OF 1972 

The Senate continued with the con­
sideration of the bill (S. 3526) to provide 
authorizations for certain agencies con­
ducting the foreign relations of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

THE BYRD AMENDMENT TO THE CASE-CHURCH 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on 
Thursday, May 11, the distinguished 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. CASE) and 
I sent to our colleagues a letter fully ex-
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plaining why we :find the Byrd adden­
dum to the ease-Church amendment un­
acceptable. The Case-Church measure 
provides for the total withdrawal of our 
Armed Forces 4 months after an agree­
ment is reached for the release of our 
prisoners of war. Adding another ~le­
ment, an "internationally superviSed 
cease-fire" only makes the return of our 
men now beld captive by the North Viet­
namese and their allies that much more 
difficult. 

The letter reads as follows: 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: Senator Robert Byrd has 

introduced an amendment to the Case­
Church amendment which would add an in­
ternationally supervised ceasefire as a pre­
condition to the cutting off of funds for fur­
ther American participation in the war, four 
months after an agreement is reached for the 
release of American prisoners. 

we are op-posed to the adoption of the 
Byrd amendment for the following reasons: 

1. If the North Vietnamese do not accept 
a ceasefire, then the President will have an 
implicit Congressional endorsement-it 
might even be claimed he had a mandate-­
to continue indefinitely American participa­
tion in the war. 

2. A ceasefire requirement, if ratified by 
Congress and adhered to by the President, 
could give the Saigon Government veto pow­
er over American withdrawal and the return 
of our prisoners. If Saigon is thus given the 
power to keep Americans fighting its battles, 
our involvement in the war will never end. . 

3. Congressional endorsement of a ceasefire 
requirement might restrain the President 
from accepting, or later proposing, an un­
fettered agreement with the North Vietnam­
ese for the return of all American prisoners 
in exchange for American withdrawal. We be­
lieve that such an agreement would be in our 
country's best national interest. To make 
prisoner release contingent on a cease fire 
might well be condemning the prisoners to 
many more years in North Vietnamese jails. 

In conclusion, our aim is to end American 
participation in the war, once an agreement 
is reached on releasing the -prisoners. We 
believe that this is in keeping with the 
stated goal of Vietnamization, namely that 
the South Vietnamese take over the respon­
sibility for defending themselves. 

We hope that the Vietnamization program 
works, but we are convinced that the United 
States has done all it can to help the South 
Vietnamese. The ceasefire requirement raises 
the prospect of American troops and airpower 
remaining indefinitely in South Vietnam, and 
we find this prospect unacceptable. 

We hope you will join us in voting against 
the Byrd amendment. 

Mr. President, we enclosed with the 
letter the new version of the Case-Church 
amendment, modified to conform to the 
President's 4-month prescription for 
completing an American withdrawal, plus 
a copy of Murrey Marder's analYsis of a 
ceasefire, in which the noted Washing­
ton Post diplomatic correspondent raises 
many questions, pointing up the fact that 
what the President means by an inter­
nationally supervised ceasefire remains 
to be defined. At this time, Congress is 
in the dark with respect to that question, 
and I doubt if any Member here can pro­
vide a reliable answer. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of our letter, most of which I have read 
into the record, together with the text 
of the modified version of the Case­
Church amendment, and the Murrey 
Marder article to which I have referred 
be included at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
U.S. SENATE, 

Washington, D.C., May 11, 1972. 
DEAR CoLLEAGUE: Senator Robert Byrd has 

introduced an amendment to the Case­
Church amendment which would add an in­
ternationally supervised ceasefire as a pre­
condition to the cutting off of funds for 
further American participation in the war, 
four months after an agreement is reached 
for the release of American prisoners. 

we are opposed to the adoption of the Byrd 
amendment for the following reasons: 

1. If the North Vietnamese do not accept 
a ceasefire, then the President will have an 
implicit Congressional endorsement-it 
m ight even be claimed he had a mandate-­
to continue indefinitely American participa­
tion in the war. 

2. A ceasefire requirement, if ratified by 
Congress and adhered to by "the President, 
could give the Saigon Government veto 
power over American withdrawal and there­
turn of our prisoners. If Saigon is thus given 
the power to keep Americans fighting its 
battles, our involvement in the war will never 
end. 

3. Congressional endorsement of a ceasefire 
requirement might restrain the President 
from accepting, or later proposing, an un­
fettered agreement with the North Viet­
namese for the ret urn of all American 
prisoners in exchange for American with­
drawal. We believe that such an agreement 
would be in our country's best national in­
terest. To make prisoner release contingent 
on a cease fire might well be condemning the 
prisoners to many more years in North Viet­
namese jails. 

In conclusion, our aim is to end American 
participation in the war, once an agreement 
is reached on releasing the prisoners. We be­
lieve that this is in keeping with the stated 
goal of Vietnamization, namely that the 
South Vietnamese take over the responsi­
bility for defending themselves. 

We hope that the Vietnamization program 
works, but we are convinced that the United 
States has done all it can to help the South 
Vietnamese. The ceasefire requirement raises 
the prospect of American troops and air­
powel'- remaining indefinitely in South -Viet­
nam, and we find this prospect unacceptable. 

We hope you will join us in voting against 
the Byrd amendment. 

We enclose, for your information, the new 
version of Case-Church modified to confirm 
to the President's four-months prescription 
for completing an American withdrawal. Also 
enclosed is a copy of Murrey Marder's anal­
ysis of ceasefire that appeared in today's 
Washington Post. 

If you have any further questions, please 
contact one of us directly or have a member 
of your staff call Tom Dine on extension 
56142 or John Marks on extension 53224. 

Sincerely, 
CLIFFORD P. CASE, 

U.S. Senator. 
FRANK CHURCH, 

U.S. Senator. 

THE MODIFIED LANGUAGE OF THE CASE-CHURCH 
AMENDMENT TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT Au­
THORIZATION BILL INTRODUCED IN THE U.S. 
SENATE MAY 9, 1972 
(By Senators Clifford P. Case, R-N.J., and 

Frank Church, D-Idaho) 
TrrLE Vll-TERMINATION OF HOSTILITIES IN 

INDOCHINA 
SEc. 701. 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 accounting for all Americans missing 
in action who have been held by or known to 
such Government or such forces. 

(From the Washington Post, May 11, 1972] 
"INDOCHINA CEASE-FIRE" REMAINS To BE 

DEFINED 
(By Murrey Marder) 

The United States has left open for nego­
tiation the critical details of its offer for a 
"cease-fire throughout Indochina" that 
would accompany an American military dis­
engagement from the war. 

Dispute about the exact meaning of the 
Nixon administration's cease-fire proposal 
was threaded through Senate debate yester­
day over end-the-war legislation and also 
aroused questioning by diplomats and news­
men. 

Administration officials acknowledged that 
the cease-fire terminology is open to various 
interpretations that are being reserved for 
diplomatic bargaining. 

Presidential adviser Henry A. Kissinger 
said on Tuesday that "we will be delighted 
to spell out the details of our proposal as 
soon as a negotiation starts ... " In these 
negotiations, said Kissinger, the United 
States would display "a generous spirit," 
with "the attitude of bringing about a rapid 
end to the war." 

The deliberately vague response, was given 
to side-step one of_ the many questions on 
the cease-fire offer: Whether the United 
States would insist that the cease-fire re­
quire the withdrawal of North Vietnamese 
forces who have crossed into South Viet­
nam. 

Defense Secretary Melvin R . Laird was re­
minded at his news conference yesterday 
that he stated on April 7 that there could 
not even be negotiations until North Viet­
nam "withdraws" its forces that launched 
a "massive invasion" across the Demilita­
riged Zone on March 30. 

Laird was not alone in stating that con­
dition, which he repeated more forcefully 
on April 18 in a Senate Foreign Relations 
committee hearing, saying it would be ."the 
height of irresponsibility" to hold negotia­
tions while North Vietnam continues its 
"violation" of earlier agreements. 

Secretary of State William P. Rogers, tes­
tifying a day earlier, on April 17, also origi­
nally ruled out negotiations "while this 
major invasion is under way." But Rogers 
reconsidered a little later in the hearing, 
and he added the qualification that the 
United States will not negotiate further until 
it is convinced "the other side has a seri­
ous purpose or, second, until this invasion 
is repelled or they withdraw." 

