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Brigadier General Marion L. Boswell,
P8 R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Kenneth L. Tallman, pEeveren
P23 'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Otis C. Moore JEECTEENTR.
Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. Frederick C. Blesse,
P23 'R, Regular Air Force.

Brig. Gen. James V. Hartinger,
E2SWR, Regular Air Force.

U.S. ARMY

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position of
importance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of section
3066, in grade as follows:

To be lieutenant general
Maj. Gen. Howard Wilson Penney,
U.S. Army.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate February 14, 1972:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Willis C. Armstrong, of New Jersey, to be
an Assistant Secretary of State.

Kenneth Franzheim II, of Texas, now Am-
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary
of the United States of America to New
Zealand and to Western Samoa, to serve con-
currently and without additional compensa-
tion as Ambassador Extraordinary and Plen-
ipotentiary of the United States of America
to Fiji.

John I. Getz, of Illinois, a Foreign Service
officer of class 1, to be Ambasador Extraor-
dinary and Plenipotentiary of the United
States of America to Malta.

Albert W. Sherer, Jr., of Illinois, a Foreign
Service officer of class 1, to be Ambassador
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Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the
United States of America to the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic.

Matthew J. Looram, Jr., of the District of
Columbia, a Foreign Service officer of class 1,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America to
the Somali Democratic Republic.

Robert Anderson, of the District of Colum-
bia, a Foreign Service officer of class 1, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to the
Republic of Dahomey.

Anthony D. Marshall, of New York, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-
tiary of the United States of America to
Trinidad and Tobago.

Robert Strausz-Hupé, of Pennsylvania, to
be Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipo-
tentiary of the United States of America to
Belgium.
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YOUTH WITH A PURPOSE

HON. WILLIAM H. NATCHER

OF KENTUCKY
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, during
the week of February 19 through 26,
the Future Farmers of America will cele-
brate their 44th birthday. It is not ac-
cidental that this fine organization has
picked this particular time to celebrate
its anniversary. The birthday of one of
our Nation’s greatest leaders, George
Washington, falls on February 22 and it
is in honor of him that this splendid
group annually designates the Saturday
before his birthday through the Satur-
day after his birthday as FFA Week.
George Washington’s love for America
was matched by his love for farming and
we can be thankful for his many sig-
nificant contributions to agriculture. It is
almost impossible to separate the man
from the land he loves and George Wash-
ington was no exception.

Boys and girls, aged 14 through 21, re-
siding in 49 States, the Virgin Islands,
and Puerto Rico actively participate in
the many worthwhile activities of the
FFA. It has a membership of 430,000 stu-
dents studying vocational agriculture in
8,200 public schools. The strength of the
FFA lies in its local chapters. The mem-
bers are taught agricultural skills by
their chapter adviser in an effort to bet-
ter prepare them for tomorrow when
many people will rely on the skills they
are learning today.

The mass exodus to the cities over the
past few decades has left many rural
areas weak and stagnant while the urban
centers have become overpopulated, im-
poverished, and plagued with crime.
These trends must be reversed in order
to establish a better distribution of popu-
lation and economic activity so vital to
the future of America. The destiny of
our great country lies in the hands of
its youth and the FFA is successfully
pointing its members in the right direc-
tion.

FFA’s Building Our American Com-
munities—BOAC—program, now in its

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

third year, is designed to improve com-
munities across the Nation. One aspect
of this program deals with actual phys-
ical improvements such as building
parks and ecological centers, renovating
old storefronts, landscaping football
fields, constructing outdoor recreational
centers, and a general overall clean-up
of the communities and their surround-
ing areas. Another facet of the program
deals with social problems such as unem-
ployment. Job placement services have
been set up to assist students in finding
summer and part-time employment.
Career counseling is also available to
those planning for future occupations.
The FFA has been extremely successful
in obtaining the cooperation of non-
members who wish to improve their sur-
roundings and better their communities.

The theme of FFA Week this year 1s
“Youth With a Purpose.” The plans of
these fine young people do not begin and
end with the environment. Agriculture
exceeds the boundaries of the farm. In
their vocational agriculture classes the
students learn the technology of pro-
duction, supply, processing, and distri-
bution; they learn the science of farm-
ing and how to preserve the soil; they
learn the practical application of farm-
ing techniques with a minimum of su-
pervision and are thus prepared for the
time when they will be on their own.
They are given the opportunity to work
together and develop leadership skills
which will be so important to them in
later life. As farmers, these industrious
citizens are concerned with the future
of agriculture and the role they will play
in improving the industry and providing
the people with enough materials to feed
and clothe an overpopulated Nation.

Many people have felt the impact of
FFA’s valuable contributions to America
and I am happy to note that its mem-
bership is soaring. The Second Congres-
sional District has benefited from its ac-
tivities and the program continues to
be a success.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have this
opportunity to congratulate the Future
Farmers of America for its many out-
standing achievements and I wish them
every success in performing even greater
accomplishments.

COUNTERBRIEFING ON U.S.
POLICY IN INDOCHINA

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, on Friday,
January 28, 1972, a group of House
Members sponsored a ‘“Counterbriefing
on U.S. Policy and the Indochina
War.” This effort was cosponsored
by the Indochina Education Council, an
independently funded resource and re-
search center on the Indochina war lo-
cated here in Washington. Carl Kukko-
nen of the education council served as
the coordinator.

Our counterbriefing was aimed pri-
marily at the editors and broadcasters
brought to Washington to attend a State
Department briefing on U.S. foreign pol-
icy. We received some attention from
Washington and New York newspapers
and I include with my remarks newspa-
per accounts of the meeting.

The participants, in addition to my-
self, were:

Dr. Raphael Littauer, profesor of phys-
ics at Cornell University; coordinator of
the Cornell research project that pro-
duced the report: “The Air War in Indo-
china,” which was released in October of
1971, -

Fred Branfman, director of Project Air
War, a nonprofit educational organiza-
tion aimed at raising public conscious-
ness about the air war in Indochina.

Senator J. W. FuLBrIGHT, Democrat,
Arkansas, chairman of the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee.

Senator GavyLorD NELSON, Democrat,
Wisconsin, sponsor of S. 3084, a hill to
provide for a study and investigation to
assess the extent of damage done to the
environment of South Vietnam, Laos,
and Cambodia as the result of the opera-
tions of the Armed Forces of the United
States

Earl C. Ravenal, former director, Asian
Division, Systems Analysis, Office of the
Secretary of Defense; now associate fel-
low, Institute for Policy Studies.

Profs. Arthur H. Westing, Wind-
ham College, Putney, Vt., and Egbert W.
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Pieiffer, University of Montana, leading
experts on the ecological effects of mod-
ern weapons technology as applied in
Indochina.

The congressional sponsors were Rep-
resentatives: James S. ABourezk, South
Dakota; BerLra Aszue, New York; Her-
MAN Bapinro, New York; PHILLIP BURTON,
California; Jormn Conyvers, Michigan;
RownaLp DeLLums, California; Jorw Dow,
New York; RoeerT DRINAN, Massachu-
setts; Bos EckHArRDT, Texas; Don Ebp-
WARDS, California; MIicHAEL HARRINGTON,
Massachusetts; HENRY HELSTOSKI, New
Jersey; RoBERT KASTENMEIER, Wisconsin;
Epwarp KocH, New York, ABNER MIK-
vA, Illinois; PARREN MiITCHELL, Maryland;
CHARLES RanGeL, New York; BENJAMIN
RoseNTHAL, New York; and WiLLiam
Rvan, New York.

Mr. Speaker, under the President’s Vi-
etnamization policy, U.S. forces are
slowly being withdrawn from Indochina.
This is movement in the right direction.
But as U.S. manpower levels recede, the
air war continues and in some areas it
has been accelerated. The nature of the
air war means the American public only
will be kept informed of this U.S. involve-
ment if the news media make a special
effort. That this special effort should be
made to describe the air war our Gov-
ernment is conducting in Indochina is
the point made by all participants in the
counterbriefing. A transcript of a tape
recording of the counterbriefing follows:
[From the Washington Post, Jan. 29, 1972]

Eprrors BRIEFED AND COUNTERERIEFED
(By Richard L. Lyons)

After hearing administration briefings on
Indochina, visiting editors were told by war
opponents yesterday that the press bears a
difficult responsibility of keeping the spot-
light on the continuing but changed war.

Congressmen and outside specialists gave
a “counter-briefing” on Capitol Hill for a few
dozen of the 400 editors and broadcasters who
had come to Washington for a two-day brief-
ing by high administration officials.

The editors were told that the war has not
ended, but has shifted from a ground war to
& bombing war which reporters cannot see
and so cannot report to the publie.

Few Americans are now being killed, less-
ening antiwar pressure at home, but Ameri-
can policy to maintain an antl-Communist
government in Saigon remains unchanged
the editors were told.

Fred Branfman, director of a private orga-
nization trying to mobilize public sentiment
against the air war in Indochina, sald a third
Indochina war is now being waged. The first
was by the French until 1954 and the second
by American ground troops until recently.

The third, he said, is a war waged from
the air by bombers that destroy everything
below them. At least half the bombs dropped
are designed to kill people, not to destroy
structures, Branfman said. He heads a group
called Project Air War.

Unlike the ground war, the bombing war
cannot be covered by reporters and cameras,
Branfman sald, and the American people are
not getting the facts to form judgments for
pressuring Congress to end the war. The war
will go on indefinitely, he said, unless the
press reports that it is not ending.

Rep. Donald Fraser (D-Minn.) sald the
recent change in House sentiment toward
an antiwar stand was caused by public pres-
sures. This will be less as ground troops are
withdrawn, he said. He called on the press
to keep the spotlight on the war.
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Sen. J. Willlam Fulbright (D-Ark.), chair-
man of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee and one of the most outspoken con-
gressional critics of the war, sald that if he
were President he would do what the French
did in 1954 after long, costly fighting—decide
it is not in our national interest to continue,
and get out.

Fulbright sald President Nixon's forthcom-
ing trip to Peking indicates that he wants
to end the Cold War. “Why is he so hesitant
about getting out of Indochina?"” asked Ful-
bright. He said the President's latest pro-
posals vary little from those rejected by
North Vietnam in the past.

Slides were shown of how American bull-
dozers in South Vietnam have scraped bare
an area the size of Rhode Island, how spray-
ing with poisonous herbicides have destroyed
forests equal in size to Massachusetts, and
how bombers have created 23 million craters
25 feet deep and 40 feet in diameter.

Sen. Gaylord Nelson (D-Wis.) gave these
statistics and said he introduced a bill yes-
terday calling for a presidential report to
Congress in six months on the ecological
damage done in Southeast Asia by these
activities.

The editors were in town for an annual
State Department briefing.

[From the Washington Star, Jan. 29, 1972]
U.S. BOMBINGS IN ASIAN WAR SCORED
(By James Doyle)

Editors who came to Washington for brlef-
ings at the State Department were offered a
“counter-briefing” on Capitol Hill that in-
cluded a slide show by a botanist and a zool-
oglst deplcting the devastation of Southeast
Asia's forests by U.S. bombs.

About 150 persons showed up for the brief-
ing, which came at the conclusion of two
days of talks by administration officials at
the State Department to editors invited here
from across the country.

But most of those in the Capitol Hill hear-
ing room were young men and women and,
from appearances, only about 20 editors
showed up to ask questions.

The “counter-briefers” included two sena-
tors and a congressman; three college pro-
fessors, a former Defense Department sys-
tems analyst and a former field worker from
Laos who is now researching the American
alr war in Indochina.

Most of the sesslon was spent explaining
the extent of the American air war and the
lack of coverage of it in the U.S. press be-
cause reporters are banned from the bombing
areas.

A botanist from Windham College in Put-
ney, Vi, and a zoologlst from the University
of Montana showed slides depicting 30-foot-
wide bomb craters which, they sald, have
made much of the Indochina countryside
unusable.

There are an estimated 10 milllon bomb
craters In South Vietnam alone, the scien-
tists sald, and they have "“permanently re-
arranged the landscape.”

The craters, along with shrapnel in the
trees and the loss of vegetation to defolia-
tion, have created a land devastation that
will not be repaired for 500 or 1,000 years,
according to Sen. Gaylord Nelson, D-Wis.,
one of the panelists.

The two sclentists showed the effects of
a single B52 bombing raid by superimposing
a bombed swath on a map of Washington
showing the area between the Capitol and
the Lincoln Memorial, from Pennsylvania
Avenue to Independence Avenue. In an area
that size, 108 bombs of the 500-pound size
are dropped by each Bb52 sortle, the panelists
sald, and each bomb creates a crater 20 to 50
feet wide and 5 to 20 feet deep.

Nelson submitted legislation calling for a
U.8. investigation of the extent of ecological
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damage done in Southeast Asia by U.S. mili-
tary forces.

In a speech on the Senate floor, Nelson
called American tactical operations in the
land of its ally, South Vietnam, “a scorched
earth policy.” He said, “this an impersonal,
automated and mechanistic warfare brought
to its illogical conclusion—utter permanent
total destruction.”

Other points made by the participants in-
cluded the following:

The "third Indochina war"” is underway,
substituting widespread and indiscriminate
bombing for the use of ground troops which
were part of the “second Indochina war.”

The bombing attacks have been militarily
ineffective, but the administration appears
ready to Increase their scope in the next few
weeks as the Communists seek military vic-
tories on the ground.

NOT WINDING DOWN

The war is not winding down. The bombing
is increasing and having a devastating effect
on the civilian population.

Newsmen have been excluded from report-
ing on the effects of the air war because they
no longer go along on bombing raids under
a new Defense Department policy.

The President’s newly revealed peace pro-
posal should be seen as a warning that the
United States will remain in South Aslia
indefinitely.

The counter briefing was sponsored by an
anti-war organization called the Indochina
Education Council.

Panel participants were Dr. Raphael Lit-
tauer, physics professor at Cornell University;
Earl C. Ravenal, former Asian division sys-
tems analyst with the Defense Department;
Fred Branfman, a former field worker in
Laos and now director of a nonprofit organi-
zation almed at publicizing the air war; Sen-
ate Forelgn Relations Committee Chairman
J. Willlam Fulbright of Arkansas; Nelson;
Rep. Don Fraser, D-Minn.; Prof. Arthur H.
Westing of Windham College in Vermont
and Prof. Egbert W. Pfeiffer of the University
of Montana.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 29, 1972]

GOP PRrESSES CAMPAIGN FOR NIXoN’s PEACE
PLAN

(By Terence Smith)

WasHINGTON, January 28.—More than 123
members of Congress signed letters circu-
lated by the Republican leadership today ex-
pressing support for President Nixon's eight-
point peace proposal for Vietnam.

In circulating the letters, the Senate Re-
publican leader, Hugh Scott, and the House
Republican leader, Gerald R. Ford, said they
were seeking to demonstrate the widest pos-
sible backing of the President's new initia-
tive among the 100 Senators and 432 Repre-
sentatives.

Neither the text of the letters, nor the
names of the signers will be released, spon-
sors sald, until the letters are sent to the
President.

Mr. Scott and Mr. Ford have stopped short,
however, of proposing a formal resolution,
apparently for fear that it would produce a
major debate on the Administration’s war
policies and provide a forum for the Presi-
dent’s critics.

The letters, which will be sent to the White
House after more signatures are gathered
next week, appear to be the last phase of a
full-scale Administration effort to rally sup-
port behind the President’s offer.

The campaign has included dally news
conferences and speeches by senior Admin-
istration officials, including Henry A. Kis-
singer and Secretary of State Willlam P.
Rogers, and well-publicized leaks about the
aspects of the new proposal that can be por-
trayed as generous.
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Yesterday, for example, Administration
sources volunteered to reporters that the
President had offered North Vietnam §2.5-
billion as part of a $7.5-billion program for
Indochina reconstruction, The detalls of this
offer were confirmed today by the White
House press secr¢ tary, Ronald L. Ziegler.

The Administrition appears to have a two-
fold purpose in iis efforts to sustain the mo-
mentum behind the new initiative: first, to
persuade Hanol that the majority of Con-
gress and the country support the President
and, second, to deflate the domestic critlcs
of Mr. Nixon's policy.

Senator Scott has been in the forefront
of the second effort, accusing the critics of
advocating “abject surrender” to the North
Vietnamese.

