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SENATE,.......Tuesday, July 15, 1969 
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m. and 

was called to order by the Acting Presi
dent pro tempore (Mr. METCALF). 

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

Almighty God, who hast made of one 
blood all races and nations to dwell to
gether upon the earth, and who at the 

· beginning breathed into man the breath 
of life and set him free under Thy divine 
sovereignty, look, we pray Thee, with 
compassion upon the captive peoples of 
this world, whose freedom is denied and 
whose spirits suffocate under regimes of 
thought control, property control and 
person control. Keep us ever faithful in 
the freedom in which we have been nour
ished, and by Thy grace give us wisdom 
to foster freedom among all the peoples 
of the world, until all mankind is drawn 
together in a firm spiritual alliance and 
the word of the ancient prophet is ful
filled: 

The Spirit of the Lord is upon me; 
because the Lord hath anointed me to 
preach good tidings unto the meek,· He 
hath sent me to bind up the broken
hearted, to proclaim liberty to the cap
tives, and the opening of the prison to 
them that are bound; to proclaim the 
acceptable year of the Lord-Isaiah 61: 
1, 2. 

Amen. 

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

unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon
day, July 14, 1969, be dispensed with. 

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

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that, at the conclu
sion of the remarks of the distinguished 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS), 
if the Sena.tor from Colorado <Mr. 
DOMINICK) is not ready to proceed at that 
time for his 20 minutes, there be a period 
for the transaction of routine morning 
business, with statements therein limited 
to 3 minutes. 

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
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Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 

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

COMMITI'EE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

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

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider the 
nominations on the Executive Calendar, 
beginning with "New Reports." 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of exec
utive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated, beginning with 
"New Reports." " 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
The assistant legislative clerk read the 

nomination of Bethel B. Larey, of Ar
kansas, to be U.S. attorney for the west
ern district of Arkansas for the term of 
4 years. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

U.S. ASSAY OFFICE AT NEW YORK, 
N.Y. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Nicholas Costanzo, of New 
York, to be Superintendent of the U.S. 
assay office at New York, N.Y. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be 
immediately notified of the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 

Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

RECOGNITION OF SENATOR 
MURPHY 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ator from California <Mr. MURPHY) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me, without the time 
coming out of his time? 

Mr. MURPHY. I yield. 

U.S. DIPLOMATIC COURIER SERVICE 
COMMEMORATIVE MEDAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
310, H.R. 7215. . 

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

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 
bill <H.R. 7215) to provide for the strik
ing of medals in commemoration of the 
50th anniversary of the U.S. Diplomatic 
Courier Service. 

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

There being no objection, the bill was 
considered, ordered to a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

<At this point Mr. ALLEN assumed the 
chair.) 

S. 2625-INTRODUCTION OF THE UR
BAN AND RURAL EDUCATION ACT 
OF 1969 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a bill, the Urban and Rural 
Education Act of 1969. The measure 
would amend title I of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
in order to alleviate and help with some 
of the critical problems that are beset
ting the field of education. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap~ 
propriately ref erred. 

The bill (8. 2625) to amend title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Educa
tion Act of 1965 in order to provide for 
a program of urban and rural education 
grants to local educational agencies, in
troduced by Mr. MURPHY, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, today 
I address the Senate and introduce a bill 
on a most important and vital subject. 
I am speaking of the educational crisis 
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that exists today in the Nation's big cities 
and depressed rural areas, where so very 
many disadvantaged youngsters are oon
centra ted. 

Almost daily, from these troubled 
schools, we pick up educational distress 
signals-bond issues defeated, cutbacks 
in educational programs, teacher short
ages, classroom violence, dropouts, lack 
of discipline, drug problems, and an end
less number of concerns that beset our 
educational system. While there is gen
eral agreement that these signals are 
both real and serious, little response has 
been made to them. The measure I intro
duce today, Mr. President, is a sorely 
needed reply to these insistent education
al "S o S" signals. It would amend title 
I of the Elementary and Secondary Ed
ucation Act to provide additional assist
ance to these schools in an effort to res
cue them from the fiscal straits they are 
in and to enable them to compensate for 
the educational deficiencies of the dis
advantaged youngsters found in dispro
portionate numbers and percentages in 
these areas. 