Both statements, of course, have been 
overtaken by events in which the United 
States changed its position and did resume 
briefiy both the formal negotiations with 
North Vietnam in Paris and the secret talks, 
the latter between Kissinger and Le Due Tho 
on May 2. 

President Nixon, in his Monday night ver­
sion of the latest offer for ending U.S. par­
ticipation in the war, said that present in­
tensified military actions against North Viet­
nam and its supply lines will cease when 
Hanoi agrees that: 

1. All American prisoners of war "must 
be returned." 2. There "must be an interna­
tionally superV'ised cease-fire throughout In­
dochina." 3. "Once prisoners of war are re­
leased, and once the internationally super­
vised cease-fire has begun, we will stop all 
acts of force throughout Indochina." 4. "At 
that time we will proceed with a complete 
withdrawal of all American forces from Viet­
nam within four months." 

This proposal, on its face, states no re,. 
quirement for the parallel withdrawal of 
North Vietnamese forces from South Viet-
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nam. In earlier versions of this proposal, first 
offered by Kissinger toLe Due Tho in May 31, 
1971 and subsequently amplified, the United 
States intentionally omitted any demand for 
mutual troop withdrawal. 

Kissinger, in discussing the U.S. military 
disengagement approach on Jan. 26, after 
President Nixon disclosed the 1969-71 se­
quence of secret Kissinger-Tho talks, said of 
the May 311971, offer: 

"This was the first time that the United 
S tates had indicated a willingness to set a 
date, the first time that the United States 
.was prepared to do so unilaterally; that is to 
sa:·. without an equivalent assurance of 
withdrawal from the other eide." 

In other words, the United States was of­
fering unilateral withdrawal of its troops. 
Administration officials, including Secretary 
Rogers, have s&id since the present Commu­
nist offensive began, that previous offers 
made to North Vietnam will stand. Kissinger 
said that in his May 2 meeting with Le Due 
Tho, the Hanoi envoy refused "even to dis­
cuss" the U.S. proposals, but Kissinger ex­
pressc--". the view that in time North Vietnam 
may "believe :hat it now has proved its 
military capacity to the point where it could 
afi"ord a purely military solution .... " 

When and if that time comes, there would 
be a barrage of bargaining questions, in­
cluding many that presently are being left 
unanswered. 

What would be the duration of the cease­
fire? What kind of cease-fire would it be, a 
standstill cease-fire, a grouping of forces, 
etc.? Would South Vietnam's government 
have a veto over the terms of the cease-fire? 
Could military conditions for the cease-fire 
involve political factors? 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me at that point? 

Mr. CHURCH. I shall be happy to yield 
to the Senator, after making two inser­
tions. 

IDAHO EDITORIALS URGE OUR TOTAL 

WITHDRAWAL 

Mr. President, two outstanding Idaho 
newspapers, the Idaho Statesman and 
the Blackfoot, Idaho, News, editorialized 
recently, urging our total withdrawal 
from the Vietnam conflict in order to 
gain the release of our prisoners. The 
Statesman said-

If Hanoi will agree to a return of U.S. 
prisoners, we should adopt a policy of with­
drawing our forces by the end of the year. 

The Blackfoot News commented­
The war just won't go away ... we don't 

seem able to learn from past mistake_s. 

I ask unanimous consent that both edi­
torials be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the edito­
rials were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Idaho Statesman, Apr. 19, 1972] 

U.S. PARTICIPATION SHOULD END 

Events in Vietnam show how easily a war 
which semed to be winding down can heat 
up. After seven years of heavy fighting and 
sacrifices the U.S. is still deeply involved. 

The renewed heavy bombing of North 
Vietnam may yield benefits, if it brings 
Hanoi back to the negotiating table and 
results in a settlement ending our participa­
tion. Basically, however, the defense of South 
Vietnam must rest with the South Vietnam­
ese. With 45,000 dead and billions spent, 
the U.S. has given South Vietnam more help 
than our strategic interests warrant. 

The bombing re-escalates our involvement, 
creates renewed animosity for American pol­
icy at home and abroad and creates a risk. 

If Hanoi will agree to a return of U.S. 
prisoners, we should adopt a policy of with-

drawing our forces by the end of the year. 
By that time the President will have had 
four years to make good on his commitment 
to end U.S. involvement. 

The South Vietnamese have managed to 
halt the North Vietnamese offensive. But the 
North Vietnamese are digging in for what 
looks like a long and bloody struggle. 

If we were to reintroduce ground forces 
to help drive the North Vietnamese back, 
they could attack again in a few months, a 
year or five years. Hanoi can call the shots 
on the tempo and the length of the conflict. 

Since we cannot win the war for the South 
Vietnamese and we have already invested 
more than South Vietnam is worth in terms 
of our vital interests, the logical course is to 
ask for the release of our prisoners and 
withdraw. 

Since we still have 87,000 troops remain­
ing in Vietnam, the President is obligated 
to see that they are protected until they are 
withdrawn. We should continue to help 
South Vietnam economically and with mili­
tary supplies. 

President Nixon has declared and followed 
a policy of gradual withdrawal. There should 
be no turning back. That means a stern test 
for the South Vietnamese but the United 
States cannot commit its resources indefi­
nitely to a war which seems to have no end. 

[From the Blackfoot (Idaho) News, Apr. 20, 
1972] 

MR. NIXON'S WAR AN ISSUE 
History has a way of repeating itself, be­

cause we don't seem able to learn from past 
mistakes. The Vietnam war knocked Lyndon 
Johnson out of the White House in 1968. 
Because it drags on indefinitely it may knock 
Richard Nixon out of the White House in 
1972. 

In 1968 the nation was in need of a foreign 
policy debate that dealt with the establish­
ment of new national priorities. The debate 
didn't occur, but it can scarcely be avoided 
in 1972. 

Mr. Nixon in 1968 had achieved the miracle 
of political resurrection and the nomination 
of the Republican Party by saying he had a 
plan to end the war. His alternative was 
Hubert Humphrey, who achieved the nomi­
nation not because of popular appeal but be­
cause the Democratic Party superstructure 
exercised its control over the nomination 
process in a manner that was frustrating to 
many elements of its natural constituency. 

Poor Mr. Humphrey was unable to 
emerge from the brooding shadow of the 
man remaining in isolation in the White 
House. His inability to take a position on the 
war in Vietnam that deviated from that of 
LBJ made his hoppity, yackety "politics of 
joy" campaign appear as an obscenity to mil­
lions of voters. 

Mr. Nixon with his "I have a plan (just 
trust me) to end the war" prevailed over Mr. 
Humphrey-but just barely, and the cam­
paign answered no questions. The nation 
accepted with a sense of resignation the 
Nixon Administration's receivership of na­
tional aspirations. 

The war, which LBJ in his final months 
had steered into the path of a negotiated 
settlement, offered Mr. Nixon a stage on 
which he could have revealed a new brand of 
statesmanship. 

No one can tell for sure what his "plan" 
might have been. Judging from his exercise 
of power in three years that have been 
vacuous of new ideas, he must have believed 
there was nothing wrong with the war but 
something very wrong with the people of the 
United States. 

His actions have indicated two major ob­
jectives: to "cool down" his opposition, par­
ticularly the younger generation, and to win 

· the war which a majority of the people of · 
the nation were anxious to write off as a 
failure in 1968. 

He accomplished his first objective in 
chilling fashion. One need only recall the 
wonderment of 300,000 peace demonstrators 
in Washington about the quality of the man 
in the White House who, surrounded by a 
ring of machineguns, chose to ignore them 
and express his contempt for them by an­
nouncing his interest in a televised football 
game. Also remembered was his instinctive 
initial approval of National Guard gunfire 
on the Kent State campus. 

He pursued his second objective by an­
nouncing a policy of "Vietnamization" of the 
war. This involved the substitution of in­
creased airpower for manpower; application 
of the latest teohu.ological methods of long 
distance killing; intensive mechanization of 
the ARVN; withdrawal of U.S. foot soldiers, 
and the substitution of brown corpses for 
white corpses in the continuing jungle war. 
By invading Cambodia and Laos he opened 
up a massive new field of operation for "pro­
tective reaction" bombing strikes. 