He repeated those charges to reporters to-
day and added the observation that former
Senator Eugene J. McCarthy was being
“fatuous and disingenuous” in his continu-
ing criticism of the President's handling of
the war.

Also today, a group of opponents of the
President’s policies staged a ‘“‘counterbrief-
ing” in which they sought to refute some of
the arguments the Administration’s spokes-
men have put forward during the week.

A serles of speakers, including Senators
J. W. Fulbright and Gaylord Nelson, ad-
dressed an audience of nearly 200 crowded
into a committee hearing room in the Ray-
burn House Office Building.

AUTOMATED WAR ASSAILED

Other speakers included Prof. Raphael Lit-
tauer of Cornell University, the coordinator
of a recent study on the impact of the air
war in Indochina; Earl C. Ravenal, a former
Defense Department official now with the
Institute for Policy Studles, and Fred Branf-
man, director of Project Air War, a nonprofit
organization aimed at ralsing public con-
sclousness about the alr war In Indochina.

The speakers called for an immediate end
to what Mr. Branfman described as “an au-
tomated war of total destruction” in South
Vietnam, Laos and Cambodla.

Senator Fulbright, the Chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, argued that
the President’s new proposal was ‘“hardly
distinguishable from the previous offers we
have made."”

“It may contain some new details,” he sald,
“but it still lacks the critical Ingredient: a
frank statement of our willingness to with-
draw our forces and leave the political fu-
ture of Vietnam up to the Vietnamese.”

Hanol SEEKS CLARIFICATION

Hawnor, Viervam, January 28.—The Com-
imunist party newspaper Nhan Dan said
today that North Vietnam would respond
officlally to President Nixon's proposals only
after further clarification.

Quoting the Parls correspondent of the
North Vietnamese press agency, it sald Hanol
would awalt the answers to precise questions
asked yesterday at the Parls talks,

The agency correspondent summarized the
questions as follows:

“Will the United States withdraw all its
troops, weapons and egquipment, dismantle
their bases, cease using planes against North
Vietnam and South Vietnam?"”

“When will agreement be made fixing the
precise manmner and date of the withdrawal?”

The army newspaper, Quan Doi Nhan Dan,
gave a much shorter report, but it published
at length the Jan. 26 communiques by North
Vietnamese and Vietcong spokesmen in Paris
and sald they had “rejected the elght points.”
This paper is intended for military person-
nel.

Sovier COMMENT SKEPTICAL

Moscow, January 28.—The first Sovlet
commentaries on President Nixon's peace
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proposals today were highly skeptical but
avolded outright rejection.

Vikenti Matveyev, a leading political com-
mentator in the Government newspaper,
Izvestia, made it clear that there were im-
portant questions to be answered, such as
whether American aircraft would continue
to operate in Indochina.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 29, 1972]
ECOLOGICAL DAMAGE IN VIETNAM ASSAYED

WasHINGTON, January 28.—Two sclentists
who recently returned from Indochina
say American bombs, herbicides and tree-
clearing operations have done more damage
to South Vietnam than any military action
the United States has taken agalnst North
Vietnam.

When the war ends, Dr. Egbert Pfeiffer said,
North Vietnam *“is going to be better off than
South Vietnam.”

Dr. Pfelffer, a zoologlst from the Univer-
sity of Montana, and Dr. Arthur H. Westing,
a biologist, have been studying the ecologi-
cal impact of the war since 1968 under the
auspices of the Fund for Investigative Jour-
nalism and Environment magazine,

Dr. Westing says the United States has
dropped 20 times as many bombs on South
Vietnam as on North Vietnam. One of the
effects of that, he said, is the destruction of
10 per cent of the ricelands of the South.

He said that frequently a farmer who re-
turned to restore a water-fllled rice paddy was
killed by one of the estimated 250,000 undet-
onated bombs beneath the surface of the
water. 3

Dr. Westing and Dr. Pfeiffer recently saild
that the Air Force was using a new 7.5-ton
bomb with explosive power enough to kill
nearly every kind of animal life within 3,000
feet of where it detonates.

TRANSCRIPT OF TAPE RECORDING OF COUNTER-
BRIEFINGS

KukkoNeEN—This briefing is sponsored by
20 Members of the House of Representatives
and was organized by the Indochina Educa-
tion Councll to present information and
analyses on Indochina from sources inde-
pendent and outside the executive branch of
government,

Today's meeting is a counter-briefing to
the State Department’s conference on U.S.
policy that was being held for editors and
broadcasters, All statements today are on the
record.

The war in Indochina has begun its second
decade. The fighting has spread to Cambodia
and to Laos. The character of the U.S. role
in Indochina has changed from a ground war
to an air war. Our briefers today will speak
on various aspects of the continuing war and
the possibilities for ending it.

We encourage questions from the editors
and broadecasters and other people in the au-
dience and in order to facilitate that our
format Is chosen to promote such an inter-
change of ideas. Each speaker will give a brief
seven-minute presentation followed immedi-
ately by 6 minutes of questions from the
audience. If we can stick to our schedule
we'll be done in an hour and 156 minutes. At
that time we will throw the meeting open to
a larger group of questions. At present we're
missing two of our people; Mr. Ravenal is
having plane trouble from Providence, Rhode
Island, and Sen. Nelson is on his way.

Our first briefer is Professor Raphael Lit-
tauer from Cornell University. He's a pro-
fessor of physics who coordinated the re-
search project which produced the report on
the air war in Indochina. And with that in-
troduction I give you Professor Littauer.

LrTTAUER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ladies and gentlemen, it's rather difficult
to summarize such a big subject in such a
short time, I'll just try to outline for you a
few of our findings.
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Alr power, of course, is an extremely power-
ful tool and we know that it's played an
important role in Indochina and will con-
tinue to play an almost exclusive role in the
future or in the near future,

In what ways can alr power help to win a
war? I think one can break that down into
four categories. It can glve close support to
troops engaged with the enemy on the
ground, You have a good example of that, for
example, from the Middle East war in 1967
where air power played a decisive role. But
you have to have ground forces that are ef-
fective that you are trying to support. And
of course you are circumscribed by the nature
of the terrain and by the type of fighting.
And if you look at the Vietnam scene and
Indochina scene, you find the terrain is un-
favorable as a whole—the jungle. And the
style of fighting is flexible and diifuse, again
unfavorable to air force which is an indls-
criminate type of weapon in that kind of
circumstance,

The second role is interdiction of sup-
plles. That is a very important role. Again
it is meant to support ground forces, to de-
prive their opponents of the supplies, and
again it is a function of the terrain and of
the style of transportation, It is relatively
easy to interdict a four-lane highway, much
harder to do so agalnst a network of very
diffused jungle trails.

Then you have the third category, stra-
tegic bombing, This assumes you have stra-
feglc targets such as power stations, factories,
marshaling yards, airflelds, When those tar-
gets are few as they were in fact in Indo-
china, that belng a rather rural soclety rather
than heavily industrialized, strategic bomb-
ing is limited. You can direct strategic bomb-
ing also agalnst the predominant resource of
the style of fighting we've encountered in
Indochina, which is the population itself.
Particularly when it's guerrilla warfare the
population provides resources, cover, food,
shelter, everything you wish to name and is
consequently to be regarded as one of the
major strateglc resources of a guerrilla enemy.

Last 1s deterrence. This is not a direct
effect of bombing; it is a psychological or po-
litical effect but it does play an important
part, I think there is no question that the
bombing of North Vietnam in the years 19656
to 1068 had a very strong deterrent motive.
It was supposed to teach the opponents that
it did not pay to pursue their course. And
we will see that deterrence continues to be
an important element in the air war as waged
by the United States at this time.

Now just to give you a quick thumb nall
sketch of the historical survey, I'd like to
project a slide (I think we can do that with
the lights on) which shows the tonnages by
the year which were dellvered by alr—by the
U.8. and its allles but mainly by the United
States—to the varlous theaters of war. And
you will see guickly that the maln tonnage
was of course developed on South Vietnam
itself—up to a milllon tons a year, That is
because that was the focus of fighting. On
the other hand, that has also been dramati-
cally de-escalated. 8o when people quote fig-
ures on South Vietnam, as you will see from
the other graphs, these are not typical of the
alr war in Indochina as a whole.

The alr war, as a whole, has not come
down to half even; it's still more than half
of what it was at its great dramatic peak in
1968. North Vietnam stopped as a concerted
effort in 1968 as the graph shows there. But
immediately after It ceased, the bombing
of northern Laos began and you can see from
the graph that that was at roughly the same
intensity as the amount of bombing removed
from North Vietnam due to the bombing
halt of 1968. The bombing of north Laos con-
tinues. Its effects have been quite extensively
documented so I won't go into that.

Bombing of the Ho Chi Minh Trall, which
is a specific Interdiction funection of course,
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is the major advertised effort of Unlted States
air force and as you can see from the graph,
it has received Increasing emphasis.

Finally we see that Cambodia, since the
invasion of 1970, has also participated in re-
celving a falr share of United States’ bomb-
ing and that seems to be continuing.

The political impact of such heavy bomb-
ing is of course very large. You must not
think that the military impact is negligible.
It i8 not. Without it'I'm ‘sure the- military
situation, as it now exists, would not have
been achievable without deploying three
times as many Amerlcan troops, general mo-
bilization and so on.

However, concomitant with some military
effects, there is a political impact which I
think takes a llttle imagination to under-
stand but it must be indubitably a strong
one,

T'd also like to point out that in all this
fighting less than 10 percent of the fixed-
wing sorties were devoted to close air sup-
port. The rest of them, in fact, went to inter-
diction, to strategic bombing and to de-
terrence. So that there is a far greater volume
of alr power shown on that ehart than would
actually have been needed for the direct mili-
tary objectives of supporting troops in action.
It's important to remember that because air
power is & very wide-ranging instrument and
the kind of things you do with it of course
can be over a wide spectrum of purposes.
Thank you for the slide. :

Now, for the present trends as we sée them
is'that the direct support function contlnues
to be vital. Reports from both Cambodia and
Laos show that without direct American air
support the casualties incurred and the de-
feats taken Dby both the Laotians and the
Cambodian government forces would have
been far more severe. Interdiction ecntinues
to be very important and of course it is im-~
proving. Technological developments, the
electronic battlefleld, are highly advertised as
making interdictlion a remote cofitrol efficlent
technological weapon.

However, ohe should observe that the fight-
ing continues at extreme Iintensity at the
moment and that we have reports of supply
build-ups of historic proportions taking place
in South Vietnam Itself. These reports, I
think, indicate that at least the interdiction
is not throttling the flow of supplles beyond
the point at which the cpponents can con-
tinue the fight.

Moreover it is difficult to think of inter-
diction activity as a specific surgical thing
you direct agalnst the enemy’s lines of sup-
ply. When you do that you have to con-
tend with his reactions—anti-aireraft guns,
MIG fighters, interference. And the - result
of that is that your own eactions not only
drop bombs on the trails themselves but on
the airfields, on the antl-aircraft installa-
tions and in the general viclnity. The re-
sult is that the interdiction activity which
by itself seems like a surgical, precise tool
becomes diffused through the technology
of air power and commits you to doing a
lot: of things that you're not really intending
to do, for example, escalating the war against
North Vietnam itself.

I gonclude from this that the United States
remains deeply involved in the military bal-
ance in Indochina despite the theorem that
we are withdrawing. And that that involve-
ment carrles with it some implications which
in the last minute I would quickly like to
outline for you.

The policy aims seem to me to be basically
unchanged. We have switched, however, to
enforeing that policy with a tool, air power,
which is basically a mismatch to the objee-
tives it 1s trying to achieve.

Alr power is not & precise match to the
requirements of Indochina. We are now re-
lying on it exclusively and the question you
have to ask yourself is: In a
commitment to-enforce a policy by air power,
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what will it mean when your bluff is called?
That Is, when the deterrent effects and when
the direct interdlction effects and the close
support effects of the air power fall to deter
the enemy from his actions, what do you do
for encores? That Is a question I think that
we should all ask ourselves because we are
standing on the threshold of such a de-
¢ision, T believe, in the very next few weeks.

The style of warfare has changed dra-
matically, We're able to wage that war with-
out bhases in South Vietnam. We're able to
wage it from Thailand and from carriers
afloat in the Gulf of Tonkin, However, the
intent 1s the same; the Involvement of U.S.
policies is' the same; and if we should be
pushed, the question we have to ask our-
selves (is) how can we respond?

I think the important poilnt is that the
cessation of bombing which is not mentioned
in many places explicitly is a bargaining
token which may contribute to the settle-
ment of the conflict But it will do so only
while it has a meaning. Once it is defeated,
once its impotence against the ultimate pro-
gress of the other side should become demon-
strated it will, of course, be a devalued token
and we will have missed the opportunity for
playing it.

1 think the impression I would like to leave
therefore is that it may not be too late to
play that token to negotiate on the basis
of a full bombing halt all over Indochina,
but that opportunity may not present itsell
indefinitely.

Thank you.

KUukEONEN. We have five minutes of ques-
tions from the audience for Professor Lit-
tauer.

QuesTioN, Professor Littauer, what did you
mean when you said that the decision was
going to be made very shortly to re-escalate
the pround war? Is that what you were im-
plylng?

Lrrraves. The decision I referred to is that
it seems from both the very precarlous mili-
tary situation in Laos and Cambodia and
from all reports in South Vietnam that a
major military confrontation is in the mak-
ing. Would you not agree?

At that point the amount of air power
we deploy and the style in which we use it
comes up for questioning. We will want it
to have a maximum effect in holding off
this military thrust. And it's difficult to
visualize how exactly that can be done with-
out a change in the style and objectives of
that alr power. What I'm saying is that the
kind of raids which we saw over the Chrisl-
mas period against North Vietnam—obvlously
meant for political pressure—may be esca-
lated dramatically and the hope may then
be to achieve an objective that way which
we cannot achieve directly on the battle-
field.

QuesTiON. Professor, some of us point to
the 14th or 15th of February as to the date
when the enemy offensive will begin. Do you
agree?

Lirrauzr. I have no information, I'm afraid.
(Laughter) If I had, I would peddle it.
(Laughter)

QuesTION, Sir, what are the alternatives?
What do you do for an encore?

LrrTavuer. You consider the situation in a
realistic light. I believe . . .

QuesTIioN. Let me add one element. If you
were in the administration, what would you
do?

LirraueR. That’s a very difficult question
indeed. You put me on the spot. I'm not
the administration, fortunately. That's a
very hard seat to be in evidently. But the
point is, you have to, I believe, realize the
type of mismateh of air power versus deter-
mined ground power that we are fighting
here. And it seems from indications (now
obvlously I'm a layman in this fleld), it
seems from indleations that the ground
power is in serlous trouble and may con-
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tinue to be in such trouble. And from the
historical element and from our studies that
we've made it does not seem likely that air
power applied directly will be able to change
that balance greatly. So that is an impasse
at which point you ask what can you do.

It's a dangerous impasse, I believe., I
mean these ‘questions were questions that
were considered in 1968 also.

QUESTION. Professor, you spoke of the
bombing halt as a bargaining token. Do you
not see President Nixon playing this right
now with his withdrawal and his peace prop-
osition being sent to Paris?

LITTAUER. That may be. I don't see an ex-
plicit statement of a bombing halt in his
proposal. One cannot expect the initial terms
of a proposal to Hanol to be explicit that
leaves no room for bargaining. I'm not naive
enough to think it ought to be all explicit.
One’s hope is that 1t will form such a token.
However, there is the other element which
is that the proposal seemed to require a with-
drawal by the other side, which is something
that I think was offered in 1965 by Presi-
dent Johnson and has been met with total
rejection ever since. .

EvuExoNEN. We have time for one last
question,

QuesTION. Professor, do you have any rea-
son to believe that (next few words are im-
perceptible) the possibility of a dramatic es-
calation of the uir war that new strategic
targets will be considered in North Viet-
nam? Is that what you're suggesting?

LirTavER. I'm not suggesting anything, be-
lieve me; nothing I can wish more is that
nothing of this will come to pass. However,
there are reports that the air sorties in Indo-
china are to be increased by 50 percent. In
other words, that the slow downward trend
we've seen will be-reversed. And it has been
hinted many times that the President will
not consider placing any restraints on his use
of American air power in Indochina. That
leaves the field wide open. .