My bill, the Urban and Rural Educa
tion Act of 1969, would authorize a 30-
percent addition or "add-on" to regular 
title I funds for the first year and a 40-
percent addition or "add-on" for the sec
ond and succeeding years to local edu
cation agencies with approval by the 
State education departments in which: 

First, the number of disadvantaged, 
title I children, is double the national 
rate of low-income children; or 

Second, the number of title I children 
is 5,000 or more. 

Because we are in the midst of an ed
ucaitional crisis, first-year funds will go 
to local educational agencies without any 
preconditions. For second and succeed
ing years, however, my bill requires that 
the local educational agency develop and 
secure approval of a plan before receiv
ing funds. 

I have written into the amendment 
some requirements, which I am con
vinced are necessary. These requirements 
were framed after discussions with both 
classroom teachers and educational 
leaders. I believe they are essential to 
get maximum use .out of limited resources 
and attain maximum results. First, my 
amendment requires that these add-on 
funds be used only at the elementary 
level. Classroom teachers, who daEy 
struggle with this crisis, tell me that it 
is difficult at best to rescue youngsters 
who reach the secondary grades trailing 
their contemporaries by a number of 
grades. I do provide, however, for an es
cape clause which would allow funds to 
be used at the secondary level, with the 
appr,oval of the local and State educa
tionail agencies, if the problems are 
equally urgent at the secondary level 
and if it can be shown that such expendi
tures are effective at the higher level. 

Another important reason for em
phasizing the elementary school years is 
the growing realization of their import
ance to a child's early development. A 
recent State of California evaluation of 
the Headstart program demonstrated 
that this program in California is pro
ducing "Dramatic and Positive results." 
This study found thait the children par-

ticipating in the Headstart program 
made twice the normal gains in language 
tests. The report also indicated that IQ 
scores were raised an average of 17 points 
.over a 17-month period. Wi•th this pro
gram providing youngsters an equal 
start, it is important that the elementary 
grades continue this progress. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a June 13 article from the Los 
Angeles Times on the Headstart program 
be printed in the RECORD at the conclu
sion of my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit U 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, a second 

requirement is that preference must be 
given to schools having the greatest need 
within a qualifying district. Scattering 
of funds too thinly within a district has 
been a criticism voiced frequently to the 
use of the title I funds. It is my hope and 
intent that the elementary level require
ment not only will help prevent the ne
cessity for difficult remedial work at the 
secondary level, but also, when coupled 
with the preference provision, will re
sult in the concentration of resources so 
as to achieve a substantial and a maxi
mum impact. 

My bill also would provide an addi
tional 3 percent for the first year and 4 
percent for subsequent years, to be used 
at the discretion of the Commissioner of 
Education. This is to avoid any inequities 
in the operation of the formula. While 
I am convinced that my formula is a 
fair one and will reach the most troubled 
schools in the country, I have added this 
amendment so that the Commissioner 
will have the needed fiexibility to re
spond to schools in districts, not quali
fying under my amendment, but never
theless having similar needs. Mr. Presi
dent, this bill will provide substantial 
new resources to school districts. Had 
my amendment been on the books in the 
last fiscal year, for example, it would 
have meant, based on the appropria
tions for title I, approximately $200 mil
Uon, and for this fiscal year, based on 
the administration's title I request, it 
would mean an additional $220 million, 
which is badly needed. 

In 1961, Dr. James Conant, the noted 
educator, warned: 

We are allowing social dynamlte t.o ac
cumulate in our large cities. 

The accuracy of his warning, the ex
plosiveness of the "social dynamite" has 
been brought home to all Americans. 
Much of this "social dynamite" results 
from those who have dropped out of 
school. The Commission on Civil Dis
orders reported thalt the "typical riot 
participant was a high school dropout." 
The fact that 1 million youngsters drop 
out of school yearly, ill-prepared to find 
employment and a useful place in our 
competitive society which demands 
highly trained and educated citizens has 
greatly alarmed me and I know this is 
true of all Senators. As a result, I au
thored in 1967 a dropout prevention pro
gram to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. This program, which was 
adopted by the Congress and is now 
part of our education laws, seeks to con
centrate resources in an effort to find 

approaches that will prevent dropouts. 
Strongly supported by both the John
son and the Nixon administrations, this 
program has great promise and poten
tial in finding long-term solutions to 
the dropout problem. However, it is just 
getting underway and only $5 million 
of the $30 million authorized was ap
propriated. The administration has re
quested $23 million for the program for 
this new fiscal year, and I certainly hope 
the Congress will fully fund it, because 
I can think of no area where an expendi
ture could do a better job in connection 
with the future of our country. 