Now when the people's armies of Vietnam 
have the indecency to mount a new drive in 
an effort to reclaim their country, he is rush­
ing in aircraft carrieN ~nd fleets of additional 
bombers from reserve bases in the United 
States. 

It's now Mr. Nixon's war that the nation 
continues to fight. He repeatedly claims it 
will not be an issue in the election of 1972, 
but none of his prophecies appear self-ful­
filling. The war just won't go away. 

There is anxiety in the minds of millions 
of Americans about the quality of the man 
who will emerge as the Democratic alter­
native to Mr. Nixon. 

The generation Mr. Nixon "cooled off" is 
reappearing to register as voters and from the 
cadre of Democratic challengers' organiza­
tions. 

The current surge to Senator McGovern in­
dicates how many people will rally to a. man 
whose approach to solution of the Indochina 
war differs most radically from that of Mr. 
Nixon. 
THE PRESIDENCY WOULD BE MORE RESPECTED IF 

WE WITHDREW TOTALLY FROM INDOCHINA 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the lat­
est American military moves in Vietnam 
were made without any consultation 
with Congress. This continues a con­
scious policy of disregard for Capitol 
Hill which has been in effect throughout 
this senseless war, a Presidential war. 
This attitude helps to continue the dis­
memberment of the system of govern­
ment our Founding Fathers brilliantly 
devised almost 200 years ago. As a result 
of the withering of any checks and bal­
ances, we are now faced, according to 
former Defense Department official 
Townsend Hoopes, with an "almost total 
disconnection from the constitutional 
process." I agree with this dismal obser­
vation. 

While we seem to stay on indefinitely 
in Indochina, we wreak havoc with our 
own Government here at home. Conse­
quently, the opposite is true from what 
President Nixon said the other night 
when he told the American people: 

If the United States at this time leaves 
Vietnam and allows a Communist take-over, 
the office of President of the United States 
will lose r-espect, and I am not going to let 
that happen. 

I believe, on the contrary, that if we 
left Indochina, respect for the Office of 
the Presidency, as well as that for the 
United States, would be enhanced 
greatly. 

Former career diplomat Charles Yost 
wrote in this regard that-
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It would be difficult to recall a case in 
which a President won or held respect by 
persisting year after year on a course which 
was clearly beyond the power and control of 
t he United States. 

I ask unanimous- consent that the 
articles by Mr. Hoopes and Mr. Yost be 
prlnted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
Mf~o~: ' 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1972] 
Q U ESTION oF CoNSTITUTIONALITY-"ARBITRABY 

CONDUCT" OF FOREIGN POLICY 

(By Townsend Hoopes) 
What is ultimately disturbing about Mr. 

Nixon's conduct of foreign policy is its almost 
total disconnection from the Constitutional 
processes. He and Henry Kissinger, assisted by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, seem to dwell in 
some nether realm. They do not consult with 
Congress or even the State Department; they 
make no effort to develop lbroad public sup­
port for their policies; they ignore their 
critics; and they show something less than a 
decent respect for the opinion of mankind. 
Mr. Nixon gets away with it because the other 
elements of America's political system are no 
match for the President's power of initiative, 
his control of the war machine, his capacity 
to manipulate information and events under 
the inherently fluid and confusing conditions 
of war. 

After .. nearly four years in office, he remains 
convinced (even after his new approach to 
China) that American prestige in Asia rides 
on the survival of an anti-Communist regime 
in Saigon. And the price of holdings to the 
sanctity of that objective--which' -thus far 
includes searing domestic division, the 
alienation of American youth, the demoral­
ization of America's armed forces and an in­
terminable war of bloodshed and destruction 
for the peoples of Southeast Asia--does not 
seem to him too high. 

There is discernible in Mr. Nixon's ap­
proach to Communist challenge a rather wide 
(though partially disguised) streak of fanati­
cism, recalling Thomas Jefferson's perception 
that tyranny springs most often from a 
fanatical pursuit of virtue, and that all hold­
ers of great power are inherently dangerous. 
"If the people become insensitive to public 
affairs," Jefferson wrote, "you and I and Con­
gress and assemblies, judges and governors 
would become wolves." The immediate prob­
lem, however, is not the insensitivity of the 
people; it is the nonresponsiveness of the 
President. The people are sensitive and alert, 
but neither they nor Congress can control 
the President. 

In the nearly four years that Mr. Nixon has 
been "winding down" the Vietnam war the 
American people have drawn fundam~ntal 
lessons from the vast illusions and miscal­
culations of the Kennedy and Johnson ad­
ministrations. There are perhaps six of these: 
{1) "World Communism" is not a monolithic 
app~ratus, but a contentious, politically 
fragile confederation; (2) Hanoi is essentially 
independent of both Russia and China in its 
policies, programs and operations; (3) 
Hanoi's ambitions are nationalistic and es­
sentially limited to the unification of Viet­
nam; (4) Hanoi's history and finite resources 
would dictate such liinits in any case· (5) 
The "domino theory" is thus hopelessly ob­
solete (if it was ever valid); (6) The United 
States can accommodate itself to whatever 
indigenous solution emerges from the bitter 
civil war struggles in Vietnam and through­
out Indochina, without risk to any important 
American security interest. In strategic 
terms, we have no "vital interests" in 
Indochina. 

Mr. Nixon has steadfastly refused to ac­
cept these arguments. Forced, however, to 
acknowledge the political fact that a large 
majority of his countrymen do not share 

his anti-Communist fervor, but favor a total 
cessation of American war operations (pro­
vided only our prisoners are returned), he 
has maneuvered to pursue a policy which 
aims at reducing the American role in the 
war without giving up his basic objective. 
Behind smokescreen promises to "end the 
war" and achieve a " just peace" he has ap­
plied a policy of relent less ·military pres­
sure-a feat made possible by inflated claims 
for the success of "Vietnamization," t he 
steady withdrawal of U.S. ground forces, and 
the st range tendency of Americans to regard 
lethal air strikes and naval gunfire as some­
how not really war. 

He had calculated that 1972 would see the 
emergence of a South Vietnamese force able 
to defend itself without large-scale Ameri~ 
can help. Indeed he had hoped to gain the 
extra dividend of a dramatic breakthrough 
toward negotiated settlement, on the eve of 
the Republican Convention. But the hard 
and determined men of Hanoi, refusing to 
play his game, have now brought back the 
war to American front pages, embarrassing 
an administration which thought it had tran­
qilized this whole issue. 

The savage new American bombing effort 
thus reflects the anger of frustration, mis~ 
calculation-and impotence. It is the only in­
strument of response left to a policy that 
has failed by trying to have it both ways­
i.e., to reap the domestic political benefits of 
withdrawal while continuing to wage uncom~ 
promising war against "world Communism" 
in Asia. 

The bombing is a confession that "Viet­
namization" is still too fragile to be fully 
tested, but it also reflects what must be per~ 
ceived in the White House as the compara­
ble fragility of Mr. Nixon's political position 
in an election year. The sudden reversion to 
bombing tactics which bear no direct rela­
tionship to the fighting in the South and 
which plainly involve heavy civilian casual­
ties looks too much like an effort to cover 
political weakness to be viewed without 
cynicism. 

Without consulting anyone, the American 
president, facing reelection, has brought the 
United States to the brink of military con­
frontation with the Soviet Union for rea­
sons that are singularly unpersuasive and 
over issues which a clear majority of his 
constituents long ago decided were not worth 
the candle. The arbitrary nature of this con­
duct forces Americans to the conclusion that 
the United States is now governed by leaders 
who cannot be persuaded either by rea­
son or experience. They should be voted out 
of office. 

MORE To LOSE THAN TO GAIN BY CONTINUING 
IN VIETNA.M?-RESPECT FOR THE PRESIDENCY 
AND THE LIMITS OF POWER 

(By Charles W. Yost) 
In his remarks at Secretary John Connally's 

ranch, Mr. Nixon emphasized, as he has on 
many previous occasions, the worldwide re­
spect in which the United States Presidency 
is held. He added: "If the United States at 
this time leaves Vietnam and allows a Com­
munist take-over, the office of President of 
the United States will ]ose respect, and I am 
not going to let that happen." 