KuxKONEN. Our next briefer is Fred Branf-
man who spen: fcur years in Laos and is
presently working as the director of Project
Alr War here in Washington.

Mr. Branfman.

BranFman. The events of the last few
weeks—of the last week in particular—have
shown that there’s & baslg lrreconecilable dif-
ference between our government's position
and the position of the governments of
North Vietnam tnd the other guerrilla forces.
That is, the United States is still insisting it
has a right to have a say as to who is going
to rule in Indochina and the other side says it
doesn’t. Now whether or net one believes
that's right—that we do have the right to
make that kinc of decision—Iit's worth point-
ing out that this is what got us involved in
the first place 20 years ago. It's what's led
to all the fighting for the last 20 years and
there's no reason to believe it's not going
tolead to an indefinite war,

However, there is a difference, of course,
The ground troops have come home. And
what I'd like to stress is that we're involved
now in a new war, a war we llke to call the
Third Indochlna War, an air war,

What's important here iz not slmply the
tonnages belng dropped, whether they've
(been) raised, whether they've fallen, other
than the fact that 1t remains at a quite
high level—50 thousand tons of bombs: a
month, What's important here is not whether
the tonnages are rising, falling as long as it
remains at a high 1evel,

I'd like to stress three basic points about
the Third Indochina War. The first is that
it's a total war by machine from the alr
which levels everything below. No matter
what kinds of restrictions we try to place on
this kind of bombing, when we're bombing
in rural theaters like North Vietnam, Laos,
Cambodia, South Vietnam we're going to
wind up bombing clvilian targets; we're going
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to wind up bombing people's homes; we're
going to wind up killing people.

We've interviewed several thousand ref-
ugees in Laos—all of whom have lost their
homes—and our interviews indicate, almost
to a man, that the vast majority of the cas-
ualties are civillans and not the military.
Of course if we could hit the soldiers the war
would have been over 20 years ago. So, first
point—total devastation from the air.

The second point is that—and this is really
the key—is that bombing is no longer sup-
porting the ground troops. This was the case
during the Second Indochina War—our
ground intervention in South Vietnam. It
has been the case historically. What's new
today is that the bombing is the key. We
send our bombers out; they level everything;
then the ground troops come in—Snoul,
Kratie, Cambodia, the Plain of Jars. Asian
ground troops come in afterward and take
out the survivors and search for supplies,
whatever. They're supplementing the bomb-
ing. That's really the key.

And then there’s the third factor—the one
I want to speak most about because we are
talking with the press today and that is,
this kind of a war depends largely on secrecy,
on news management, on muffling the kind
of domestic dissent which ended the Second
Indochina War. Most of the bombing in the
last two years has gone on in Laos and
Cambodia. The Cornell air war study shows
that two-thirds of the bombs have fallen in
Laos and Cambodia, Actually for the per-
centage of American sortles it's even higher,
I'd estimate anywhere from 80 to 90 percent
of the American sorties are falling in Laos,
Cambodia and the southern part of North
Vietnam.

Now in those arenas newsmen are not al-
lowed out on bombing strikes. There's only
one that I know of. One exception to that
occurred a few weeks ago when a reporter
was allowed to go out at night on a gun-
ship over the Ho Chi Minh Trail. But other
than that, thousands of sorties have been
flown in these countries and reporters are
not allowed to go out on those bombing
strikes, It doesn't seem to be for reasons of
military security.

Reporters have always been allowed to go
out on bombing strikes over South Vietnam.
It seems to be an attempt at news manage-
ment, to keep the war off the TV screens,
off the front pages. Reporters are not flown to
the scenes of battle in Laos and Cambodia.
The kinds of scenes that we had from Khe
Sanh back in 1088—reporters flown into Ehe
Sanh, the war is on the TV screens, on the
front pages—no longer exists. Tremendous
fighting at Long Cheng—reporters are only
brought in on a prepackaged tour for a few
hours for the first time In 10 years.

And what we have therefore is that the
press can’'t cover this kind of a scene. We
have to ask ourselves, it was after all the
domestic dissent in this country which did
a lot to end the Second Indochina War.
Suppose the American people could see scenes
like this (holds up drawing) on their TV
screens or scenes like this (holds up draw-
ing). These are drawings done by refugees
who live under the bombing.

By now the American people kind of know
what M-16s and mortar shells look like.
Suppose they knew that most of the bombs
that we were dropping yesterday and today
and tomorrow were antl-personnel bombs,
bombs which are only meant for people. Sup-
pose they knew that when this kind of pine-
apple bomb falls, it has 250 steel pellets in
it; one sortie—and we're flyine 3 or 4 hun-
dred a day—one sortle has a thousand of
these bombs. One sortie sends 250 thousand
steel pellets which are only meant for human
flesh spewing horizontally over an area half
a mile long and a quarter of a mile wide.

But suppose they knew that even these
were obsolete because they explode hori-
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zontally and we figured out by now that the
people are hiding in their holes. So we've
gone on from that to the guavas, half a mil-
lion pellets in a single sortie—they explode
up in the air, they go down diagonally into
the holes where the people are hiding. Sup-
pose they knew that even this wasn't good
enough, that we'd gone on from this to
flechettes, flechette pellets which are little
tiny steel arrows with fins on one end that
as they enter the body enlarge the wound
and are designed to shred the internal
Organs.

But suppose they not only knew that but
could see it and could see that most of these
bombs—whether by design or by accldent—
were falling on clvilians right now. What this
does is to raise a very basic issue.

Our democracy is founded on the prin-
ciple of separation of powers. And, of course,
the press plays the key role in this in terms
of informing the people about what their
government is doing. Now the press can't
go out on the bombing raids, can't be under
the bombs, they can't go out to the front
lines and see the fighting. At the same time
the government meanwhile creates its own
version of reality with these new speak kind
of terms, protective reaction strikes against
missile sites and all the rest of it. How can
the people make any informed decislons
about whether or not they want the war to
go on? How can Congress act if there’s no
public pressure about the war? This is the
kind of situation we find ourselves in today.

And just to close, I'd like to point out that
this has two very important implications
for me. The first is that this kind of war is
an automated war, the kind of automated
war predicted by George Orwell, when super
powers wage war by machine halfway across
the globe and their own citizens don’t know
anything about it and can’t do anything
about it if they did. It's the kind of war
which is lying like a shadow over the Third
World, over milllons of people in the decade
to come. Unless we can somehow solve this
problem, unless we can somehow at least let
the American people know what's going on
s0 that they can react, I personally feel that
an awful lot of people are going to fall under
just this kind of war.

But finally there is the most immediate
implication. There are hundreds of thou-
sands of Indochinese right now living in
caves and holes and tunnels and shelters.
Before we wake tomorrow, dozens of these
people are going to be burned alive by
napalm and riddied by these anti-personnel
bombs and cut to pleces by these fragmenta-
tion bombs. This thing is going to go on
indefinitely until somehow—and I think the
press has this key role to play—we can at
least begin informing the American people
that the war isn't ending and that it’s con-
tinuing but continuing by air.

QuesTtioN. Give us the factual background
for your knowledge of the use of these wea-

ons.
b BranFMaN. Well, in terms of the weapons
themselves, It's simply from Iinterviewing
pllots and interviewing refugees. I can per-
haps show you & kind of factual basis that
perhaps you're looking for. .

We'd be happy to show anyone who's
interested. We have dozens of photographs—
this is a litle girl. If you came a little
closer, you could probably see the pellets
still in her. When we interviewed, the father
held her out and we felt her leg and felt the
little steel pellet in it. This was taken in
Laos in July of 1970.

These are refugees from the Plain of Jars.
There are thousands of them around Vien-
tlane—people from the Plain of Jars. We
don't have photographs of the people from
southern Laos that we've Interviewed. We've
Interviewed lots of them also.

Every reporter who goes out sees these
kinds of things but unfortunately it's just
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reported once perhaps or perhaps it's not
even reported—it's not news.

I might have mentioned there that as the
ability of reporters to see things firsthand
goes down, the percentage of the news that
they report based on official statements goes
up, of course. If you can't see the war, you're
much more likely to report you have no
choice but to report what you see from the
briefing and this is how this kind of infor-
mation is kept from the press. We only got it,
as I say, by interviewing the people and by
interviewing the pllots who described how
these things were meant to work.

QuesTION. Did the gentleman find pilots
cooperative? Do you feel you got an accurate
cross-section of the pllots who were operat-
ing over there?

BraNFMAN. Well, I went to Danang Air
Force Base in November of 1970. I spent
about ten days interviewing pilots. I was
taken around by the information officer who
went from squadron to squadron and inter-
viewed pilots, And then there are other peo-
ple that I have just met informally. And
I think we have a fairly good cross-section.
I didn't make any comments about their
attitudes. But I don't think there's any ques-
tion about these kinds of bombs and how
they work. I mean it’s sort of common knowl-
edge—everyone knows how they work. Every-
one knows about the flechette. Here's a
photograph of it. This is a North Vietnamese
photograph but it's a flechette.

If you go up to CBS, the guy has a flechette
right on his bulletin board that he got some-
where. It's no big question. There’s no ques-
tion that these are the kinds of bombs that
are dropping now.

QuesTION. Is this the major proportion of
the bombs being dropped?

BRANFMAN. This is something I can't prove.
Of course, this information is not released by
the Air Force. I wish someone would ask the
Alr Force and I wish they'd tell us just what
percentage. All I can say is I've talked to
people who are in charge of stockpiling ord-
nance at Udorn Air Force Base in particu-
lar and then just pllots in general and it's
my impression that it's at least 50 percent if
not higher. This, by the way, stands to rea-
son. After all, we have destroyed most of the
structures in Laos and Cambodia a long time
ago. It stands to reason that we would go on
from that to these kinds of anti-personnel
bombs. But I wish the press would find out. I
wish the press would demand the answers to
these questions. I wish the press would report
the fact that when we went to Laos and asked
Ambassador Godley to go out on a bombing
rald he wouldn't let us. But we could when
we were in South Vietnam. I wish they'd re-
port that about Cambodia. Until they do, we
can't document this,

EKukKONEN. There will be opportunity for
further guestions as we get on in the pro-
gram.,

Our next briefer is Senator J. William Ful-
bright, chairman of the Senate Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee.

FuLBriGHT. Mr. Chairman, I wasn't gqulte
aware of the format for this meeting. I'm not
sure that I'm qualified to brief anyone on
the conduct of the war in Vietnam. The basic
facts, it seems to me, have been so over-
whelmingly discussed and exposed on tele-
vision time after time that it hadn't oc-
curred to me that that was the matter In
question.

Someone a moment ago asked what I
would do or asked one of the previous speak-
ers what he would do if he were in the Presi-
dent’s position. I might undertake a discus-
sion of this character.

If I were in the President's position I would
do about the same as the French. I would at-
tempt to do what the French did in 1954
when they were confronted with a somewhat
similar situation. They had been in controi
of Vietnam for about 756 years and they de-
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cided it was against their interests to con-
tinue the war. It had been going on for ap-
proximately 8 or 9 years. It began about 1846
and this was in the spring of 1954. And it
was costing them a great deal.

Of course, we were paying a large part of
the costs ourselves.

But even so, the French decided it was
agalnst the interests of their country to con-
tinue the war so within the course of about
6 weeks they went to Geneva and arrived at
# conclusion of the war by agreement which
is generally called the Geneva Accords. I
think most of you are aware of the provi-
slons of that. If not, you can ask about it
later.

But the pattern is a rather classic one for
a situation in which there's a stalemate,
neither side being willing or able to win the
war in a military way, that is, a decisive
victory. We could have if we had chosen to
use all of our power but for reasons which
previous presidents thought were good and
sufficient didn't wish to use. For example,
they didn't wish to use nuclear weapons
which they could have used and would have
certainly demolished all of Vietnam.

To get a perspective of this you do have to,
I think, refer to the history of it, the nature
of that war that we Intervened In. It was a
civil war. First it was a colonial war and then
later, after the Geneva Accords, I would say
it turned into a civil war between factions
within Vietnam.

As I was saying, if I were in a position to
do anything about the war, I would follow
the example of the French. The French were
by no means defeated—they had 400,000 plus
soldiers there—they could have continued it
for & number of years had they thought it
was in their interest.

I feel it's not in the interest of this coun-
try to continue the war. We can continue it.
We can sacrifice all of our domestic affairs
and so on if we wish to. It's a question of
what is in the interest of this country.

I would follow the example of the French.
There are many aspects of that. They had
provisions about elections and about with-
drawal In two years and so on. Those details,
if they're interesting to you, we can discuss.

Neutralization has been discussed. I've
advocated that. Many different smaller de-
tails. The main thing is a declslon to get out,
to stop the war because it is against the
interests of this country to continue it. It's
agalnst our interests because we have no
vital interest in being there and because the
Interest in reforming and revitalizing our
own domestic economy comes uppermost in
my view. It's because of such things as you've
been reading recently—the extent of our
deficit, the disillusionment of so many of our
people with our government, the general loss
of confidence in the capacity of our political
system to meet the challenges today.

The urban problem, the ecological or pol-
lution problem, mass transportation, etc., a
great many neglected areas of our national
life. I think they are now so critical that this
war, which was a mistake in judgment in my
opinion, to ever become involved in should
be liquidated simply as & balance of what 1is
in the interests of our country: the preserva-
tion and improvement of our own economy
and our own country. That's all, To me the
basic principle is rather simple. You have to
make up your mind if that’s more important
than continuing a base In Southeast Asia
for the containment of Communism.

Now some believe that Is important. That
is traditional, this has been our policy since
the beginning of the Truman Doctrine, that
there is this ideological contest in being.
Well, the President is moving in other areas
to try to liquidate, at least ameliorate, this
ideological warfare that has been in process
since after World War II. And that again, I
think, only emphasizes the fact that it is in
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our interests to liquidate this physical war-
fare.

These terrible things that you've told
us about are extremely embarassing. It's al-
ways been, it seems to me, a shameful thing
that a country the slze of ours should wreak
the kind of destruction upon a small back-
ward peasant community which has never
done anything to this country because of
its idealogical obsession. But that's another
aspect of 1t.

There are all kinds of reasons you can
bring into it. I simply think we should finish
this war and the pattern for doing so is very
much like the French.

I regret that the President’s recent offer
is hardly distinguishable from the former
offers made by President Johnson and others,
You may find in the fine print a few little
differences, but basiclly it doesn’'t exhibit a
resolution or a determination that we no
longer have a vital interest for remaining in
control of Southeast Asia or of South Viet-
nam, if you like; that we're willing to give
up our physical presence there and allow
those people to determine their own future,
with or without the assistance of the North
Vietnamese. That would be the basic deci-
sion. I do not think that is quite clear in the
President’s offer. That's why I think it will
not be accepted.

Now, are there any questions?

QuEesTION. Secretary Rogers told us on the
record that for all of the noise Hanol has
made about the President’s proposal, it has
not been rejected outright. As a result, hope
springs eternal.

FuLericHT. Well, they have rejected similar
ones often before. This offer of $2.5 billlon
may be tempting to them but I doubt that
It i1s. It's possible that they could for reasons
of their own—this has been a long war and
it's been hard on them. I've often thought
they should have accepted former offers. I
thought In the days of the San Antonio
formula that they would have been wise to
have accepted our offer. I think they've been
very foolish, but not as foolish as we have.
The trouble is we've got so much involved
and it's a big country and I personally feel
it's so much more important that this coun-
try be made to operate satisfactorily not
only for the welfare of my constituents and
all of us in this room, but we have been
looked to as a kind of example of democracy
that can be made to work on a large scale.

It's a great disappointment, not only to
us, but to much of the world and especially
our best friends, to see us stumble into this
very unwise policy threatening really con-
fidence in the very idea of a workable de-
mocracy. It's a great blow to all of those who
have been dedicated in the world to the
principle of self-government and more lib-
eral life for human beings. So 1t’s much more
involved than just this one contest in Viet-
nam. I don't know. Maybe they'll accept it.
I wish they would. I'm only trying to deal
with what I think of the probability. They
have rejected similar ones before.