I am convinced, however, that existing 
problems of our cities and depressed 
rural areas are too urgent to await these 
results. Our 50 large cities alone enroll 
one out of every four disadvantaged 
youngsters in the United States. What 
we have, Mr. President, is an intolerable 
situation where large numbers of stu
dents with significant education handi
caps are found in school districts with 
resources unequal to the challenge of 
educating them. These youngsters are 
harder to educate and we simply must 
provide additional resources if we are to 
give them an equal educational oppor
tunity. The following facts clearly reveal 
not only the enormity, but the severity 
of the educational problems in both our 
troubled urban and rural schools. 

In our urban areas, Mr. President, 
youngsters from low-income families be
gin school with a handicap. Standard
ized test scores given to first graders indi
cate that minority children, many of 
whom are in the low-income group, on 
the average, rank 15 percent lower than 
other children. Quite obviously they have 
a much harder job to get started. 

Starting behind, these children fall 
even further behind. The average mi
nority group student is roughly two 
grades behind other students at grade 6, 
three grades behind at grade 9 and four 
grades behind at grade 12. 

In our Nation's 15 largest cities, the 
school dropout rate varies from a high 
of 46.6 percent to a low of 21.4 percent. 
As bad as these statistics are, focusing 
on poverty area schools within our large 
cities, it is shocking that 70 percent of 
the youngsters drop out before complet
ing high school. In Calif orniia the Mc
Cone Commission, established in the 
wake of the 1965 Watts rioting, found 
that in three schools in a predominately 
Negro area of Los Angeles, two-thirds 
of the students drop out before com
pleting high school. 

And in our rural areas: 
Youngsters receive less education than 

their counterparts in other sections of 
the country. Children in urban centers 
average 11 years of school whereas rural 
regions average about 9 years. 

Appoximately half of the 415,000 chil
dren of migrant parents have been esti
mated not to attend school on a regular 
basis. 

In 1960 nearly twice as many urban 
as rural youngsters were enrolled in 
college. 

Rural isolation and inadequate sala
ries make it difficult to secure trained 
teachers. As a result, twice as many rural 
teachers as urban teachers lack proper 
certification. 
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A September 1967, Presidential Ad
visory Commission on Rural Poverty 
reported: 

There are still about 10,000 one-room 
schools in this country-mostly in rural 
America. 

Mr. President, nearly two decades ago, 
the late, esteemed Senator Robert Taft, 
saw inequities in educational opportu
nities throughout the country, and re
versed his earlier opposition to Federal 
aid to education and became its strong 
advocate. Senator Taft then eloquently 
explained this shift: 

Two years ago I opposed very strongly the 
proposal which then was made for a general 
passing out of Federal funds in aid for 
education; but, in the course of that investi
gation and that debate, one fact became 
apparent, namely, that in many States the 
children were not receiving a basic education; 
and that some of the states although spend
ing on education as much of a proportion of 
their income as the larger wealthier States, 
were not able to provide such basic educa
tion .. . It has always seemed to me that 
education is primarily a state function. I have 
not changed my views on that subject; but 
I believe that in the field of education the 
Federal Government, as in the fields of 
health, relief, and medical care, has a sec
ondary interest or obligation to see that there 
is a basic floor under those essential services 
!or all adults and children in the United 
States. I have particularly felt that the en
tire basis of American life is opportunity, and 
that no child can have an equal opportunity 
unless he has a basic minimum education. 

Mr. President, as a nation, we have 
made substantial educational advances 
in the past two decades, both qualitative
ly and quantitatively. Sputnik jolted the 
Nation into enacting the National De
fense Education Act of 1958. This was 
followed by the Elementary and Second
ary Education Act, the vocational edu
cation amendments, as well as other 
Federal legislation which, along with a 
tremendous effort on the part of State 
governments and local communities, has 
resulted in more and more people receiv
ing increased and better education. 

Yet, education inequities, which so con
cerned and moved Senator Taft in the 
late forties, exist today and should, I 
believe, move Congress to adopt, my pro
pcsal. Today, the inequities in education 
are both similar and drastically diff ererit 
than those of Taft's time. They reflect 
those very changes that have taken place 
across our country. 