In his TV address May 8, the President 
made a similar point: "In these circum­
stances, with 60,000 Americans threatened, 
any President who failed to act decisively 
would have betrayed the cause of world 
peace." 

American presidents have during the two 
hundred years of our ]lational life been re­
spected for a variety of qualities-integrity, 
c?urage, compassion, sound judgment, fore­
sight, political acumen, dependability. rt 
would be difficult to recall a case in which 
a President won or held respect by persisting 
year after year on a course which was clearly 
beyond the power and control of the United 
States. 

Great as our power has been during the 
past three decades, there are limits to the 
capacity of any nation to control events on 
the far side of the world, and limits to the 
costs a. democracy is prepared to pay to try 
to do so when it is not convinced it s vital 
interests are at stake. 

It is often recalled that General de Gaulle 
ended the war in Algeria when he perceived 
that France had more to lose than to gain by 
cont inuing it, and that he gained rather t h an 
lost respect by doing so. It is less often re­
membered that Stalin accepted the loss of 
Yugoslavia and abandoned the Communist s 
in the Greek civil war, and that Mao and 
St alin's successors swallowed their failure t o 
take over t he whole Korean peninsula 

These were setbacks of a kind which any 
overambitious great power must expect from 
time to time. They do not seem to have de­
stroyed "respect," in the political sense, for 
the leaders and governments of the Soviet 
Union and China. 

The inescapable fact is that the United 
Stat es has suffered a setback in Vietnam and 
that that setback is likely to become more 
intense and conspicuous no matter what we 
do. The failure, however, is not ours, except 
as we made an error of judgment in not ex­
tricating ourselves more quickly. The decisive 
failure lies with our Vietnamese allies who, 
from lack of political will and dedication, did 
not take sufficient advantage of the enormous 
help we supplied over a period of seven years. 

At this stage of the tragic affair, respect 
for the American presidency will be far more 
effectively enhanced by an exercise of sober 
judgment than by Quixotic persistence in 
driving up a dead-end street. 

A head-on collision with the Soviet Union 
blowing sky high prospects for a summit: 
detente and "a generation of peace," would 
be the likely consequence of the latter. 

Had we withdrawn earlier, we could have 
left the hard political decisions to the Viet­
namese, who will have to face the crumbling 
of the status quo in South Vietnam, no 
matter how many bombs we drop or mines we 
plant. 

It is this difficult choice for which the 
President should be preparing the country, 
rather than confusing and agitating it, even 
more than it already is, by some of the ex­
travagant forecasts he made at the Connally 
ranch. He seems to be almost compulsively 
constrained to place what is happening in 
Vietnam in the worst possible light, both 
for the country and for himself. 

It is of course, possible that there may be 
a "bloodbath" in South Vietnam if the Com­
munists win, but it is very doubtful that it 
could be any worse than the prolonged blood­
bath now going on, to which we are sub­
stantially contributing. 

On the other hand, there is no reason what ­
soever to believe that, if the Communists 
should win in Vietnam "that pattern [as he 
put it] would be repeated in other countries 
throughout the world-in the Mideast, in 
Europe, and in others as well." On the con­
trary, if the Moscow summit were permitted 
to take place and were successful, there would 
be a reasonable prospect of substantial de­
tente in Europe, and at least continued 
stalemate in the Mideast. If the summit is 
aborted by our action, then indeed further 
confrontation in the Middle East and Europe 
would be all too likely. 

What do Americans and foreigners, friends 
and adversaries; respect in the Presidency? 
They certainly respect resolution and forti­
tude, but I should suspect that they respect 
wise leadership, cool judgment and sober 
realism even more. That is what most Ameri­
cans thought they were voting for in 1964 
and again in 1968. More and more they feel 
they have been misled, and that feeling is 
not conducive to respect. 

Also, as Joseph Kraft has pointed out, there 
is after all a moral question. How far are we 
morally justified in going on pouring death 
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and destruction from the air and sea in order 
to "win" a war that is not essentially ours? 
Does this ma.ssi ve and promiscuous use of our 
air and sea power enhance respect for the 
Presidency and reflect, as we approach the 
200th anniversary of our famous declaration, 
a "decent respect to the opinions of man­
k ind?" It seems unlikely that history, or even 
our own children, will so judge. 

Mr. CHURCH. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have 
been away for a few days, in my own 
constituency, and it is very useful, I 
think, to exchange some ideas with the 
Senator from Idaho, who has taken such 
a very fine position, with my colleague 
the Senator from New Jersey <Mr. CAsE), 
in respect to the problem which we face. 

First, may I say by way of informa­
tion to the Senate that the fact that the 
Senate passed a war powers bill by so de­
cisive a majority is very high in my own 
mind and in my own list of priorities. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com­
mittee has also reported, although un­
favorably, on a bill from the other body 
dealing with the same question. Our bill 
is in the other body as a Senate-passed 
bill, so that it is possible to move either 
toward conference or action in the other 
body on the Senate bill. I thought, and 
my cosponsors agree, that it would be 
desirable at this particular time to let 
these ideas take root in the minds of 
our House colleagues before we pursued 
any definitive course; but I can assure 
the Senator that everything that moti­
vated me in the war powers bill has only 
been fortified and strengthened as a re­
sult of making so portentous a decision 
as the President made, involving so great 
a risk, far beyond the confines of land 
or air or sea engagement in Vietnam, 
without in any way telling the congres­
sional leadership what he was doing, 
except what he was going to say an hour 
before he said it. 

The second thing I would like to com­
ment on is some idea that we are out of 
danger in this matter. The Soviet Union 
has kept all of its options very much 
open, and I am very gratified that the 
President is going to Moscow. I think it 
is a great vindication of his initiative and 
a very intelligent approach for the Soviet 
Union and our country. But Moscow is 
only a place where the President stops to 
negotiate. What will be negotiated and 
the products of that negotiation are crit­
ically important and will affect the fu­
ture of this country for a long time. That 
includes SALT agreements, limiting nu­
clear armaments, a trade agreement, per­
haps fishing agreements, and other 
agreements. 

I hope the President goes to Moscow 
completely uninhibited by what is taking 
place in Vietnam, because what we give 
and what we take can be heavily deter­
mined by the outlook which the President 
takes to Moscow. 

I believe the American people are adult 
enough to realize that if he comes back 
without a deal, if it means making a 
deal that is not reasonably profitable for 
this country, the whole world is not going 
to collapse. It is a very touchy moment, 
and I know, knowing the President as I 
do and his skill in foreign affairs, that 
he has that in mind. I think we should 

reassure him on that subject. There is 
no reason for this country to give up 
what the United States should not give 
up, and we are quite willing to face up 
to the eventualities, whatever they are, 
where they are consistent with our pol­
icy. Vietnam should not be the mote in 
terms of what we can offer in considera­
tion of our security and peace in the 
world. The people of the United States, 
in my judgment, have not, by any 
means, lost all their marbles, and they 
are quite able to see the true conditions 
in the world which will produce peace. 

Our attitude on Vietnam-and I am 
one of those who has that attitude­
should not be mistaken for selling out 
and running away from our responsibil­
ities in terms of peace of the world. 

Finally-and I would greatly appre­
ciate the indulgence of the Senator from 
Idaho on this-we are constantly faced 
with the fact that x percent of the peo­
ple of the United States-70 percent -or 
some other figure-"approve" what the 
President has done. Mr. President, it is 
one thiBg for the American people, where 
the President makes a fateful decision, 
to have an immediate reaction, of sup­
port for the President when he sticks his 
head out a mile, to use a colloquial term, 
but it is a far different thing for the 
American people to decide what ought to 
be done about what caused that risk to 
be run. 

I submit, with all respect to my col­
leagues, there is no way we had to ascer­
tain, on a finite action, whether a given 
action suggested looking after the secu­
rity of our troops in Vietnam, or whether 
it went far beyond that. It would seem 
to me it went far beyond that. Perhaps 
it did not. I do not know. The President 
did not do us the honor of consulting us, 
so I do not know. So what is the alterna­
tive? The alternative is to get out. That 
is the only way we do not have to have 
there, the troops whose security has to 
be protected. 