I think they have an attitude which Is
hard for us to realize. They live there.
They're Vietnamese. They don't accept the
assumptions that we make that there are
two Vietnams, they've always sald that
there’s one.

We get ourselves In most peculiar posi-
tions. We've done the same in China, We
have treated them as two Chinas, Talwan
and China, but both Chang Kal-shek and
Mao have always insisted there's only one
China. It's only a question of which one's
the head of it. But we find ourselves in this
pecullar position of saying there are two.

Now we say there are two Vietnams.
They've never accepted there are two. The
Geneva Accords didn't accept there were two.
There was a temporary dividing line.

There are certain assumptions they don't
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agree with. They think they're quite able to
get self-determination themselves. So they
look at it differently. When the President
says this is a reasonable proposal, well, to
our eyes it may be reasonable. I don't think
it is to the Vietnamese a reasonable proposal.
They think that we're asking them to sur-
render everything they've been fighting for.
I think in time, regardless of what we do,
they are going to be independent of us. We
can’t rely on the colonial system to maintain
a colony there indefinitely. It's a question of
time.

I'm only saying I'd like for us to recognize
the inevitable now and to proceed to revi-
talize our own country. Now you can call it
neo-isolationism if you like. I simply think
that America’s in such desperate straits that
we need to do a lot here at home. The Presi-
dent and his advisers obviously give 980 per-
cent of their attention to this and other for-
elgn affalrs. Obviously, no one's paying much
attention—no one who matters—to our
domestic and local affairs because look at
their neglect. So this is the way I come up
to that conclusion. It is in our interests to
liquidate the war.

QuesTION. Senator, going back to the origi-
nal question, what you would do were you in
the President's position. Specifically, how
would you disengage from Vietnam?

FuLericHT. Well, that’s the best pattern, If
you don't want to revive the Geneva con-
ference and it has been suggested they would
never be willlng to do it because none of
them ever had any confidence we were will-
ing to do anything that would lkely bring
about a solution; if you don't want to find
that out, I would make a suggestion or the
offer, I would say, in Paris, if you like, that is
comparable to the Geneva Accords, that what
actually was agreed to at that time by every-
one except the United States including China
and Russia and the Vietnamese and the
French and everyone—I think there were
some 10 or 12 countries that signed it ex-
cept for us. We refused to and you must
remember this was at the helght of the
McCarthy obsession in this country—1954—
and Mr. Dulles just couldn't bring himself
to agree to it. He left there and immediately
organized the SEATO Treaty and began to
try to undo and undermine the decislons of
Geneva. And that's a matter of history. But
I would make (a few words here are im-
perceptible) which didn’t allow the Viet-
namese to decide it. They provided elections
because at that time the Vietnamese were
willing to have elections. I don't think we
should insist upon our concept of elections.
I'm not particularly interested in how they
declde it. And I don't think it makes very
much difference as to what happens to it,
that is, to the long term.

I have my preferences. I wish that South
Vietnam and all of Vietham would love to
have a nice parllamentary system In which
everyone treated everyone with great con-
slderation, sort of like Sweden or Denmark or
Holland. But if they don’t want that, it's
their business and it's not, I don't think,
our business and we’re very presumptuous to
think we can go to them, there or anywhere
else. We have a lot to do here at home. And
I'm not so sure I can with great enthusiasm
say to everybody, go do what we do. Have a
system like ours.

I like our system. We've got it anyway,
I've got no choice. But it 1s foolish of us to
think, to presume, that we should try to
translate this system over to a little country
in Vietnam or in Africa or Latin America.
They've got to work out their own system.
That is my basic approach to it and I think
it's a matter of detall as to how they will
work the detalls of self-determination. Now
I know everyone is repelled. Are you saying
that you don't care whether it's Communist
or not? Well, I care In the sense of a pref-
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erence. I do not care in the sense I'm willing
to-sacrifice the United States for the pref-
erence. That's about the way it is. We all have
our preferences.

We have Cuba down there. Cuba'’s Commu-
nist. It’s much closer than Vietnam. Why do
we tolerate Cuba? Why don't we go in and
invade them and kick them out and put in
our system? Well, of course, that would be
foolish to do: I do advocate that we review
our policy and stop acting so obnoxious to
Cuba, But the State Department doesn’t
agree with that either.

I would like to liquidate the cold war. It
séems to me the President—Iif there’s any
significance to going to Moscow or Peking—
leads me to believe that I think the coun-
try, too, that he is willing to begin to lig-
uidate the cold war, to begin to try to re-
establish normal relations. I favor that. I
don't' quite understand why he's so hesi-
tant in the case of Vietnam which is the
major one., The idea of Vietnamization—
that’s true these words Ilke protective reac-
tlon- strikes -are very difficult to tie down—
seems to me to be an evasion of the real
question. Are you or are you not golng to
liquidate our presence, our physical - pres-
ence, in Southeast Asla? Do you or do you
not think it is in our interest to maintain
control of a base there, a base whether it
consists of Cam Ranh Bay or all of South
Vietnam or only Cambodia or what ‘have
you? If he thinks 1t i3, it ought 'to be very
clear and then he could be right. I just dcm’t
agree, that's all.

QuEsTION. Senator, you're not the Presi-
dent, you're chalrman of the Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee. Is there any new initiative
yvow.might institute as chairman of the For~
eign Relations Committee? .

FurericHT. None that T could think of that
would -be effective. T've tried “everyone I
thought of.-I've tried pefrsuasion. We've had
hearings. T made speeches, So have my col-
leagues, Senator Nelson's here. He has, too.
I don't want to take any mote time because
he is'a very perceptive man and much more
persuasive -than I am. He usually gets his
way in most of the things he tries. But I
don't know anything the committee can do.
If you've got: a-good suggestion as to what
the -committee  ean -do- that's: designed to
bring -about a change I'd ‘welcome it. Our
country, of tourse,’ that's another matter.
We're very consclous of the faet that due to
various developments, particularly television
and-its capacity and the development of the
National ‘Security Council with a man like
Mr.- Kissinger, that we have very limited
resources with which to influence the course
of-events: I think the press dlsois consclous
of that-sometimes and of their access to the
source of the news, too. .

Well, thank you very much.

NEersoN. I'm not here as & briefer. I just
want to thank Congressman Fraser and the
others who deferred just long enough for me
to take two minutes before I leave because
I'm late on my schedule. I particularly didn’t
wish -to leave without commending Professor
Westing and Professor Pfeiffer for the excep-
tional contribution that they have made in
golng to Vietnam and collecting the slides
and the footage that you will see here today.

The story that their plectures tell describes
vhe war against the land itself with much
greater eloquence than any words I or anyone
else cotild summon to deseribe the situation.

I didn't want ‘to leave either without re-
minding those of you who do not know
that it was Professor Westing and Professor
Pfeiffer who went to Vietnam and came back
with some very useful studies of the environ-
mental implications of the massive dosages
of the landscape by herbicides for purposes
of defoliation. These studies, along with the
studies that others made- too, made it pos-
sible for us in'the Senate and In the House
to have at our command some important
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facts with which to debate the issue. And I
think their efforts made a very substantial
contribution towards alerting the public and
the Congress as to the problem being created
by defoliation. And I think thelr studies were
significant in causing the Department of
Defense to terminate the defoliation program.

So those of us who are not only worried
about the war and the disaster of it all and
the human suffering by all sides, those of us
who are also concerned about the environ-
mental implications of this massive medi-
cation of the whole country thought that
the environmental problems were over with.
When you see these fllms today, you will
realize that the military has been carrying
on without the knowledge of the Congress
or more than a handful, if any. The films
demonstrate a massive interference into the
environment in & way that no other country
has ever done before In the history of war-
fare because they didn't have the instru-
mentality to do it.

I made a statement on the fioor of the
Senate today in which I sald that a scorched
earth policy has been a tactic of war through-
out the history of man; but never before
in any warfare has any scorched earth policy
as massively intruded, destroyed permanently
the soll in the land as we have done here.
I think substantial amounts of it are be-
yond recovery in a hundred years or 500
years or longer. And it's a disastrous situa-
tion which I think If the Congress under-
stood, it wouldn't appropriate the funds to
support it. The President, If he could see
these pletures and understood the implica-
tlons, would demand its halt In 30 minutes.
The public, if they could identify who was
responsible, would throw them out of office.
But they'll never ldentify who’s responsible
because nobody knows. It is, as somebody
suggested here a few moments ago, an au=
tomated mechanistic war run from long dis-
tances away; in which the people who are
making decisions never see the consequences
of the decisions they've made and never see
the face of the peasant who sees his land
permanently destroyed In one 30-second
B-52 bombing that destroys all of the land
he owns and that of all his friends around
him.

So I just wish to commend the two pro-
fessors for the remarkable contribution they
have made and I would hope that everybody
in the Congress could see these films. If 51
percent of either House or both Houses could
see the films, that would be the end of this
pmgra.m If the President could see the films,
that would be the end of this program. But
nobody knows what has happened there and
these films tell the story.

I have introduced legislation today for an
environmental study of the nature and char~
acter and dimenslon of the damage done
there and-I would hope we can get hearings
on both sides—in fhe House and in the Sen~
ate. And that we can move to get this eval-
uation under way.

Thank you very much.

EvrxonNeN. Our next briefer is Earl Ra-
venal, former director of the Asian Divi-
sion, Systems "Analysis, Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense. Mr. Ravenal.

RAVENAL. I'd llke to talk for a few mo-
ments today about the relation between the
Nixon Doctrine and our current overall for-
elgn policies and the situation In Southeast
Asla. And particularly abouf the prospects
for a continuation of conflict and confronta-
tion in Asia.

Of course, 1t's fair to say that this is an
inherited war of this administration. But
it's also falr to say that this is the same
war, the same intervention, though it's con-
ducted under a very different set of poll-
cles. In fact, this war hdas been conducted
in various guises under a succession of poll-
cles from the Truman-Acheson administra-
tion to the present day. The rationales have
changed and the war remains
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Truman and Acheson commenced mili-
tary assistance to France and this was even
before Korea, Thls was related, however, pri-
marlly to the containment of Soviet Com-~-
munism in Europe and the desire to help out
France,

Eisenhower and Dulles acceded to their
various offices. We had the near interven-
tion, a nuclear intervention at Dien Blen
Phu. This policy under Eisenhower and Dul-
les in Indochina was conducted under the
rubric of a rollback, a rollback of Commu=
nism in Asia, not simply containment. A
rollback at least of the expectations of the
various parties to the Geneva Convention.
And, of course, it was also conducted under
an extreme ideological cover.

With the. accession of Kennedy and then
the Johnson adminstration, we had an ac-
celeration to a dramatic global confronta-
tion with Communist power. And this be-
came the rationale for the war in Indo-
china.

The war continued, it escalated, American
intervention was intensified. It took dif-
ferent forms. The rationale changed. It be-
came a bi-lateral, global confrontation with
Communist power that was conceived to be
monplithic throughout the world.

Now under the Nixon administration we
have the same war, but we have a new ra-
tionale. And it's very important, I think, for
us to realize that there has been a very pro-
found change not only in the international
system where we have an advent of several
strong independent centers of world power.
But there's been an equally profound change
in the orientation of the United States un-
der this administration towards the inter-
national system.

President Nixon and particularly his very
academic and erudite adviser Henry Kissinger
very clearly percelve the advent of this multi-
polar distribution of power. The ideology
has vanished. They not just in fact acquiesce
in this situation and aceommodate 1t, but
they're actively cooperating, as we see, In
bringing this new international system into
being. In short, these men in this adminis-
tration are the architects of the new balance
of power in the world. They're very clear
about this. They see this in terms of a new
global balance of power and they see this in
ferms of the advent of new regional bal-
ances of power—in East Asla, South Asia
as we've seen over the last 6 to 8 months,
in the Middle East, certainly, and eventually
perhaps even in Central Europe.

Now, true to the rules of the balance of
power game, one might parody this adminis-
tratlon's approach in terms of a parody of
President Kennedy's inaugural. This admin-
istration will deal with any enemy, subvert
any friend, use and play off any government,
et cetera, In order to accomplish its purposes.
Obviously, this is a sophisticated and deli-
cate and somehow obscure game that’s being
played.

It might be exhilarating for those few at
the pinnaecle of government to play the game,
but 1t 1s incomprehensible to the Congress. It
is Incomprehensible even to foreign policy
experts. And it's certainly incomprehensible
to the people. And I would maintain it is
an unsafe and unwise policy for this country.
And 1t's ultimately untenable as a foreign
policy for a popular democracy because it
does not invite nor deserve the support or
the participation of the people or for that
matter of the press.

Now the question 1s, under this new policy
and this new set of assumptions about the
world, what can one expect to see in South-
east Asia, Well, certainly not disengagement,
However one once might have interpreted the
Nixon Deetrine during its first few years,
since Guam in 1969, it 15 now clear that
whatever it might have meant, 1t does not
mean disengagement. At best it means a se-
lective intervention. And it means a new
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rationale for old involvements under the
watchword of stability.

Now stability has always in some sense
been a motive of post-World War II foreign
policy. In fact, even before that the United
States has Intervened, has been willing to
fight, 1t seems, in the twentieth century to
make the world safe for something.

Bafe for democracy under Woodrow Wil-
son, Under the Carlbbean policy of Teddy
Roosevelt and his successors, safe for the
United Pruit Company or the City Bank of
Néw York. Under Kennedy, safe for pluralism
and free choice. Now under the balance of
power dispensation of the Nixon-Kissinger
administration, the United States appears to
be willing to fight anywhere in the world
just for the sake of stability, to preserve a
precarious equilibrium.

Now, this is indeed a very conservative
principle and yet it is a principle that keeps
the United States intimately involved in the
vicissitudes of various regions of the world.
Now in fact the world Is not going to be
stable despite the efforts of the United States,
despite our intervention, and in particular,
East Asia and Southeast Asla and Bouth
Asia are not going to be stable. And this
will be despite any intervention in force or
any tilt that this United States Government
wants to administer in favor of one or the
other of the various contestants for power in
these areas of the world, S8o what the balance
of ‘power philosophy under this administra-
tion implies is not stability in the world but
a perpetual stabilization operation.

Now If we're lucky, and just lucky, this
could be brought about by a diplomatic talk
or & mere threat of force. But Iif we're not
lucky, it will take the commitment of armed
force to create and carry out this stabiliza-
tion policy.

In the light of this administration's con-
duct of the balance of power, how should we
consider its objectives in Southeast Asla and
how should we regard its latest negotiating
ploy that was revealed several days ago
by the Presldent?

In purely objective terms, even without
any particular animus that one might have
towards Mr. Nixon, it is unlikely that this
administration was really offering anything
substantial, that is, anything that would be
likely to upset the balance of power in
Southeast Asia. If the true motive of this
administration, for instance, was to secure
the return of our prisoners, then it has en-
gaged in an elaborate evasion of the obvlous,
the obvious point that is that if the war
were ended, it would be perfectly normal to
get back our prisoners of war.

In fact, the President is stil] attaching too
many conditions to his negotlating program,
conditions such as the stabllization of all of
Boutheast Asia which is an expansive condi-
tion, one that we haven't even heard before,
through the mechanism of a cease-fire
throughout that region. Conditions such as
the eontinulng presence of U.S. alr and naval
power in the region and certainly conditions
such as the election, however fair 1t might
seem in western fterms, which would only
cause the NLF to surface and expose itself
to annlbilation. The program, in short, s too
little and too late and the negotiating pro-
gram has the major flaw of not being ac-
ceptable to the other side.

Of course, the administration knows this
in proposing this current negotiating pro-
gram. And so one must conclude that the ad-
ministration is offering thls negotiating pro-
posal not 8o much as an opportunity but per-
haps to be read as a threat; a threat that the
United States iIs going to hang in there in
Southeast Asla Indefinitely in one form or
another until the other side agrees on a
stabllization. of the region or a balance or
an equilibrium for this area, SBoutheast Asia.
Therefore, If this policy is not dellberately,
that is politically, changed to allow the scope
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of politics at even force to take its course in
Southeast Asia, then we might well see the
next’ three-quarters of a hundred years war
in Southeast Asia.

KurkxonNEN. I think we have time for about
two questions.

QuesTioN. I heard you state that you do
not expect the proposal sent by the admin-
istration to Parls to be accepted on the major
flaw that it's not acceptable to the other side.

At the open briefing given by Dr. Kissinger
he stated that the only difference of signifi-
cance between the proposal being sent and
the nine-point proposal given us was that we
would not withdraw all economic ald, all mili-
tary aid, all U.8. equipment and all U.S. man-
power; In his words, turn over to them and
help them defeat the current government.
Now do you think that the U.S. ought to in-
clude this in thelir proposal?

RAVENAL. In my own personal opinion, I
think that we certainly should include a
complete unconditional withdrawal in our
proposal. Now the next statement that must
be made is that certainly the President and
Henry Kissinger extremely exaggerated and
misconcelved the nature of the Vietcong and
the North Vietnamese proposals, They dld not
ask us to connive at the overthrow, the active
overthrow, of the government of Saigon. They
simply have been asking us to cease our ac-
tive support of that government. I think that
this ought to be realized. I think that the
propagandistic nature of the briefing of Henry
Kissinger and the President’s address comes
through very clearly when one differentiates
the substance from some of the rhetoric at-
tached to their presentation of this so-called
demand.

But, I would also say that if this is as
Kissinger saild the only thing that keeps the
parties apart at Paris, he certainly is mini-
mizing this because this is not a small mat-
ter. In fact, this is the crux of the entire
war. This i1s what the North Vietnamese and
the NLF have been fighting for for the last
20, 30 and indeed fighting for since the
1920s when their party was organized, the
Indochinese Communist Party. So I think
that to say this is the only thing that keeps
the parties apart is seriously to understate
the issue.

EvkrxonNen, We'll have time for more ques-
tions after Mr. Fraser and Professors Westing
and Pfeiffer,

Our next briefer is Congressman Don Fra-
ser, House Forelgn Affairs Committee,

Fraser. I'm going to make my remarks very
brief because I think you've heard from peo-
ple who are far more expert on Vietnam
than I, But I would like to touch on one

of the debate on the war which I
think should be of special concern to the
press of the United States.

What I'd like to just comment on is the
inter-action between the war and the House
of Representatives. Now what has been evi-
dent, I think, to observers and reported in
the press is that there has been a shift in
sentiment in the House of Representatives
over the past two or three years. For example,
over the past year, the margin of votes
needed to turn the House into an anti-war
body shifted from something like 140 votes
down to 12; that is, in the most recent clear
vote on the Mansfield amendment, a shift of
12 votes would have put the House on rec-
ord In favor of the Mansfield amendment and
that occurred last fall. The freshmen Demo-
crats who came into this sesslon of Con-
gress—of them thirty voted for the Mansfield
amendment and only 3 against.

The point that I want to make here is
that the shift in sentiment in the House has
not been due to any internal processes of
the House itself.

It was last year when the House Foreign
Affairs. Committee first held hearings on the
Vietnam war, in which ecritics from the out-
side with some qualifications were given the
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opportunity to testify against the war. Floor
debates, as any of the press who've watched
them know, have not been productive of
changes in sentiment.

And if you look at the committee struc-
ture, you find that, for example, the House
Forelgn Affairs Committee has had among
its senlor members those who have generally
supported the administration. This has been
the renson there have not been hearings.
And when you look at the House Armed
Service Committee, which has had the most
direct control over the pursestrings for the
war in Southeast Asla, and test their basic
alignment, you find, for example, using a
caucus vote of a year ago which split the
Democrats down the middle—about 50/50—
that on the Armed Services Committee the
Democrats split 5 in favor of fixing a date
to end the war and 16 agalnst.

I'm making this point about the lack of
effective internal processes in the House to
stress the role of the press in carrying on
the debate over the war, The fact 1s that any
change, any significant change in the Senate
or in the House of Representatives, has been
externally generated. It has been generated
by the activities of students, by protest
marches, by demonstrations, by publicized
hearings of the Senate Forelgn Relations
Commitfee and all of this reported through
the press. This has been abetted by the
concern of parents about the drafting of
their children to be sent to Vietnam. This
point is important in the context of what is
now evolving in Southeastern Asia. That Is
the fact, of course, that there has been and
apparently will continue to be a withdrawal
of troops so the casualty rates will go down.
And this will mean a lessening of expressed
concern on the part of familles who are
worrled about their children being drafied
and sent there.

But the air war—and this is a point al-
ready made—is of a nature that the press
will be unable without special effort to con-
tinue to report what in fact is belng done on
behalf of the people of the United States in
the conduct of the war by their government.
So I make these observations to stress the
special responsibility that I think now falls
on the press in the coming months as this
war continues and perhaps intensifies in
certain respects.

I'd like to finally just comment, glve you
my own view about the peace negotiations,
the so-called secret negotiations in Paris. I
think that beyond the admission of fallure
of the negotiations, that what is suggested
by the position of the administration is that
there’s been no lessening of the ultimate ob-
jective of securing South Vietnam in a fash-
ion which will be compatible with or friendly
to Unlted States' concerns, This is the history
of negotiations in this war.

It seems to me that It might have been
possible that this kind of an approach might
have worked three or four years ago when
we had a half million troops in Vietnam. But
the posture of every administration since we
become directly involved has always been to
place the settlement objectives somewhat in
advance of the realitles of the situation and
thereby precluding the likellhood of settle-
ment. And what seems to me, as one observer
now, is that we have lost virtually all of our
bargaining power. The air power may repre-
sent a small bargaining chip but I think
it's very small indeed in view of the history
of bombing over these past five years.

My view is that the United States should
disengage from the war. My view 1s that we
should take our troops out, close our air
hases and desist from any active involvement
in the war. I have difficulty today belleving
that it 18 In anyone's interest for the United
Btates to negotiate the future of South Viet-
nam. We lack the power to do so and In fact,
I think we lack the wisdom to arrive at a
settlement that would have any meaning
over the long run.
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80 I would hope that the administration
or perhaps the next administration will reach
the conclusion that realism should dictate
our policies from this point forward. And
realism suggests that we've lost the capacity
to substantially influence events in South
Vietnam without a prolonged involvement
which I think is no longer acceptable to the
American people.

KURKONEN. We have a few moments for
guestions.

QuEsTION. Congressman, both the Presi-
dent and Henry Kissinger suggested during
the past week that the United States had al-
ready offered the other side a straight with-
drawal in exchange for a POW swap on
May 31, and that this current proposal that
he made public is somehow an improvement
over that. Do you accept that we've ever done
that, offered them a straight swap?

FraseEr., A stralght withdrawal to get our
prisoners of war back? I'm reasonably con-
vinced that no such offer has ever been made.
And neither in public or in private sessions
has it ever been intimated that we've made
such an offer,

KurgoNEN, Our last briefers have already
been introduced by Sen. Nelson and they
have some very interesting slides to show you
on the environmental impact of the air war
in Indochina. I give you together Professor
Arthur Westing, Windham College, and Pro-
fessor Egbert Pfeiffer, University of Montana.

PreEiFFER. I want to say we're very honored
at the very kind remarks made about our
work by Sen, Nelson and we're very excited
about the bill that he introduced this morn-
ing. It's the sort of thing we've been hoping
would happen for several years now. Like
many biologists in this country and through-
out the world, Dr. Westing and I have been
very concerned about the effects of certain
U.8. weapons systems on the environment in
Indochina.

Our concern began with our involvement
in the herblcide question. As Sen. Nelson
pointed out, the program has been ended,
having been found to have been very damag-
ing to the Indochina—particularly the Viet-
namese—environment. But this doesn't mean
that ecocide s stopping in Indochina.

We were last there in August and found
that several very devastating weapons sys=
tems are still being employed, some even be=
ing escalated. And we want now to move
right into the slide show and show you what
some of these weapons systems are doing to
the ecology of Indochina, undermining the
natural base of that country, that 1is, its
ability to recover and produce the food and
fiber that it did before we went into that
area. And Dr. Westing will take over now.

WesTING. Thank you. If we could have the
lights we have about 3 dozen slides or so
we'll go through rather quickly.

You see before you perhaps a hundred
or so craters made by B-52 bombers. Each
of those was made by a 500 pound bomb.
This is from about 4500 or 4000 feet wup.
Each of those holes—and there are 23 mil-
lion of them by our estimate in Southeast
Asia—each of those holes is perhaps 30 to
40 feet across and perhaps 20 to 25 feet deep.
The amount of land displacement of environ-
mental destruction by the bombing has im-
pressed us enormously.

This is a somewhat closer view of B-52
bomb craters.

Again a view, and here I hope you notice
the type of target. This is the harrassing and
interdiction fire, 90 percent strategic bomb-
ing. The targets are the forests and the fields,
the natural resource base of an agrarian,
rural subsistence economy.

Here is one B-52 strike. You see In front
of you perhaps T00 holes. This was done in
30 seconds. We have this repeated over again
five times a day, day in and day out, at least
since 1965—1000 sorties & month by officlal
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estimates and this is the result: a half a
mile wide and three miles long in 30 seconds.

The next picture indicates what that looks
llke in terms of Washington, D.C. I have to
admit I got the idea from Professor Littauer
who has such a picture in a publication of
his. Starting at the Lincoln Memorial and
going as far as the Capitol, you see what a
half of mile by 3 miles looks like, having this
as one pattern in a pattern bombing by the
B-52s. This occurs four or five times over
each day.

You see here on the left rice paddies in
operation and functioning. On the other
side of the river you see abandoned rice pad-
dies that were once a free-fire zone, have
now been pacified, but are still not In use.
Over and over again we ran across this. Once
an area has been bombed, peasants are
hesitant to return to their land in order
to reclaim it and farm it. There are perhaps
300,000 unexploded bombs just beneath the
surface of Indochina. Again, there’'s a one
or two percent unexploded dud rate that the
Air Force explains exists. This turns out to
be more than a quarter of a million bombs.
There isn't a farm family in Southeast Asia
that hasn't lost someone by having the water
buffalo or the plow hit such an unexploded
dud and then blow up.

Another aspect of the air war. Professor
Littauer described it very graphically. These
are the side effects. He described the main
military reasons for the main military objec-
tives. This is the outwash. Four logs out of
five in Vietnam are now riddled with metal
and have become useless as timber.

What this plcture represents is the now
ended herbicide program. These are C-123
aircraft on their way to spraying War Zone
C. You see there four planes—there were
over 20,000 such flights before the program
ended.

This 1s the result of one such spraying.
You see partial damage. This picture was
taken a year or two after the spraying. You
see perhaps a quarter of the timber trees
destroyed and now slowly rotting in place.
This is the result of perhaps two spraylngs;
in an open forest every tree is killed. The
area has been taken over by elephant grass,
a useless weed which now dominates several
millions of acres in South Vietnam.

This is the result of multiple sprayings.
This is Tay Ninh Province near the Parrot's
Beak. There are over a million acres of South
Vietnam that look like this, that have been
sprayed multiple times and the result, of
course, is that every last tree or essentially
every last tree has been killed. This is north-
ern Tay Ninh.

We turn now to something else. This is
healthy mangrove, the coastal forests that
start at Vung Tau and go on around, We've
sprayed about 40 to 50 percent of all the
mangrove forests,

Here's a border region between unsprayed
and sprayed. The result is utter devastation
with no hope of recovery on those 400,000
acres. Of course you also see some of the 500
pound bomb craters.

This i1s looking at the mangrove forest
slightly closer, with the hills of Vung Tau
in the background. Four hundred thousand
acres will look like this for at least the next
quarter of a century.

Still closer. And here you can see in the
very foreground that there's been some sal-
vage logging for firewood and charcoal, some-
thing that frightens us In as much as we
have found out through the French National
Laboratories just recently that if you burn
wood that has been sprayed with Asian
Orange the result is perhaps a material called
dioxin which is a very potent poison which
causes birth defects.

Here is nipa palm commonly used through-
out the coastal reglons for thatching
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houses—the walls and the roofs. That's
healthy nipa palm.

This is what It looks like after spraying.

This is a picture of a rubber plantation.
As a matter of fact, this is not Vietnam, but
in Cambodia, this is Mimot in the PFish
Hook reglon. Clandestine spraying copera-
tion in 1969 which in a few days wiped out
173,000 acres of rubber and essentlally de-
stroyed the Cambodian economy.

This is healthy rubber, That's how it looks
as it should.

And here it 1s—you see in the foreground
destroyed rubber trees, again taken over by
this elephant grass and in the background
the end of the spray area—healthy rubber.

This is just a picture to show you another
aspect of the spraying programs. This is in
the central highlands and this represents
one crop destruction mission using Asian
Blue. Using Asian Blue, the arsenlcal, we
have destroyed enough upland rice in the
central highlands to feed approximately
800,000 Montagnard their entire diet. This
is an Intentional crop destruction program
which also ended.

This is looking down on that strip from
about 4000 feet. You can see the terraced
rice flelds that were destroyed here.

This is papaya that is just about to dle.
This is to demonstrate inadvertent food
crop destruction. This is a side effect of for-
est defoliation. It drifted over on to a man's
property, onto a peasant’s property, and
it is destroying his fruit crop.

Again, a similar situation. Drift has caused
the death of that jack fruit next to the
house and another jack fruit partially off
the picture. Jack fruit in this region of
Southeast Asia 1s the favorite fruit. In that
particular province 45,000 jack frult were
killed over a perlod of three days, all of it
unintentionally.

This is a picture showing dead poultry. I
only show this because over and over again
in our peasant interviews we were told by
farmers, by peasants, that after a crop spray-
ing or an herblcide spraying that their poul-
try died. We were never able to track this
down in any rigorous way but we heard
dozens and dozens of such reports and were
given pictures like this.

Another program. Once the herbicide de-
foliation program was phased out, the bull-
dozing program was phased in. This is a 45
ton tractor of which there are 150 in Vietnam
working seven days a week, 15 hours a day
and clearing enormous areas of forestland.
In fact, the program started as a roadside
clearing program to prevent ambushes.

This is the roadside again filled in with
this elephant grass—this was three years
ago—{from the edge of the road to the forest
and 1t fills in with this useless elephant grass
that water buffaloes won't even eat. Once the
roadsides were done, we went to area bulldoz-
ing.

Here again you can see craters and the
last remnants of the Ho Bo Woods. Nine
thousand acres were cleared here in a period
of 26 days by 30 such bulldozers working en
masse. This goes on all of the time.

Here you see an area of about 6000 acres
in Northern Tay Ninh from 4000 feet also
scraped clean of former forest.

This is a little closer. Again, the B-52
holes and here is a company of bulldozers
of that sort that you saw a moment ago going
off to work.

This is a little closer. And here you can
get a feeling for the D-7 tractor which has
a blade 11 feet wide and the slze of a crater.
That's quite an old crater, by the way. That
crater is probably three years old and you
can see a little bit has washed in the bot-
tom—two or three feet—and there’'s a little
patch of grass in the middle and that’s the
extent of three years of natural recovery in
one rrater.
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Here it is on the ground in the Bol Loi
woods along what was considered an infiltra-
tion route. This area had been pattern
bombed, had been herbicide sprayed, and now
was being given the coup de grace with
bulldozers.

Finally, a few quick pictures on this so-
called Commando Vault or super bomb, the
15,000 pound concussion bomb which is used
for clearing, for making instant hellcopter
paths and also as an anti-personnel weapon.

Here it is inside the C-130. You can see
the three-foot probe at the front which hits
the ground first and insures an explosion
about 2 or 3 feet above the ground.

There it is. This is a film clip out of an
Air Force film and you can see it is being
dropped by parachute and is about to hit.

There it is. It has just detonated. And
here's & cloud which will in & moment be
8,000 feet high.

And there's a two acre opening that has
resulted in a mature triple canopy forest.
Those trees are 150 feet tall. You can see
the size of it by seeing the helicopter which
is just hovering over the hole. Two assault
helicopters can land in one of these mo-
ments after the blast.

Here's a closeup. This is one that we flew
over west of Danang. This was dropped on
to an enemy rocket position.

A little bit closer and I think here it is
looking stralght down at it from a few
thousand feet. And you can also see a few
places the conventional bomb crater size.

And almost finally, here is a picture that
shows what would happen if it were dropped
on the Washington Monument. You would
see that people could get killed as far as the
White House and of course, anywhere In
that inner circle. They could be wounded
somewhat further.