I respectfully submit that as many of 
the American people-and I bring this 
home from my own constituents-will 
support that, at the very least, as are 
allegedly supporting the President in 
"the action which he took." 

I hope very much that my Senate col­
leagues will give that appraisal of the 
public sentiment their utmost consider­
ation. We are deeply solicitous about our 
prisoners of war. We are deeply solici­
tous about our 60,000 odd people in Viet­
nam. Of course we are. But we are 
equally solicitous about getting them out 
and getting and end to that improvident 
commitment, and an end to what the 
Russians like to provocations. 

But we are there, so we have to do 
whatever the President says needs to be 
done to protect them, even though, when 
he says it, he also links it up with the 
fact that we are underwriting the gov­
ernment in Saigon. This is the only way 
to solve the problem, and I hope very 
much, as we zero in on Case-Church and 
the various other amendments to be 
voted on, Senators will look at the local 
feeling in their own States, and I think 
they will find very much what I have 
found in my State. 

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator 

from New York for his observations, 
which are always pertinent and timely. 
The formula contained in the so-called 
Case-Church amendment, namely, the 
withdrawal of all of our forces within 4 
months of reaching agreement on the 
release of our prisoners, and the cutoff 
of funds thereafter, also has the ap­
proval of 71 percent of the American 
people. 

The Senate is quite right when he ob­
serves that in the immediate aftermath 
of any action on the President's part 
that appears to be affirmative and de­
cisive, the American people are always 
forthcoming in their support. This -has 
happened to us many times during the 
8 years we have engaged in this war. 
However, after a few weeks pass and the 
action about which such hopes were 
raised fails to produce the expected re­
sults, the opinion of the American people 
reverts once more to one of dissatis­
faction and disapproval of this war. 

The sa~e thing will happen again, 
for I see little prospect that the mining 
of the enemy harbors will produce the 
results which the American people have 
been led to expect. Once more, their 
hopes will be dashed. Once more, it will 
be demonstrated that the North Viet­
namese are determined to persist. 

They have fought for 20 years. They 
have been on the receiving end of nearly 
7 million tons of American bombs. Never 
has a people in so small a country been 
subjected to such bombardment. Yet, de­
spite such a massive and prolonged as­
sault from the air, they have now 
mounted the largest and most effective 
offensive of the war. 

So, Mr. President, as the Senate ap­
proaches the vote tomorrow, I hope Sen­
ators will remember that there is noth­
ing in the formula contained in the Case­
Church amendment that conflicts with 
the President's pledge. It is true that the 
amendment does not contain a cease:fire 
requirement, but it reaches through to 
the one consideration that is uppermost 
in the hearts of the American people; 
namely, the release of our prisoners of 
war. 

The amendment would cut off funds 
for all American participation in the war 
4 months after agreement is reached 
for the release of the prisoners. The 4-
month period conforms with the Presi­
dent's own timetable, for he has said 
that he could withdraw the remainder 
of our forces in an orderly fashion within 
that length of time. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope that 
Senators will carefully consider the argu­
ments against the proposal offered by 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD), and that 
they will weigh them carefully before 
they cast their votes tomorrow. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 

the will of the Senate? 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 

not detain the Senate at length with 
reference to a further discussion of this 
amendment, that is, to section 701 of the 
bill, which my amendment proposes to 
strike out. I am sure there will be fur­
ther debate on this matter tomorrow, 
at which time I shall want to be heard 
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briefly. But I do want to make clear now, 
Mr. President, that we do not know what 
form this amendment will take through 
the passage or the defeat, whichever 
way it goes, of the Byrd amendment; so, 
skipping over that part for the time be­
ing, I wish to point out several reasons, 
quite briefly, why I could not bring my­
self to vote for any kind of amendment 
that puts the congressional branch of 
the Government, while we are engaged in 
a war, in the position of automatically 
cutting off all appropriations for our own 
military personnel in that. part of the 
world. Since they have been sent there 
under military order, I just think it 
would be a great mistake, not only for 
the present but for the future. 

This is not a matter of what the Presi­
dent has said. The President is Chi~f 
Executive, and is our negotiator. The Na­
tion's negotiator has said in his speech 
that after certain things are true as a 
result of his negotiations, then, 4 months 
after that, he would withdraw those 
troops. 

That is all right. That is a good ne­
gotiating point. But for Congress to come 
along, then, before he has had a chance 
to make those negotiations, or endeavor 
to make negotiations, before it is known 
what he will get, for Congress just to 
come along and say, "Regardless of all 
that, we are going to cut off the funds, 
we take this matter out of the negotia­
tor's hands, the Chief Executive's hands, 
and say we are going to cut it off now," 
through language passed now that would 
automatically terminate it, I think that 
is altogether a horse of another color. 
There is a principle involved, and say 
what you will, it will decrease any chance 
that may exist for this chief negotiator, 
the President of the United States, who­
ever he may be, to get terms that are 
possibly within his grasp, if he did not 
have this undercutting and this tying of 
his hands behind his back. 

I do not have any doubt about that my­
self, although I respect others who see the 
matter another way. I warn Senators 
now, Mr. President, this amendment will 
not be a form that adopts the President's 
approach. It cannot. Congress cannot 
substitute itself for the President in mak­
ing negotiations, and we are treading on 
very dangerous ground. It is said they 
want to get something that will get a lot 
of votes, and all; but I will not subscribe 
to that as a matter of expediency. I know 
in my own mind that a principle is in­
volved here. 

There was no time during the Civil 
War when it would have been wise and 
sound for Congress, which was not in 
sympathy with all Lincoln's policies, to 
pass a law cutting off funds after a cer­
tain date. 

There was no time in the Spanish­
American War, so-called, in 1898-if I 
know anything about history-when it 
would have been applicable for Congress 
to have passed a law cutting off funds. 

There was no time during World War I 
when it would have been helpful for Con­
gress to have cut off funds, under any 
conditions, in advance, and to have taken 
away from the Chief Executive his power 
to negotiate and get the best terms he 
could. 

I cannot think of any time during 
World -War II when it would have been 
advantageous for our Nation to adopt 
this policy, through its r legislative 
branch, and say that after a certain date 
President Roosevelt would not have any 
authority to spend money on our mili­
tary in certain areas of the world. The 
same would apply during the Korean 
war. 

When you send a man into battle or 
send him where he may get into battle or 
may be attacked in any way. he wears an 
American military uniform and repre­
sents the flag of this Nation; and wher­
ever he is sent, the total resources of this 
Nation-manpower and other resources 
are pledged to back him up. When we 
begin whittling on that or chiseling on it 
or undermining it or trying to get some­
thing that might be palatable for the mo­
ment to some group or some area, we are 
undermining the basic structure of our 
country, call it what you will. I think it is 
a deterioration of our system. 

How are we going to send men out, if 
we do have another war? And we are not 
going to live soon in time without any 
conflict at all. What are we going to tell 
them? We cannot tell them anything less 
than that everything we have in man­
power, resources, and everything else is 
pledged to back them up. 

I do not buy anything less than the 
solid, firm, irrevocable promise that was 
made to every one of these men-prison­
ers of war and all the rest--when they 
left our shores or when they left their 
homes. 

I do not know of any time during the 
Korean war when it would have been 
proper to have cut off funds in advance 
or for Congress to have set such a date, 
and I do not think there is any proper 
time in the war in Vietnam, unfortunate 
as it is. I have not been in favor of the 
war in Vietnam as a matter of policy, 
but I have been unyielding in backing up 
the men and the country once we became 
involved. 

I do not know of any time when it has 
been proper or will be proper to take such 
action. We will have to do the best we can 
by some other method. I do not think 
there is any time when we should come 
in here and cut off the negotiating power 
of the Chief Executive, who has already 
been selected. I think he is doing a rather 
good job. I know he is doing a splendid . 
job in trying and a rather good job in 
getting us out of this war. 

I do not believe there will be any time 
in any war we have hereafter-! want to 
emphasize this-when we, as Congress, 
with the men still on the other side of 
the world, trying to get them home, try­
ing to negotiate, and trying to get the 
prisoners of war home, should tell the 
Chief Executive, far in advance, "We are 
going to cut off your funds at a certain 
time, after some other things happen." 