And I think this is now the last picture.
Professor Pfeiffer took this slide and he
wants to say something.

PrEIFFER. I want to first thank Fred Brand-
man who is with us, He was the one who
made this pieture possible. He took us to
this refugee village. This is the way many
people—over a third of the population of
Indochina—are now living in refugee camps
as a result of the destruction of the coun-
tryside which makes it impossible for them
to carry out their mainly subsistence farm-
ing activities.

You see one of the pineapple bombs that
Mr. Branfman has brought with him. This
had been converted into a lamp. It was a
dud which they had defused and put to some
useful purpose.

We end up with this picture because we
think it graphically illustrates the effect of
this ecoclde upon the subsistence farming
population of Indochina.

WesTING. I might mention one more thing,
a question that was asked Fred Branfman:
What is the proportion of this type of bomb
to the big crater producing bomb? I tried to
get this information through official sources
and it's unavailable. However, my informa-
tion colncides with Mr. Branfman's that ap-
proximately 50 percent of the ordnance
dropped is crater-producing and approxi-
mately 50 percent by welght is of the anti-
personnel type.

PrEIFFER. I might say we have a few black
and white prints of some of these slides
which if any of you gentlemen from the press
are interested in them, we'll be happy to give
them to you at the coneclusion of the pro-
gram.

KUurxoNEN. I think at this point, it's
getting along and people are getting tired.
But If you wish, we still have a number of
us here and Mr. Ravenal is still in the
audience so we will be happy to respond to
questions for a while. But people can feel free
to leave also.

QuEsTION. Were the American authorities
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and the Vietnamese authorities aware of your
presence there and what you were doing and
did they attempt to Interfere with what you
were doing?

PreErFFER. We could not have gotten these
pictures and this information without the
very good cooperation of the Department of
Defense. We were helped by the Army, Navy
and Air Force and Transportation, Logistics,
Spy Information. Thy were very cooperative.

WEesTING. The embassy was cooperative as
well. In fact, for one full week we had the
full disposal of Ambassador Bunker's private
helicopter.

QUESTION. If a reparations program would
be undertaken, is $2.5 billion enough for the
recovery of Boutheast Asla?

WEesTING. I'm sorry, I couldn't answer that
question. On the other hand, I would like to
again say that this is precisely the question
that Sen. Nelson hopes to be able to answer
with that bill he introduced this morning.
It has the purpose of looking into just exactly
that question.

THE DANGER OF CANDOR

HON. OLIN E. TEAGUE
OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972
Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,

Col. William C. Moore, vice commander
of Headquarters Command, TUSAF,

Bolling Field, Washington, D.C., has
written a number of articles in which he
has analyzed our situation in Southeast
Asia, and they have been carried in lead-
ing newspapers and magazines through-
out the country. The following article is

Colonel Moore's views with respect to
the conduct of our foreign affairs in
light of the demands of many that they
be open to the light of day.

[From the New York Times, Feb. 7, 1972]

THE DANGER OF CANDOR
(By Willlam C. Moore)

WaAsHINGTON.—Some Americans are con-
vinced that the United States Government
should conduct its foreign affairs with far
less secrecy than is now the case. A nation,
they say, should lay its cards on the table,
announce its intentions, reveal its alms, its
strengths. If this is done, neither side will
miscalculate—crisis through ignorance will
be avoided.

The people who hold this conviction cite
Government actions as disclosed in the
Pentagon and Anderson papers as one ex-
ample where lack of candor with the Ameri-
can public and the rest of the world got
the United States into trouble. They cite as
another example the fallure to set a date for
withdrawal of U.S. troops from Vietnam.

As a result of the Pentagon and Anderson
papers, the case for more candor has been
discussed at great length. The arguments are
impressive. But there is another side which
is equally as Impressive; its underlying
theme is this: There is a value in fostering
uncertainty. There is, In fact, a “strategy
of uncertainty.”

This strategy is based on the premise that
the less the enemy can calculate, the less
positive he becomes, the less bold he be-
comes, the more certain he is likely to delay
declsions until more facts are available.

Supporters of the strategy contend that
political scientists, war planners, intelligence
analysis, national security advisers—call
them what you wish—all can be relled on to
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be precise, cautious men because war is a
grave undertaking requiring exacting analy-
sis and utmost caution.

They will strive, therefore, for precise,
scientific evaluation, giving due regard to the
unknown as well as the known, Instinct
warns them that unknown factors often
carry more weight than known factors. Un-
knowns do not cause them to miscalculate;
unknowns have precise values. Unknowns$
makes them uncertain, and uncertainty pro-
vokes them to seek more facts, to calculate
other options. Uncertainty forces them to be-
come less inflexible, less daring, more cau=-
tious. Unknown factors are positive, not ne-
gative factors; they are part and parcel of a
war planner's calculations, not his miscal-
culations.

The strategy of uncertainty forces enemy
leaders to sift the pros and cons; to weigh
the psychological, political and military fac-
tors; to make the final hard decision them-
selves; unassisted by pronouncements from
the free world about intentions, strengths,
or weaknesses.

Uncertainty must not cause the enemy to
become nervous, perhaps irrational, as op-
posed to uncertain and cautious. Here suc-
cess depends on how judiciously the signals
which are sent to the enemy are selected and
how wisely they are conveyed. In all cases,
these signals should reflect strength and
resolution of will, never weakness. For ex-
ample, the strategy of uncertainty dictates
against suggesting (as allegedy was the case
in 1950) that U.S. commitments did not
include Korea, It dictates against the U.S.
announcing a policy of flexible response as
was the case in 1961. The sudden shift from
a policy of massive retaliation to one of flexi-
ble response was an open invitation to cal-
culate more accurately U.S. intentions and
determination. To the enemy, the sudden
shift could only mean that the U.8. was
concerned with finding an acceptable stra-
tegy to fight a war once it began rather than
a strategy to deter war.

After the announcement of the.policy of
flexible response, Communist probes became
bolder and more aggressive, Witness the Ber-
lin Wall, the subsequent Berlin crisis, the
Cuban crisis, the Dominican affair, the Viet-
nam war, the Pueblo incident, and the in-
trusion of the Soviet Unlon into the Middle
East and Mediterranean.

The strategy of uncertainty, therefore, is
particularly useful to temper action, be they
diplomatic or military. Uncertalnty creates
doubt, induces caution, curbs daring, deters
decisions—all of which are essential to
deterrence.

WORKERS FORCED INTO PART-
TIME EMPLOYMENT

HON. HENRY S. REUSS

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, on Decem-
ber 2, 1971, I introduced legislation, H.R.
12011, that would create 500,000 feder-
ally financed public service jobs by
amending and expanding the Emergency
Employment Act of 1971 —CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, volume 117, part 34, page 44359.
This legislation is cosponsored by 60
Democratic Congressmen, and was intro-
duced in the Senate on January 31, 1972
by Senator WaLTer MonparLE and 20
other Democratic Senators. A list of the
60 House cosponsors follows:
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3 : LisT OF COSPONEORS
- “James Abourezk (8, Dak.), Brock Adams
(Wash.), Les Aspin (Wis.), Herman Eadillo
(N.Y.), Nick Begich (Alaska), Jonathan B.
Bingham (N.Y., Edward P. Boland (Mass.),
Frank J. Brasco (N.Y.), Phillip Burton
(Calif.), Hugh L. Carey (N.Y.), Charles J.
Carney (Ohlo).

PFrank -M. Clark (Pa.), George W. Collins
(T1.), William R. Cotter (Conn.), George E.
Danielsonn  (Callf.), Ronald V. Dellums
(Callf.), Robert P. Drinan (Mass.), Thaddeus
J. Dulski (N.Y.), Don Edwards (Calif.),
Joshua Eilberg (Pa.), Walter E. Fauntroy
(D.C.).

William D. Ford (Mich.), Donald M. Fraser
(Minn.), S8am Gibbons (Fla.), Ella T. Grasso
(Conn.), William J. Green (Pa.), Richard T.
Hanna (Calif.), Michael Harrington (Mass.),
William D. Hathaway (Malne), KEen Hechler
(W. Va.), Henry Helstoskl (N.J.).

Joseph E. Karth (Minn.), Peter N. Kyros
(Maine), Robert L. Leggett (Calif.), Romano
L. Mazzoll (Ky.), Lloyd Meeds (Wash.),
Ralph H. Metcalfe (Ill.), Abner J. Mikva
(I1.); Parren J. Mitchell (Md.), Morgan F.
Murphy (I1.), David R, Obey (Wis.).

Edward J. Patten (N.J.), Claude Pepper
(Fla.), Bertram L. Podell (N.Y.), Melvin Price
(1I1,), Charles B. Rangel (N.Y.), Peter W.
Rodino, Jr. (N.J.), Robert A. Roe (N.J.),
Bénjamin 8. Roserithal (N.Y.), Edward R.
Roybal (Calif.), William F. Ryan (N.Y.).

Pernand J. 8t Germain (R.I.), Paul 8.
Sarbanes (Md.), John F. Seiberling (Ohio),
B. F. Bisk (Calif.), Louls Stokes (Ohlo),
Frank Thompson, Jr. (N.J.), Robert O. Tier-
nan (R.I.), Charles A, Vanik (Ohio), Jerome
R. Waldie (Calif.), Lester L. Wolff (N.Y.).

BENATE COSPUNSORS

Mr. Mondale, Mr. Cranston, Mr. Bayh, Mr,
Burdick, Mr. Harris, Mr, Hart, Mr. Hartke,
Mr, Hughes, Mr. Humphrey, Mr, Jackson, Mr.
Kennedy, Mr. McGovern, Mr., Metcalf, Mr,
Moss, Mr. Muskie, Mr. Nelson, Mr, Pell, Mr.
Randolph, Mr. Stevenson, Mr. Tunney, and
Mr. Williams.

The jobs-now program will fill vital
unmet needs in such areas as public
safety, environmental control, and
health. It will make jobs, lots of them.
It will also mean additional hours of
work for those forced to accept part-
time employment because full-time jobs
are unavailable.

Figures released by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics—BLS—in the January
1972, issue of “Employment and Earm-
ings” show a disturbing increase since
1969 in the number of workers forced
by a sluggish economy into part-time em-
ployment, and an equally disturbing cut-
back in the amount of overtime work
available for those fortunate enough to
be working 40 hours a week. Analysis by
the BLS of overall work experience dur-
ing the year 1970 suggests that the prob-
lem of inadequate full-time work oppor-
tunity has hit hardest at white, male,
and skilled craftsmen rather than at
blacks, females and laborers where the
highest concentrations of unemployment
exist.

According to the BLS, the number of
workers forced to accept part-time em-
ployment because full-time work was un-
available inereased 30 percent—from 2.0
to 2.7 million—from 1969 to 1971. Such
workers constituted 2.5 percent of the
civilian labor force in 1969 and 3.2 per-
centin 1971,

In 1969, 4 million workers, or 5.5 per-
cent of the civilian labor force, worked
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less than 15 hours per week, and 677,000,
or 0.9 percent, worked less than 5 hours
per week. The corresponding figures for
1971 are 4.3 million workers, or 5.8 per-
cent, working less than 15 hours per
week and 740,000, or 1 percent, work-
ing less than 5 hours per week.

In addition, the number of persons who
worked 41 hours per week or more fell
over 7 percent from 1969 to 1971, from
22,458,000 to 20,781,000. This occurred
while the civilian labor force itself was
growing from, 80,734,000 to 84,113,000
and while civilian employment was in-
creasing from 77,902,000 to 79,120,000.

These figures represent a great deal of
hidden unemployment. A man who was
working overtime in 1969 suddenly may
find himself working only a straight 40
today. Or he may be cut back to 30 hours
per week, or 20, or 15, or even 1, with-
out ever appearing in our unemployment
statistics. But he feels the bite of eco-
nomic hardship almost as much as the
worker who is completely unemployed
for a period of weeks or months and then
returns to full-time employment.

These statistics further show that
economic hardships brought about by a
sluggish economy are more widely shared
than many have to date suggested. While
detailed analysis by the BLS of overall
work experience during 1971 will not be
available until midsummer of this year,
the figures for 1970 indicate that, while
blacks, women, and laborers had high
rates of unemployment, the skilled, white,
male craftsman had little to cheer about
either. In 1970, 52 million people worked
all year round at full time jobs, 800,000
fewer than in 1969, the first time since
1958 that the number of year-round full-
time workers decreased significantly.
Furthermore, this decline was comprised
entirely of men. Also during 1970, 14.6
million persons were unemployed at some
time during the year, a rise of 2.8 million
over 1969. The increases of proportions
of workers with some unemployment
during the year were greater for men
than for women, for whites than for
blacks, and for craftsmen rather than
laborers.

I would suggest that these statistics
document the need for prompt action on
the jobs-now legislation. The question is
not whether we can afford to put people
back to productive full-time work, but
how much longer we can afford not to.

VOICE OF DEMOCRACY CONTEST
WINNER

HON. LAWRENCE J. HOGAN

OF MARYLAND
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, freedom is
the most treasured benefit of American
life, and yet I am sure we would all find
it extremely difficult to explain what
freedom really is.

That is why I am particularly pleased
to be able to bring to the attention of
the House an eloquent speech describing
that most elusive term which was writ-
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ten by Teresa Anderson for the 33d an-
nual Voice of Democracy Contest spon-
sored by the Veterans of Foreign Wars.

Teresa, a student at DuVal Senior
High School in Lanham, Md., wrote the
speech on freedom for the contest and
won at both the post and district levels.

Mr. Speaker, I insert Teresa's speech,
“My Responsibility to Freedom,” in the
Recorp at this point:

My RESPONSIBILITY TO FREEDOM

Freedom, That's a golden word for a pos-
session we all should treasure. Most of us
don’t know what it's like to live without
freedom, Yet realize that without protecting
it, you can lose it, Democracy depends on
the love of freedom and the ability to carry
out the responsibilities of that freedom; Thus
my responsibilities to freedom aren't unique,
and neither is my love of it, My responsi-
bilities mirror yours.

Any man’s main responsibility to freedom
is the protection of the rights of all. To pro-
tect and enjoy freedom, you have to under-
stand what it is, and what it encompasses.
True freedom exists where individual and
human rights balance and mesh with moral
and judicial law.

This freedom is like an orchestra playing
a perfect symphony. The piece is controlled
by the time signature and beat—in life this
might represent judiclal law. All instru-
ments must play—moral law states this,
There are minorities of some instruments,
each as Important as any other. This repre-
sents a primary human right—equality. Oc-
casionally an instrument might play notes
not written, but these don’t violently disturb
the music. Thus the individual has the right
to choose—the right to be an individual.
Freedom to play different notes doesn’t mean
ireedom from the consequences if the notes
are sour,

We see this in socleties when freedoms
are abused, and punished. The results of all
the instruments is a rare changing sym-
phony. It has liberal harps, staunch tubas,
Ralph Nader trumpets, Martha Mitchell pic-
colos, and a Nixon percussion—that with
one note can change the entire plece—often
for the better,

With the undérstanding of freedom, there
grows a respect of it. Freedom is powerful
enough to change the primitive American
colonies, made up of religious dissenters,
some profit seekers, adventure lovers and
pioneers, the downtrodden, and even Eng-
lish jail rabble, into an industrialized so-
ciety advanced enough to save thousands of
lives by predicting erushing hurricanes, and
erradicating polio.

We've increased the average life span by
thirty years, achieved the world’s highest
standard of living, and put man on the
moon,

The maln right of man is to know the
truth and speak the truth. The main re-
sponsibilities are to keep well informed, and
seek the facts. Listen to others, and respect
their opinions,

NORTHERN IRELAND

HON. ROBERT N. GIAIMO

OF CONNECTICUT
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. GIAIMO. My, Speaker; if we travel
the recent past we can ride into blood-
shed that could have been prevented by
timely. international intervention of
crises in the smaller nations. The head-
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lines of 1969 reported the horrors of the
Nigerian confiict. Later on, we read about
useless killings in ‘Greece. All last year
and even today, we have been .made
aware of the deaths of innocent victims
of the Pakistan situation.