Say what you will, that power is vested 
in the President by the Constitution. Say 
what you will, that power is vested in him 
by commonsense. 

Seven days from now, the President is 
due to be in Moscow, and we are talking 
about the possibility of adopting an 
amendment to a pending bill on another 

matter-the amendment really is extra­
neous to the subject matter of the bill­
to declare solemnly now that the Chief 
Executive's power is limited and is cut 
off and his hands are tied behind his 
back, to a degree. 

Throughout the history of this great 
Nation, which is now almost 200 years 
old-through wars and depressions and 
famines and everything eise--it never 
has been necessary to do anything such 
as this. We have always kept the Chief 
Executive with the powers and respon­
sibilities that are placed in his hands by 
the Constitution of the United States, 
war or no war, and especially during time 
of war. 

I do not want to vest in the President 
any authority that is not already vested 
in him. I was strongly in favor of the bill 
that was passed by a sizable majority 
providing that there had to be a declara­
tion of war hereafter before the Nation 
could be committed to war. But we al­
ready are committed to this one. Those 
men are already over there. I think we 
greatly decrease the chance of getting 
them home or of the President bringing 
this matter to an end if we adopt amend­
ments such as this to cut off the funds. 
If we want to be consistent, we ought to 
select someone in our group and say, 
"You represent us; you be the chief ne­
gotiator; because we are relieving the 
President of the United States of the re­
sponsibility that has been placed on his 
shoulders by law, that he is assuming, 
and with which he is doing the best he 
can." 

We do not want the President to go to 
Moscow with his hat in his hand. The 
American people do not like this war. 
They do not want their representative, 
the Chief Executive, to go over there 
with his hat in his hand or kneeling or 
kowtowing or having any kind of disad­
vantage because of an amendment 
adopted here that would tend to dimin­
ish his responsibilities and powers or cre­
ate doubt. In a mission of this kind, we 
want the Chief Executive to have the 
firm assurance that the Nation is behind 
him. 

I do not believe that those who are not 
behind him on this mission to Moscow 
have delved deeply enough into the 
thought of the people of this country, the 
so-called rank and file. If he is going, the 
people of this country want him to go as 
a full-fledged President, unhindered and 
unhampered and untied, as the spokes­
man for this country, carrying the con­
viction to all adversaries, whomever they 
may be, that he does represent us and 
that we will be bound by whatever he 
does, as Chief Executive, to the extent of 
his power. I think that anything else is 
a second-rate deal, second-rate mer­
chandise, and I do not believe that under 
those conditions he could bring back any­
thing worthwhile or could be expected to 
do so. 

Mr. President, I do not want to detain 
the Senate any longer. I will address 
myself to this subject tomorrow. I am 
not talking about Presidents; I am talk­
ing about principles-solid, necessary 
principles-of government. 

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 (Mr. 
STAFFORD). The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I had 
not intended speaking until I heard my 
good friend the Senator from Mississippi 
<Mr. STENNIS) commenting on the 
nature of the amendments before this 
body; but I think this is a good time to 
get a few things off my chest-which 
thoughts I am sure similarly lie on the 
minds of other Americans. 

What bothers me is that we hear the 
same rhetoric taking place today by 
those supporting the President and those 
who are against the President. This 
even though the facts have changed. 

I have nothing but praise for President 
Nixon in the way he has handled our 
commitments in Southeast Asia. Since 
the day he took office, he has lived up 
to his word. He has withdrawn American 
troops from Southeast Asia to the point 
where . we have 60,000 remaining com­
pared with 565,000 in 1968. 

I have supported him, in opposing 
every one of the amendments brought 
before the Senate to cut off funds for 
the Vietnam war, because I thought it 
was undermining his role as Commander 
in Chief while the withdrawal process 
was going on. That process for all prac­
tical intents and purposes is at the point 
where it can be quickly terminated. 

Those that come in here and say Pres­
ident Nixon's policies are the same as 
those of the Johnson administration, just 
have not bothered to do their homework. 
Those who say the military actions en­
gaged in by the United States today are 
taken to enable us to stay in Vietnam, 
have not bothered to do their homework, 
either. They forget 60,000 Americans still 
there, who are in imminent danger of 
being overwhelmed by the invading 
North Vietnamese. 

The.majority of us in this Nation want 
our troops withdrawn. But we want them 
withdrawn ih safety. 

Having said that, the next question is: 
What further commitments do we 
have in South Vietnam? 

Is it contradictory, for example, to 
support the President on the one hand 
in the measures which he is taking to 
protect our withdrawing troops and, on 
the other hand, to support the Case­
Church amendment which sets a date 
certain to cut off all funds for the war 
in and over Indochina? 

I do not believe it is contradictory. I 
believe it fulfills exactly what is in the 
minds of the majority of my fellow 
Americans. Specifically, that they sup­
port all necessary measures taken to 
protect our troops, but they want no 
further commitments to South Vietnam 
of American lives either on the ground, 
in the air, or on the sea. 

It is not a question of undercutting 
the President in his visit to the Soviet 

Union. We have 60,000 troops there as 
a result of the Nixon withdrawal policy. 
Of those, roughly 6,000 are combat 
troops. We have nothing to negotiate 
over insofar as our ground troops in 
Vietnam are concerned. There is no way, 
Mr. President, that they can play an 
effective role in the pursuit of this con­
flict against the North Vietnamese or 
the Vietcong. 

The President, in his comments the 
other evening, indicated that we could 
withdraw all our troops in 4 months. 
The Case-Church amendment does not 
take hold until the end of this year, which 
is considerably more time than that pe­
riod for withdrawal admitted to as pos­
sible by the President. 

I hope the President throws every­
thing but the kitchen sink at the North 
Vietnamese and the Vietcong to protect 
our American boys who are coming out 
of there. But the time has also come 
to say that, at the end of this year we 
expect all our American boys to be out. 
The business of this Nation is a business 
whose time has come. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
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. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on May 9, I offered amendment No. 1187 
to amendment No. 1186, proposed to S. 
3526 by the distinguished senior Sena­
tors from Idaho and New Jersey. I did 
so at that time for the simple reasons of 
conscience and conviction. 

My attitude is quite uncomplicated 
with respect to this matter. I view the 
matter-in the context of my amend­
ment-as one basically of humanitarian­
ism, buttressed by a strong revulsion to­
ward the prospect of a continuation of 
the killing in Indochina. The United 
States has lost more than 50,000 killed 
and 300,000 wounded since the Vietnam 
war began. The dead and the wounded 
among the Vietnamese people--both 
combatant, and noncombatant-number 
many hundreds of thousands. 

As long as the guns are firing, as ·long 
as the shells are exploding and bombs 
are dropping, men, women, children­
military service personnel and civil­
ians-will continue to die. It is long past 
the time that this slaughter should have 
ended. But it will not end until the guns, 
all the guns-not just U.S. guns and not 
just South Vietnamese guns, but all the 
guns-including those of the North Viet­
namese, are stilled. The guns will not 
be stilled and the killing will not cease 
until both the North Vietnamese forces 
and the South Vietnamese forces cease 
their own firing. Moreover, a ceasefire in 
Indochina would insure against the pos-
sibility of U.S. forces getting involved 
perhaps at some future date in the pro­
tection of Thailand. 

The President of the United States has 

proposed several times to the North Viet­
namese that the parties to the con­
flict negotiate in good faith to end the 
war. Two weeks ago the President tried 
once more. He offered a plan for peace 
so generous in its terms that one of the 
Nation's most respected news EJ.nalysts­
and heretofore one of the administra­
tion's severest critics-felt moved to say, 
"If the North Vietnamese do not ac­
cept these terms they are crazy." 

As is well known to my colleagues in 
this Chamber, the President's offer con­
tained a provision for an internationally 
supervised cease-fire. The amendment 
proposed by Senators CHURCH and CAsE 
seeks to cut off funds-as of a specific 
time after our prisoners of war are re­
turned and our missing in action are ac­
counted for-for our remaining air, 
naval, and ground in South Vietnam. 

I support the desire--as everyone else 
does-to bring home our American serv­
icemen who are still in Vietnam. Regret­
tably, however, the adoption of the 
Church-Case language in itself would 
not stop the killing in Vietnam. 