On January 30 in Northern Ireland,
13 Irish citizens lost their lives as the re-
sult of a conflict in that country that ap-
pears to be reaching its most dangerous
boiling point. It seems that in 1972 North-
ern Ireland may be more inundated with
civil and religious strife than in 1971
unless immediate action is taken.

The conflict in Northern Ireland is not
just stimulated by intellectual differ-
ences. It is kindled also by terrifying
and sometimes enduring religious and so-
cial hatreds that father the worst kind
of violence, an indifference to the kill-
ing of women and children. Only quick,
international intervention can cool the
smoldering hotbed that exists in North-
ern Ireland today, & format that should
be provided by the United Nations.

To aid in controlling this matter, I
have cosponsored House Concurrent Res-
olution 523, calling for the United Na-
tions to meet the problems in Northern
Ireland head on with some viable peace-
keeping measures.

I would not advocate intervention in-
dependent of the United Nations, for
the urgency of the problem is one that
should be troubling the conscience of
the entire world. To date, hundreds of
innocent victims have lost their lives
due to a conflict that cannot be tolerated
by silence.

The proposals offered by the resolu-
tion are as follows:

First. Immediate termination of the
currentf internment policy and the si-
multaneous release of all persons de-
tained thereunder.

Second. Arrangements for consulta-
tion among all the parties involved, in-
cluding the Irish Republican Army, to
bring about a cessation of the conflict.

Third. The replacement of British
troops in Northern Ireland with a peace-
keeping force of the United Nations.

Fourth. An international ingquiry into
the tragic events of Sunday, January 30,
1972,

To end a storm of further violence and
bloodshed, the United States can urge
the United Nations to accept the pro-
posals stated in the resolution. If Amer-
ica does this, as a nation, we will be able
to take pride in having helped to bring
order to an area of the world that has
given to almost every continent on earth
great riches of the mind and heart.

SOARING COSTS OF HEALTH CARE
SERVICES - AND FACILITIES—
RARICK REPORTS TO HIS PEOPLE

HON. JOHN R. RARICK

OF LOUISIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Speaker, I recently
reported to my people on the increased

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

costs of health care services and facili-
ties. I insert my report in the Recorp at
this point:

RARICK REPORTS TO HIS PEOPLE ON THE SOAR-
me Costs ofF HEALTH CARE SERVICES AND
FACILITIES

Inflation—our dollars continuing to buy
less as prices contlnue to soar—remalns the
number one issue in our nation and a threat
to all people, young and old, workers and re-
tired. Many of our people are consclentiously
observing the wage and price controls in a
concerted effort to bring the Inflation prob-
lem under control,

I frequently receive mail from persons con-
cerned about the high cost of hospital and
medical care and inquiring as to what can be
done to alleviate the situation, I thought to-
day we'd explore the methods for delivery of
health care and hospitalization, the causes
for soaring costs of hospital and medical
care, how these price spirals get started, and
then attempt to arrive at recommendation
for solution to this problem.

We in Louisiana have long provided excel-
lent hospital facilities for those who can pay;
and for those who are indigent or impover-
ished, the taxpayers have provided a system
of charity hospitals which in treatment and
facilities is second to none in the nation,

Now we learn that there has been a con-
certed effort to convince the charity patient
that he is not receiving the caliber of medi-
cal service in the charity hospital system
that he might through the private or non-
profit hospital. We thus find suits being filed
and high-level political maneuvering to com-
pel private hospital facllities to be made
avallable to indigent or ¢harity patients.

One of the latest steps in this direction is
the anticipated directive by HEW that all
private medical hospitals will be required to
glve a percentage of their facilities and serv-
ices to charity non-paying patients, The per-
Eientage of the gross receipts of the institu-

on,

Of course, it only makes sense that our pri-
vate hospitals must operate on a fixed budget
or else they can go broke. If these health care
facllities are forced to give no-charge treat-
ment to some, then they can only stay in
business by increasing their charges to those
patients who pay their bills or carry insur-
ance to cover such expenditures.

Presently, 52% of a hospltal’s income comes
from private paying patients who also al-
ready subsidize varlous government assist-
ance programs such as Medicare, and the
trend seems to be to encourage more charity
patients to receive what they belleve is
“equal treatment” with paying patients, In
some instances, there is a reported lack of
;'.l}ll utilization of the existing charity facil-

tles.

And so, when this latest federal plan takes
effect and you or a member of your family
Is forced to use health care facilities, you
will find all of the charges Increased, be-
cause you will by paying not only full treat-
ment costs but a percentage of the charity
patients’ treatment which has been tacked
on to your bill so that the hospital can re-
main open. It will be a sort of a hidden tax.

As the free patlents become a reality in
the private health care facility, fewer and
fewer patinets will seek out private physi-
cians. More physielans will be forced to sub-
mift to being political doctors to take care
of new government patients. Those doctors
who desire to remain independent can be
expected to increase thelr fees for private
care.

All of this will take place while you are
continuing with your taxes to support a first
rate hospital for our indigent and charity
patients!

In addition to this threat to the pocket-
books of the health care reciplent, the Labor
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Commi$tee in the House has reported out a
bill which would increase the minimum wage
to $2.00 an hour.

While -the hospital administrators and
boards in our area report that they do not
oppose the $2.00 minimum wage, they do ad-
vise that it will be necessary for them to cor-
respondingly increase all of their hospital
charges if the minimum wage rate is in-
creased. It is estimated that, as to the hos-
pitals’ continued operation alone, an in-
crease In minimum wage from $1.60 an hour
to $2.00 an hour would require a hospital
room rate to be increased by $12 a day.

I have given two classic examples of ac-
tion under way right at this time which will
benefit some at the expense of others, but
in the long run will affect all of us in a
continuing inflationary spiral.

Perhaps the tragic thing about medical
services 1s the fact that many letters I re=-
celve are from people who have suffered a
catastrophic illness or disease in which their
entire savings have been wiped out by medi-
cal costs. .

I can advise that Congress is at this time
attempting to establish a catastrophic medi-
cal expense program to ease such burdens.
Again, the catastrophic fund would mainly
go to pay the costs of hospitals. I also hear
from many who are irate because the ever
increasing medical expenses exceed the cov-
erage given by their insurance policles or are
much higher than they had found them to be
several years previously.

I think the most serlous threat to all of us
who know that we must malntain medical
facilities in our communities is that many
of our citizens who are in the grey border-
line area of wanting to have the pride in pay-
ing their own way and meeting their own
obligations will, if medical costs continue to
soar, throw up their hands in despalr and
adopt the ever-growing feeling of some that
the Federal government should take over all
of the hospitals and that the taxpayers
should give everybody “free"” medical atten-
tion. In other words, as we wish better things
for the poor and higher earnings for the un-
skilled, we are but passing these extra costs
to those who can pay or his Insurer.
Those taxpayers who can bear the cost will
become an ever-decreasing percentage of our
population.

We are seeing the movement mount that
will use our free enterprise, locally controlled
and managed medical facilities to bring
about their own destruction by forcing their
costs of operations up to the point where
they are prohibitive for the average Amer-
ican, This will force more and more people
to seek charitable aid, and the number will
continue to increase.

All of this is being done to the average
citizen promising him exlsting health care
services and facilities, yet these services will
not remain the hospitals nor the health care
to which we are accustomed if soclalized or
taken over by the Federal government.

And so, what is now underway in the name
of human dignity to provide for charitable
free treatment will eventually destroy these
private institutions and make all of the na-
tion's hospitals charity, impersonal, con-
veyor-belt type Institutions.

When the people lose control of their own
community, they will find political doctors,
political hospitals, and political health care
services that fail to attain the promises or
the standards of those Institutions as we
know .them and at a price far exceeding
what could have been provided under the
free enterprise system.

Americans are now belng barraged with
misleading and even false propaganda from
the press, radio, and TV that the American
private enterprise systém of providing health
care has broken down—it has failed. The
only solution to this predicament, according
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to much of the communication media, is
public medicine—as if only the federal gov-
ernment can adequately supply the needed
medical and hospital care and services.

Americans are being urged to destroy a
free cholce, private individual responsibility
system in order to improve the situation.

Through an organized political scare
tactics campaign of misleading and even
false charges and information as to the na-
ture and scope of the problem of the nation’s
health, the American people have been led
to believe that a national health program is
mandatory. We are told we must change,
even if for the worst—just to change from
our present system.

To look at the quality of health care in
countries which have undertaken equal med-
lecal care—socialized medicine—shotld raise
serious questions as to abandoning our pres-
ent workable system for an inferlor program
in the U.S. Soclalized health care has been a
failure in England, France, Canada, Sweden,
and all other countries which have aban-
doned private for public health care.

The experience of other nations with so-
cialized medicine should serve as a stark
warning to the U.S. against embarking on
such a course for political promisés to get
the votes of the poor and disgruntled.

The reason for the increased costs of med-
ical and hospitalization services is to be
found in the general inflationary trend which
has resulted in price rises in other flelds as
well, Inflation—a substantial and continu-
ing rise in the general price levél—Iis caused
primarily by an increase in the volume of
money and credit available relative to goods
avallable, This disproportionate expansion of
money and credit results from an unbalanced
budget and deficlt spending,

Other causes of high costs of medical care
and hospitalization, as well as other items,
are restrictive federal legislation and bureau-
cratic intermeddling in the private free enter-
prise sector of the economy.

We must reallze that to stay in business,
hospitals must pass any increase in wages
on to private patients and insurance com-
panies.

The result of further intermeddling and
compulsory wage increases, of course, would
be soaring costs of medical expenses, hos-
pitalization, and insurance costs which will
not cover all medical expenses,

Continued intervention by government in
the private sector of the economy is like
throwing gasoline on the fire of already ex-
orbitant prices. It will fan the flame of the
inflationary spiral, destroy private medicine,
and result in complete nationalization of
medicine in the United States. Many people,
in despair, will abandon our present health
care system and actually demand a federal
takeover or full soclalization.

The answer to this problem, as to many
others, is to retain the private enterprise
method which has proven to be far superior
not only in reduced costs and improved serv-
ice, but also in increased freedom and indl-
vidual responsibility to that provided by a
socialistic or government managed method of
providing so-called “free” health service.
No;.hing is really free—not even freedom it-
self.

The answer is to repeal a whole series of
laws which hamper the natural operation of
the free enterprise system.

‘We must begin an assault on the ever in-
creasing size and scope of a centralized gov-
ernment in Washington. In this way we will
make progress toward balancing the federal
budget, stopping inflation, and restoring our
freedom.

I am reminded at this point of a story
pertinent to this discussion, It is about Frogs
and Preedom.

There's an old story that says you can’t
kill a frog by dropping him in boiling wa-
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ter. He reacts so quickly to the sudden heat
that he jumps out before he's hurt; but if
you put him in cold water and then warm
it up gradually, he never decides to jump
till it's too late. By then, he's cooked!

Men are just as foollsh. Take away their
freedom overnight, and you've got a violent
revolution. But steal it from them gradually
{(under the gulse of “security”, “peace”, or
“progress”), and you can paralyze an entire
generation, Look at the income tax. It started
out at a harmless sounding 1%. It would
have been easy to jump out of water as
tepid as this, but like the frog, we walited
while it climbed ever higher. Try jumping
now!

Worst of all, we never learn. Even today we
cannot believe that Medicare is the same
warm water that will one day boil us in
Soclalized Medicine. We see no connection
between farm price supports and National-
ized Agriculture; and if we draw a parallel
between subsidized teachers’ pay and federal
control of education, we are called “extrem-
ist”,

The tragedies of history are always repeated
by those who refuse to learn them. To seek
guidance from the past is not “turning the
clock back,” as we are so often told. It is
merely a good way to keep out of hot water.

MORE ON THE NIXON “PEACE"
PROPOSAL

HON. BELLA S. ABZUG

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mrs. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, as I have
previously stated, Mr. Nixon’s so-called
peace proposal does not take or offer
a single step toward peace in Indochina.

It does not set a date for our total and
complete withdrawal.

It conditions our withdrawal upon as-
surances of the continued existence of
the puppet dictatorship of President
Thieu.

It fails to stop or even to lessen the
indiscriminate bombing of targets in
North Vietnam.

Richard Falk, oi the Center of Inter-
national Studies at Princeton University,
is a recognized authority on American
foreign policy. He has prepared an analy-
sis of the Nixon proposals which clearly
demonstrates their lack of viability. I
think that his comments are well worth
reading, and include them at the con-
clusion of my remarks:

TuE Nixonw ProOPOSALS: MATTERS oF ILLUSION
AND REALITY
(By Richard A. Falk)

Once again an American President has
gone on national television to report on the
search for peace In Vietnam. And once again
there is no indication that the policy-makers
in Washington have renounced their war
plans to sustain the Thieu regime for the in-
definite future. And once again, also, the
liberal community in America, the main-
stream opposltion to the war in this coun-
try, has been taken in by the President, as-
sumed his good will, and called on the other
side to respond positively. The dreary situa-
tion interacts with heightened American
bombing throughout Indochina (and es-
peclally in North Vietnam), with the initia-
tion of an historic anti-war trial in Harris-
burg, and with the sharpening focus on voter
politics in a Presidential election year.
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The first necessity, however, s to under-
stand why Mr. Nixon's proposals are not,
despite Benator Mansfield’s unseemly lunge
to embrace them, "“a long step forward.”
Indeed, Nixon's proposals hearken back to
1966 at Manila where Lyndon Johnson
Joined in a Communique offering to with-
draw all American forces from Vietnam with-
in six months in exchange for an agreement
by the other side to do the same. What was
wrong with Johnson's proposals of 1966, re-
mains wrong with Nixon’s proposals of 1972.
There is no way to compromise a civil war
without coordinating the sharing of political
power with the cessation of hostilities, To
seek a cease-fire as a prelude to withdrawal,
solidifies the position of the existing govern-
ment, allows it to be the sole guardian of
“law and order,” and obtain mobility and
access for its police and militia forces. In
Vietnam where the war has raged so bitterly
for so long, where the government leader is
such a proven cutthroat repressor, and where
the liberation forces have suffered such rav-
age, an insistence on no cease-fire without
power-sharing is especially understandable.

It is on this lssue—the crux of the matter—
that the Nixon Administration has been de-
liberately misleading the public. Henry Kis-
singer has pointed to the willingness of the
other side to enter a partial cease-fire with
American forces during a withdrawal period
as demonstrating that “cease-fire is not it-
self an issue in the negotiations.” But Viet-
namese willingness to negotiate a partial
cease-fire seeks to arrange an American dis-
engagement from an active combat role in
the war, but it does not envision an end to
fighting or a settlement of the war. The war
for control goes on between Salgon and the
NLF, but without American participation. In
such circumstances, the North Vietnamese
and the NLF do not renounce thelr military
advantage or render themselves vulnerable
to the good faith of the other side. Such an
all-Vietnamese civil war would go on until
victory was achlieved by one side or a com-
promise was negotiated whereby the sharing
of political power would be coupled with the
total cease-fire, that is, the problem of
settlement would remain the same after
American disengagement, but the parties
would be different. Most analysts agree that
the Saigon regime would quickly fall in the
event of a genuine American disengagement
from the war. As the North Vietnamese have
made clear in their public proposals they
would be prepared to release all American
prisoners in exchange for a pledge to end
all American combat activities within a
time certain. In this sense, the disengage~
ment action remain available to Nixon as
a way to obtain the release of American
prisoners and assure the end of American
casualties.

The Nixon Proposals cover up the fallure
to offer a power-sharing compromise by win-
dow-dressing and deceptive rhetoric. There
is no power-sharing as the administrative,
military, and police functions would be left
entirely under the control of the Thieu re-
gime after the cease-fire goes into effect and
during the six-months period in which elec-
tions are being organized. The offer to have
Thieu (and his Vice President Tran Van
Huong) resign one month before the elec-
tions take place seems meaningless for sev-
eral reasons. First of all, the apparatus of
power would continue intact, and there is
no assurance that Thieu would not con-
tinue to run things from off-stage. Sec-
ondly, Thieu’s replacement by the chalrman
of the Senate, a weak bureaucrat allied with
Thieu, reinforces the impression that the
Saigon regime would retain full control over
the country. Thirdly, in the face of persit-
ence of the repressive Thieu regime there is
no prospect that a mixed electoral commis-
slon, even with the participation of the Na-
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tional Liberation Front, could organize free
elections, or even that elections are the best
way to select an interim government to sup-
ervise the transition from war to peace. On
this basis, it hardly seems reasonable or
likely to expect North Vietnam or the Pro-
visional Revolutionary Government of South
Vietnam to consider seriously this type of
political settlement. It is not an offer of
genuine compromise. It is, indeed, a demand
that the insurgent forces lay down their
arms and allow the Thieu government to
dominate South Vietnam during the period
in which elections of a permanent govern-
ment are taking place. If Mr. Nixon really
believes that this line of proposal represents
having “gone the extra mile in offering a
settlement that is falr,”” then he fails to
grasp neither the de facto military situation
throughout Indochina which is increasingly
tilting against those elements that we sup-
port nor the political conditions that must
be satisfled to achieve a genuine negotiated
settlement. More likely Nixon does under-
stand, is putting forth proposals that are
drawn to quell and bewilder domestic oppo-
sition to the war without any hope or
expectation that the other side will accept
them, or even negotiate from such a base-
line. This interpretation is reinforced by
the disclosure of the 9-point North Vietnam
proposals of June 26, 1971, made in the
secret talks.

In such circumstances, it is incredible
that the lead editorial in the New York
Times on January 26, 1972, the day after
Nixon’s speech, should hail the proposals and
declare that “they merit support from all
shades of American opinlon and a positive
response from the other side.” Such an edi-
torial position, given the ceaseless reiteration
of the conditions for peace in Vietnam by
the other slde and by anti-war groups in this
country, suggests the bankruptcy of the
liberal dove opposition to the war, a bank-
ruptey based partly on subservience to Pres-
idential authority and good faith and partly
on a continued insistence on regarding the
other side as “the enemy.” After so many
revelations of eriminality and deceit on the
part of our leaders in connection with the
war these past years and after so many indi-
cations that the goals of the other side are
the inevitable and natural goals of any po-
litical movement fighting for national inde-
pendence, it is vital that the American people
no longer view North Vietnam and the PRG
as its enemy. North Vietnam and the PRG
are the enemies of our government, but not
of ourselves as citizens, and to parrot Wash-
ington’s propaganda about regarding the
other side as the enemy at this point in the
conflict is to falsify and invert the nature of
the moral and political issues and to distract
attention from the horrifying sacrifice of
lives still being made in furtherance of a lost
and base cause—helping a repressive govern-
ment fight mercilessly against its own popu-
lation.

There are two positive courses of action
that an American government could take to
get the war over:

(1) American disengagement from the war
by ending combat activity oevr a six-month
period during which American POWs would
be returned; North Vietnam and the PRG
would not attack withdrawing American
forces and so a partial cease-fire would be
operative assuring no further American
casualties; the United States on its part
would agree to the immediate end of all air
activity, including strikes originating from
Thalland and carriers; during this period the
contending Vietnamese factions would have
the optlions of continuing the conflict or
negotlating a settlement; some difficulty
might arise over the definition of what “dis-
engagement” or “withdrawal” entailed, that
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is, whether the United States remained free
to give economic and military ald to the
Salgon regime during the period set for pris-
oner release and troop withdrawals.

(2) American acceptance of the notion
that the administrative, military, and police
functions in South Vietnam would have to
be supervised by a provisional coalition gov-
ernment during the period set for the with-
drawal of American forces and the organiza-
tion of elections to select a new permanent
government; this kind of power-sharing for-
mula could be accompanied by immediate
arrangements for cease-fire, thereby bringing
the war to an end, assuring the return of
American POWs, and the end of all casual-
ties; the negotiations would have to define
the character and functions of the provi-
sional revolutionary government and the de-
gree to which the approach taken in Vietnam
could be extended to Cambodia and Laos;
an Indochina Peace Conference should also
be scheduled to give formal status to the
arrangements for political power-sharing
and cease-fire agreed upon for the two Viet-
nams, Cambodia, and Laos.

In concluding, it is important to ask why
it is unlikely that the Nixon Administration
will choose either of the alternatives outlined
above, both of which have been explicitly and
openly offered by the other side. For Nixon
and Kissinger to say that the North Viet-
namese insist on the United States acting to
overthrow the present Saigon regime (Nixon's
words: “The only thing this plan does not do
is to join our enemy to overthrow our ally,
which the United States of Amerlca will
never do.”) is, on its face, absurd and
misleading. If the real meaning of this Kis-
singer-Nixon charge is that any power-shar-
ing political formula is tantamount to the
overthrow of the Thieu regime, then this
may be an accurate prediction of the proba-
bility of Thieu's collapse shortly after Amer-
ican military props are taken away.

But this is only to acknowledge that the
war is lost and that no compromise is pos-
sible because Thieu can't stay in power un-
less he is helped by the United States to re-
press the opposition, including the many
thousands of non-Communist political pris-
oners who continue to be locked up in jalls
throughout South Vietnam.

But why shouldn’t Nixon be prepared to
risk this collapse? What Is the reason for
putting forward proposals that are prima
facie unacceptable when there are clear lines
of alternative action that would get Ameri-
can POWs back and earn Nixon political
credit as a peace-maker? The best answer
seems to be that Nixon is unwilling to risk
appearing before the American public (and
the record of history) as a loser. The worst
of all possible outcomes for Washington con-
tinues to be the appearance of defeat, not the
reality which is already evident to any close
student of the war. And all of the continuing
carnage in Indochina under Nixon, as it was
under Johnson, is indlcted for the sole pur-
pose of delaying the day of reckoning. And
s0 Nixon, like Johnson before him, is holding
on in Indochina by bombardment and
threats in Indochina and by tranquilizing
and misleading talk at home, with the hope
of postponing this day of reckoning at least
past next November.

There Is a small chance that this line of
analysis is wrong, that Nixon will yet opt for
a genuine way out or that the other side,
weary of war, frightened by the remaining
escalation options, or confident that a re-
sumed post-withdrawal struggle would lead
to rapid victory, might negotiate something
responsive to the Nixon proposals. In my view
this is only a slim possibility, and its reality
depends on how much doubt and empathy
exists in Washington's policy-makers and
whether the terms of proposals, ambiguous
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on their contours, could be substantially re-
shaped in the course of negotiations. As a
rule of thumb, it is highly unlikely that
any “peace” initiative put forward at Paris
with Thieu's endorsement is negotiable, but
it may be that Thieu has been coerced or
fooled, although this seems unlikely, One
area of flexibility involves the possibility of
converting the mixed election commission in
Nixon's proposal into the real locus of power
by making it into the effective government
during the six-month interim period. An-
other area of flexibility involves a definition
of what is meant by withdrawal, Mr,

has stressed the Administration's flexibility
It remains to be seen and during the in-
terim, extreme skepticism is the only rea-
sonable attitude.

With an election coming along in the
United States and with the end of the war
still not in sight, it seems very important
that the Democratic Party go clearly on rec-
ord as advocating an end to the war in the
only realistic terms now imaginable—by ac-
knowledging the U.S. defeat and by support-
ing a power-sharing formula as coincident
with withdrawal and cease-fire. Without such
clarity from the Democratic Party, in its
Platform and by its Presidential candidate
the people will once again be denied a choice
on the war.

A REVIEW OF TIMBER CUTTING IN
THE BOUNDARY WATERS CANOE

HON. DONALD M. FRASER

OF MINNESOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, February 9, 1972

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, in only

one of the 87 designated and 49 proposed
units of the national wilderness preser-
vation system is logging permitted. This
excepfion to the wilderness rule is the
Boundary Waters Canoe Area, a unique
region of prime canoe country and vir-
gin forests, extending for 100 miles along
the Canadian border of Minnesota. Six
Minnesota conservation organizations
have asked that all cutting in the area
be halted until an environmental im-
pact statement as required by the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969
can be prepared. In the following article
in the January 8, 1972, issue of the Min-
neapolis Tribune, the arguments against
continued timber cutting are advanced,
and a plea is made for a moratorium on
logging until the points at issue and al-
ternatives can be fully studied.

WHY TiMBER CUTTING IN BWCA Is OPFOSED
(By Herbert Wright, Director, Limnological
Research Center, University of Minnesota)

The U.S. Forest Service has refused to
move appreclably from its plan to decimate
tens of thousands of acres of virgin timber
in the portal (cuttable) zone of the Bound-
ary Waters Canoe Area. A major gravel road
already under construction leads north from
Echo Trail to service timber sales in the
Oyster Lake-Hustler Lake country, some 25
miles northwest of Ely.

The canoe area contains by far the largest
virgin forest east of the Rocky Mountains.
With its interconnected lakes and forested
hills, it is a reglon of incomparable scenic
beauty, easily accessible to the conoeist and
hiker who seeks peace, serenity and adven-
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ture in the wild. It is the most heavily vis-
ited area in the U.S. wilderness system, and
use is growing so fast that restrictions must
soon be placed on permits, length of stay, al-
lowable routes and other logistical arrange-
ments.

Simple foresight should dictate that the
wilderness are should be Increased in size
rather than decreased, and that visitors be
encouraged to disperse from main canoe
routes by means of hiking tralls to less ac-
cessible lakes, Timber-cutting now is pro-
hibited within 400 feet of lakes, but what
kind of wilderness experience can one ex-
pect when he ventures away from his canoe
to come upon a vast, clear-cut wasteland?

The virgin forest of the BWCA is unique
not only in its recreational potential, but in
its scientific value. It is the only major nat-
ural remnant of the vast conifer forest that
once extended eastward to the coast of
Maine, Nearly all the rest has been cut over.
The forest regrown from cut-over areas has
little value for the scientific study of a nat-
ural forest ecos;

For that matter, such a disturbed forest
has little aesthetic appeal to the discerning
layman. Does the Minneapolis Institute of
Art feature coples of great paintings when
it has the originals at hand? The public can
support the preservation of some of the
great works of man. Minnesota is fortunate
to have this unique resources convenient for
its citizens. But it has a responsibility to be
an enlightened custodian of a great treasure.

In these days of search for ecological
understanding, a major natural ecosystem
{s a prime natural resource. A natural for-
est ecosystem must be large to remain viable
so natural plant successlon is not diluted by
introductions from outside the forest and a
sizable natural population of big mammals
such as moose, wolf and bear is maintained.

An example of research that required a
large area of undisturbed forest is the recent
study of fire history in the BWCA. During
the last 10 years it has been demonstrated
that practically all the virgin forest of the
BWCA can be traced to specific fires of the
past 300 years and that fire plays a major
role in the periodic remewal of the natural
forest.

This research raises baslc questions about
management of natural forests. It would not
have been possible without the existence
of the extensive natural forest in which the
distribution of major past fires could be
plotted, Who knows what similarly unex-
pected insights into natural forest ecosystems
might result from future studies? If the
natural forest 1s destroyed or reduced in size,
the value of such research may be dimin-
ished.

The Forest Service seems Iinsensitive to
arguments based on sclentific as well as
aesthetic grounds. The Little Bloux fire of
last May, for example, affected a large area
of virgin forest in the margin of the BWCA.
It provides a superb opportunity to study
the process of plant and animal succession
as well as the effects of fire on water quality
in lakes. The fire also provided the chance
to educate the public on the role of fire in
natural ecosystems.
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But the Forest Service not only refused to
support a significant research effort or to
publicize the educational aspects. It now
proposes to cut the surrounding unburned
virgin forest that might supply much of the
seed for regeneration of the burned area.
This is a valld reason for a moratorium on
cutting, so the effects of timber-cutting can
be assessed in an environmental-impact
statement.

The Forest Service also is insensitive to the
economic argument. The particular timber
sale in question next to the Little Sioux fire
will bring $61,000 to the government—about
10 cents per free. The Forest Service has
spent many thousands of dollars to cruise the
timber and prepare the contract, and will
spend an additional $120,000 to replant after
cutting—and the virgin forest will be lost in
the process. About 90 percent of the timber
will go to paper-pulp mills, Very little will
be used for poles and boards. And this at a
time when pulpwnod is in surplus in Min-
nesota.

This financial arrangement would be a poor
investment even if the wildnerness were not
involved.

The public 1s not well informed on the al-
ternatives to management in the BWCA: En-
vironmental-impact statements are supposed
to provide this information, not only for new
projects, but for projects already under way.
Contracts can be reviewed and terminated
under changed conditions of pubic attitudes.

As g minimum, a moratorium on cutting
in the BWOCA is necessary to permit discus-
sion of alternatives before an Informed pub-
lic. If a new course of action is found ad-
visable, it can then be provided by appro-
priate legislation. To refuse to r an
environmental and economic problem is &
mark of blindness and not a responsible reac-
tion by a federal agency.

The validity of the conservationist
case for cessation of all logging in the
area is open to question, but the need
for a thorough review of the environ-
mental impact of timber cutting seems
clear. These issues are further explored
in the following ediforial in the Minne-
apolis Tribune, also of January 8, 1972:

BoUNDARY WATERS AREA ISSUES

The Minnesota Public Interest Research
Group (MPIRG), In concert with a half-
dozen state conservation organizations, has
initiated what could grow into a national
controversy over the use of the Boundary
Waters Canoe Area, the nation’s oldest wil-
derness area.

MPIRG has asked the U.8. Forest Service
to stop logging by Northwest Paper Co. in the
4,6560-acre "Bunnydale” tract northeast of
Ely, adjacent to 15,000 acres burned in a fire
last spring. Further, MPIRG wants all log-
ging suspended within the BWCA until the
service prepares a statement on the environ-
mental impact of cutting timber there. The
Forest Bervice and the secretary of agricul-
ture (the service is part of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture) this week refused the
requests.

The issues raised are complex and suscep-
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tible to few easy answers. They involve wide-
ly divergent value judgments and philos-
ophies about the best use of natural re-
sources, But MPIRG makes a convineing case
for at least some of its Immediate requests.

The valldity of its long-range goal, which
is to end all cutting in the BWCA (the arti-
cle below by Prof. Herbert Wright makes a
case for this), seems to us opeén to consider-
ably greater doubt.

The fire last spring, in an area never
logged, provides a unique opportunity for
valuable research. Cutting in the adjacent
Sunnydale tract will reduce or destroy the
validity of five separate studies being con-
ducted by the University of Minnesota and
the Forest Service itself. (The service has
altered the terms of its cutting contract
with Northwest to ellminate interference
with one other research project.) The com-
pany needs specles such as jackpine and
spruce to balance its use of aspen in pro-
ducing paper, but it doesn't need the pine
and spruce in- the Sunnydale tract. North-
west holds long-term contracts to cut more
than 300,000 cords of such species elsewhere
in the Superior National Forest, including
the canoe area, but depends on the forest
for only about 50,000 cords annually. The
potential value of the research outwelghs
the dificulties involved in postponing or can-
celling the Bunnydale cut, it seems to us.

MPIRG also has a sound basis for request-
ing an environmental-impact statement on
the effects of continued logging in the
BWOCA. The Forest Service has a number of
sincere, loglcal arguments why this is un-
necessary. But such statements were re-
quired by a federal law now two years old;
since then, federal courts repeatedly have
ruled out just such arguments.

The underlying issue, however, is whether
all logging in the BWCA should cease, and
the entire area be reserved for recreation.
The BWCA no-cut zone was expanded to
530,000 acres in 1965. When another 100,000
acres are added in 1975, logging will be pro-
hibited in about 67 percent of the BWCA and
20 percent of the 3-million-acre Superior Na-
tional Porest. The wood-products industry
views continuing withdrawal of timber as a
distinct threat to its survival-—and to jobs
that are badly needed in northeastern
Minnesota.

The Forest Service points out that before
the no-cut zone was extended in 1965, the
recreation-vs.-timbering issue was reviewed
(battled, in fact) publicly at some length,
and that the service now is managing the
area as federal law provides. Conservation-
ists argue there are new circumstances to-
day—chlefly a heavy increase In recreational
use of the BWCA, and a shift in public senti-
ment toward environmental concerns. Both
sldes are correct.

An environmental-impact statement—not
just & management plan, which the Forest
Service is preparing—would help resolve such
issues, A thorough statement would involve
consideration, for instance, of the effects of
cutting part of the largest remaining undis-
turbed coniferous forest east of the Rockies;
the negative economic effects of not doing
so, and sources of timber cutside the BWCA.
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