There is no question in my mind, Mr. 
President, with respect to the sincerity, 
the honesty in their purposes, or the dedi­
cation to this Nation's best interests of 
those Senators who favor the Church­
Case amendment. I share those senti­
ments with them. But if there is to be an 
end to the war soon, if there is to be an 
end to the. wholesale slaughter of civil­
ians and military personnel in Vietnam, 
it cannot be accomplished merely by 
withdrawing the few remaining U.S. 
forces from Vietnam. 

The President's latest proposal to end 
the war involves the return of the pris­
oners, the withdrawal of U.S. forces, and 
a cease-fire-an internationally super­
vised cease-fire-throughout Indonesia. 

I said earlier that they were most gen­
erous terms which many critical observ­
ers have been advising North Vietnam 
to accept. They are also terms which may 
have considerable appeal to the Chinese 
People's Republic and to the Soviet Un­
ion-whose interests are not necessarily 
identical to, and which do not neces­
sarily coincide with, those of the lead­
ers in Hanoi. 

We have heard the many predictions 
about the disastrous results in our rela­
tionships with Peking and Moscow which 
would result from the actions announced 
by the President on May 8 to prevent 
the supplies of war from reaching the in­
vading forces of North Vietnam, but to­
day it seems more and more hopeful that 
these predictions will not come about. I 
hope they will not be fulfilled. There is 
some indication, at least, that the Peo­
ple's Republic of China and the Soviet 
Union possibly view our actions in the 
larger context of their own larger inter­
ests. They may similarly be able to view 
the President's proposals in a larger con­
text than can the leaders in Hanoi. 

The President's recent trip to China 
and the trip that he will shortly take to 
Moscow involve relationships that not 
only may well have an important bear­
ing upon the terms for a cessation of 
hostilities in Indochina, but also un­
doubtedly involve relationships that are 
much broader-subjects that are far 
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more monumental in terms of their im­
pact upon lasting peace throughout the 
world-than just those which relate di­
rectly to the war in Vietnam. Conceiva­
bly, American insistence on a cease-fire 
in Indochina could have some appeal 
to both the Soviets and the Chinese. The 
Chinese are interested in seeing U.S. 
forces out of there, and this is what the 
proposition for a cease-fire offers. The 
Soviets have larger considerations than 
Vietnam. Therefore, I think that the 
President should be allowed to explore 
all of these possibilities along the lines 
of the proposals he made on May 8, and 
I do not believe that we should preempt 
that possibility by resigning ourselves 
in advance to the idea that hostilities 
cannot be stopped, that a cease-fire is 
not attainable, and that the killing can­
not be ended in Vietnam. 

There are th<ise who say that the 
North Vietnamese will not agree to a 
cease-fire or that the South Vietnamese 
will not agree to a cease-fire. This is a 
matter of opinion. We do not really 
know what may yet come out of all this, 
and I would not want to second-guess 
what either government will or will not 
do in the days ahead. 

It may be at a later time, Mr. Presi­
dent, that I would vote for just such 
language as that which has been pro­
posed in the amendment by Mr. CiroRCH 
and Mr. CASE. But as of now, I do not 
feel that I could vote for that language 
as it now stands, the trip to Moscow be­
ing at hand, and there being a possi­
bility-in my own mind, at least-for 
some kind of internationally supervised 
cease-fire which would stop, once and 
for all, the wholesale killing in Vietnam. 
This, Mr. President, is the way I per­
sonally see the matter. Such a cease-fire 
could be supervised by Asian nations 
themselves, conceivably, which would 
even be preferable inasmuch as they 
would have a special interest in prevent­
ing the continuation and spread of hos­
tilities. 

I voted in the caucus last week against 
the Church-Case language. I was one of 
the eight who voted against that lan­
guage, but I stated at the time that I 
would keep my options open insofar as 
action on the floor was concerned. The 
amendment I have offered is one which 
would, therefore, enable me to vote for 
the cutoff of funds. In my own view, 
therefore, the adoption of my amend­
ment could enhance and improve the 
chances for passage by the Senate of a 
funds cutoff. 

As I say, it may be that at a later date 
I might be willing to vote for a stricter 
application of the cutting off of funds, 
but as of now I do not view an interna­
tionally supervised cease-fire to be hope­
less. I think it would be very, very de­
sirable if such could be obtained, and 
I think we ought to do our utmost to 
obtain a cease-fire. 

As I say, feeling that the larger in­
terests of the Soviet Union and the Re­
public of China are such that they do 
not coincide with the more narrow in-
terests of the North Vietnamese, I feel 
that the President should be given every 
chance to see if there is any prospect 

C.XVIII--1089-Part 14 

whatsoever for an internationally super­
vised cease-fire which would stop the 
wanton murder of women and children 
as well as military personnel in Viet­
nam. I believe this is hardly the time 
for the Senate to interpose a mandatory 
cutoff of funds which does not carry with 
it a requirement for a cease-fire. 

I have no count on what the vote will 
be tomorrow. I have not asked any Sen­
ator as to how he would vote. I have 
not asked any Senator to vote for my 
amendment. I do not intend to do so. This 
is a matter of deep conviction with all 
Senators. It is a matter which has its 
emotional aspects with all of us, and I 
do not feel that it is my role to attempt 
to prevail upon the wishes of other Sen­
ators or to persuade them to see my 
viewpoint. How other Senators will vote 
will be a matter of their own conscience 
entirely. 

Others Senators are as dedicated to the 
future of our country and as loyal to their 
respective consciences as I am to mine, 
and they are perfectly capable of making 
up their own minds on this matter. How­
ever they may vote, every Senator will 
have my personal respect for his view­
point. ·I always try to keep in mind that 
I can be wrong, and I often am wrong, 
but I am following my own convictions 
in this matter, and I have stated my 
reasons for offering the amendment. I 
have also stated my reasons as to why 
I shall support it on tomorrow. 

DEATH OF DR. DEAN R. BRIMHALL 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, it is with a 

feeling of great sadness that I inform my 
colleagues of the death in Salt Lake City 
Sunday night of one of our State's most 
revered and gifted citizens-Dr. Dean R. 
Brimhall. 

Dr. Brimhall, who was 86, has been 
called Utah's greatest conservationist. 
He was also our foremost authority on 
Indian art in the red rock country of 
Utah's canyonlands. 

It was Dean Brimhall who discovered 
and photographed the renowned picto­
graphs of Barrier Canyon which has 
been called the "finest gallery of pre­
historic pictographs in theh world." 

He guided Dr. Joseph 0. Brew of 
Harvard's Peabody Museum and Noell 
Morss, a noted authority on Indian ruins, 
to view these great pictographs. Together 
they mounted a campaign to preserve 
them. Their preservation was assured 
last year when Barrier Canyon was added 
to Canyonlands National Park through 
congressional action on a bill which I 
introduced. Thus protection for all time 
to come is assured. 

Dean Brimhall was a most remarkable 
man. A doctor of psychology from Co­
lumbia University, a professor at Brig­
ham Young University, a Utah State 
planner and onetime head of research for 
the Federal Aviation Agency, he returned 
to his native State and beloved West 
when he retired in 1952 from his Wash­
ington post, and took up a ranch in the 
heart of what is now Capitol Reef Na­
tional Park in Utah. From this modest 
ranch he explored deep into the unknown 

canyons of southern and southeastern 
Utah-making his way on foot, by horse­
back, by jeep with his extension ladder 
atop, and by light plane which he piloted 
himself. Scrambling over slick rock and 
through deep ravines, he slipped and slid 
into back canyons and pockets where 
probably no white man had ever been 
before, to discover not only the Barrier 
Canyon pictographs, but many others as 
well, scattered throughout the area, 
many of them classics of their type. We 
are moving to preserve them-wherever 
they may be. They are a legacy left to 
us through the efforts and care of Dean 
Brimhall-no one could bequeath a finer 
or more lasting memorial. 

I saw Dean only recently in Utah at 
the dedication of Capitol Reef National 
Park. A tall, weathered man, unobstru­
sive and undemanding, he slipped quietly 
into the ceremonies. It took some urging 
on my part to get him to come to the 
platform where he could be introduced. It 
was obviously a great moment for him­
and his lean face was serene and satisfied 
as he saw the area he had known and 
enjoyed for so long, dedicated as a Na­
tional Park. I am glad that he lived to 
see that day. 

I want to express my deepest sympathy 
to his wife, Lila Eccles Brimhall, another 
remarkable Utahan who has appeared as 
a talented actress and who for many 
years has been a professor of drama at 
the University of Utah. 

The two Brimhalls have always been 
among Utah's most talented and respect­
ed citizens. Now one of them is gone. All 
Utah mourns Dean's passing 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the program for tomorrow is as follows: 

The Senate will convene at 10 a.m. Af­
ter the two leaders have been recognized, 
the distinguished Senator from Alaska 
<Mr. GRAVEL) will be recognized for not 
to exceed 15 minutes, to be followed by 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Virginia (Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR.), 
who will be recognized for not to exceed 
15 minutes, after which there will be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business of not to exceed 30 
minutes, with statements therein limited 
to 3 minutes. 

At the conclusion of routine morning 
business, the Senate will resume the con­
sideration of the unfinished business, 
S. 3526, a bill to provide authorizations 
for certain agencies conducting the for­
eign relations of the United States, and 
for other purposes. The pending ques­
tion at that time will be on agreeing to 
Amendment No. 1187, as modified, of­
fered by the junior Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD). Time on 
that amendment tomorrow is under con-
trol and is divided. . 

At 1:30 p .m. the Senate will go into a 
recess so as to allow Senators the oppor­
tunity to meet and congratulate the crew 
of Apollo 16 and the wives of the crew 
members. The recess will not extend 
beyond 30 minutes. At 2 p.m., a vote will 
occur on amendment No. 1187, as modi­
fied. That will be a rollcall vote. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M.


Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,


if there be no further business to come


before the Senate, I move, in accord-

ance with the previous order that the


Senate stand in adjournment until 10


a.m. tomorrow.


The motion was agreed to; and at 2:44


p.m. the Senate adjourned until tomor-

row, Tuesday, May 16, 1972, at 10 a.m.


NOMINATION


Executive nomination received by the


Senate May 15, 1972:


IN THE ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 3962:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. George Irvin Forsythe,        

    , Army of the United States (major gen-

eral, U.S. Army).


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, 

May 15, 1972


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 

Dr. Jack P. Lowndes, president, Home 

Mission Board, Southern Baptist Con- 

vention, and pastor, Memorial Baptist 

Church, Arlington, Va., offered the fol- 

lowing prayer: 

I 

will extol Thee, 0 Lord, among the


nations—Psalm 

18: 49.


Eternal God, enlighten our minds with


Thy wisdom and capture our hearts with 

Thy love. Help us to know Thy eternal 

truth and apply it to our lives. 

Watch over our Nation, we pray, and 

save us from the pitfalls of selfish pride 

and misused power. Guide all of our 

leaders that we may with all mankind 

find the paths of peace. 

Give to all of us help in facing our 

temptations, comfort in bearing our 

griefs, assurance in handling our anxie- 

ties, and wisdom in using our gifts and 

powers. In the Master's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL


The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- 

ined the Journal of the last day's pro- 

ceedings and announces to the House his


approval thereof.


Without objection, the Journal stands 

approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE


A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-

rington, one of its clerks, announced that


the Senate had passed with amendments


in which the concurrence of the House is


requested, bills of the House of the fol-

lowing titles:


H.R . 8116. An  act to con se n t to the  

Kansas-Nebraska Big Blue River Compact;


and


H.R. 14070. An act to authorize appropria- 

tions to the Nationtal Aeronautics and Space 

Administration for research and develop- 

ment, construction of facilities, and research 

and program management, and for other 

purposes. 

The message also announced that the 

Senate has passed a bill of the following 

title, in which the concurrence of the


House is requested:


S. 953. An act to authorize long-term leas- 

ing of Ind ian land on the Walker River 

Reservation. 

The message also announced that the 

Vice P residen t, pursuan t to Public Law 

86-830, appointed Mr. 

PERCY as a member 

of the Advisory Commission on Intergov- 

ernmental 

R e la t i o n s  i n  li e u  o f M r . 

MUNDT, resigned. 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

The SPEAKER. This is the day for the


call of the Consent Calendar. The Clerk 

will call the first bill on the Consent 

Calendar. 

ESTABLISHING A COMMISSION ON 

REVISION OF JUDICIAL CIRCUITS 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 7378) 

to establish a Commission on Revision of 

the Jud icial Circuits of the Un ited 

States. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 

right to object, this bill has been previ- 

ously "put over" for reasons listed, in- 

clud ing the need for questions and 

answers and debate, and also the sug- 

gestion that it be listed on the calendar 

for consideration under the rules for 

suspensions. This was done without 

prejudice. It is now so listed. I am per- 

sonally appreciative of that.


Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent


that the bill be passed over without


prejudice on the Consent Calendar.


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to


the request of the gen tleman from


Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

ARLINGTON HOUSE, THE ROBERT 

E. LEE MEMORIAL 

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 10595)


to restore to the Custis-Lee Mansion lo-

cated in the Arlington National Ceme-

tery, Arlington, Va., its original histori-

cal name, followed by the explanatory


memorial phrase , so that it shall be 

known as Arlington House—the Robert 

E. Lee Memorial. 

There being no objection, the Clerk 

read the bill as follows : 

H.R. 10595 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House


of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That section 

3 of the joint resolution entitled "Joint res- 

olution dedicating the Lee Mansion in Ar- 

lington National Cemetery a permanent me- 

morial to Robert 

E. Lee", approved June 

29,


1955 (69 Stat. 190), is amended by striking


"Custis Lee Mansion" each place it appears


therein and inserting in lieu thereof "Ar- 

lington House", the Robert 

E. Lee Memorial. 

Any law, map, regulation, document, record, 

or other paper of the United States in which 

such mansion is designated or referred to as 

the Custis-Lee Mansion shall be held to des- 

ignate or refer to such mansion as the "Ar- 

lington House". 

With the following committee amend- 

ments: 

On page 1, line 7, strike out "Custis-Lee


M ansion" and insert in lieu thereof "the


Custis-Lee Mansion."


On page 

1, lines 8 and 9, strike out " 'Ar-

lington House', the Robert 

E. Lee Memorial"


and insert in lieu thereof "Arlington House,


The Robert E. Lee Memorial".


On page 

2, line 4, strike out "the 'Arlington


House' " and insert in lieu thereof "Arling-

ton House, The Robert E. Lee Memorial".


The committee amendments were


agreed to.


The bill was ordered to be engrossed


and read a third time, was read the third


time, and passed.


The title was amended so as to read:


"To restore to the Custis-Lee Mansion


located in the Arlington National Ceme-

tery, Arlington, Virginia, its original his-

torial name, followed by the explana-

tory memorial phrase, so that it shall be


known as Arlington House, The Robert E.


Lee Memorial."


A motion to reconsider was laid on the


table.


SERVICEMEN'S GROUP LIFE INSUR-

ANCE COVERAGE FOR MEMBERS


OF READY RESERVE AND THE RE-

TIRED RESERVE


The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 14742)


to amend title 38, United States Code, to


encourage persons to join and remain in


the Reserves and National Guard by


providing full-time coverage under serv-

icemen's group life insurance for such


members and certain members of the re-

tired reserve up to age 60.


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to


the present consideration of the bill?


Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the


right to object, I have studied this bill


in detail, along with the report, and fully


understand that the establishment of the


servicemen's group life insurance (SGLI)


coverage for members of the Ready Re-

serve and the Retired Reserve is a part


of the "package" providing incentive,


perhaps, for increasing the Reserves up


to the authorized numbers, as well as the


National Guard; but it is not clear to me


from a study of the report and of the


bill itself as to why they could not gain


this while on their extended active duty


training, as many other reservists and


guardsmen have and are eligible for, with


th e  s am e  pr in c iple s  o f con ve r s ion  if


maintained, at any time prior to their


61st birthdays.


I 

wonder if the gen tleman from M is-

sissippi could explain this, and I am glad


to yield to the gentleman for that pur-

pose.


Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

Mr. Speaker, I


thank the gentleman for yielding.


xxx-xx-xx...
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