These changes have developed from 
perhaps one of the greatest internal mi
grations of people in history. Since World 
War II, a great exodus of Americans 
from rural to urban America has oc
curred. Over 20 million Americans have 
made that march until now, 70 percent 
of our citizens live in urban areas con
taining less than 2 percent of our land. 

To produce such a dramat.ic pcpulation 
shift, obviously many factors were at 
work. Poor conditions and limited oppor
tunities in rural America sent people to 
the cities, seeking greater opportunities 
and better conditions. This push-pull 
phenomenon often resulted in bringing 
both the best and the worst of rural 
America to the city. And, rural America, 
by this process, was stripped of needed 
educated and trained manpower and the 
arrival of the worst into the cities sub-

stantially magnified the serious situation 
that cities find themselves in today. The 
poorest of the migrants, in terms of 
training, education, and financial re
sources, and because of discrimination, 
have tended to stay in the cities while 
the best trained and educated, making 
up a rising middle class, joined in an
other significant internal migration
the movement of 33 percent of these 
cities' inhabitants to the suburbs. Today, 
more than half of our metropolitan pop
ulation lives outside the central city. 
During the period of 1966-68, an average 
of 486,000 white Americans left cities. 
This was almost four times as many as 
the 141,000 whites who left the cities 
during the previous 6-year period. Sylvia 
Porter, the widely syndicated financial 
columnist commented recently on the 
consequences to the big cities of this out
ward migration. She wrote: 

For a high proportion of those moving out 
of the cities are those in their young to 
middle financially able and independent 
years. A high proportion remaining in the 
cities are the poorer households-households 
headed by women or older citizens, house
holds with a lot of children, broken fami
lies. These are the people most dependent on 
welfare, the people who can least afford to 
pay the taxes to finance the cost of essential 
public services. No sign of reversal in these 
new population trends is in sight. The finan
cial outlook for our cities has never been 
bleaker. 

In addition to the migration from cities 
of such citizens, industry, with its tax 
base and jobs, both of which are 
desperately needed by core city citizens, 
has also been moving out. Mr. Alan K. 
Campbell, in the January 11, 1969, edi
tion of Saturday Review traced this in
dustry decentralization trend, saying: 

An examination of the central cities of 
twelve large metropolitan areas demon
strates that the proportion of manufacturing 
compared to that of suburban areas has 
clearly declined over the past three decades, 
especially in the post-World War II period. 
In 1929, these twelve cities accounted, on 
the average, for 66 per cent of manufacturing 
employment. This percentage decreased to 
61 per cent by 1947, dropped to 49 per cent 
by 195"8, and has since declined even further. 

New jobs being created in the subur
ban areas, because of transportation 
problems, are often out of reach of the 
poor people from the central city. 

Mr. President, it is not that our trou
bled cities and impoverished rural areas 
have not been trying. Although running 
as fast as they can, they slip farther and 
farther behind. With its financially bet
ter-off individuals and industry moving 
to the suburban areas, the tax base of 
the cities has seriously eroded. Mr. Alan 
K. Campbell described the meaning of 
this tax base loss to city education pro
grams, and I quote: 

Translated into educational terms, the tax 
base in large cl ties has not kept pace with 
the most recent growth and changing nature 
of the school population in the cities. In
deed, an examination of the per pupil taxable 
assessed evaluation over a five-year period 
shows that ten large cities out of fourteen 
experienced a decrease in this source of reve
nue. Since local property taxes are the major 
source of local educational revenues, large 
cities can barely meet ordinary education 
needs, let alone resolve problems resulting 
from shifting their population patterns. 

The tax base of impoverished rural 
areas is equally distressing. 

Mr. President, the population pattern 
shifts which we have been discussing 
have produced great changes in our so
ciety, changes we must appreciate, 
changes we must understand, if we are 
to deal with the crisis confronting us. 

It is useful to recall that there was 
not always such a dilemma in our cities. 
On the contrary, from almost the begin
ning of the free public school education, 
cities with their concentration of wealth 
and talents were in the forefront of the 
Nation in education. The large cities h ad 
higher per pupil expenditures than outly
ing school districts. Their better educa
tion programs were an additional attrac
tion to the cities. Around 1949, which is 
about the period Senator Taft was urg
ing financial assistance to remove educa
tional inequities, many large cities began 
to show a decline in the educational ex
penditures relative to their previous 
levels and with few exceptions relative to 
the nation al norm. 

By 1965-66, only New York City of 
the top 36 cities in the Nation could 
boast of a per pupil expenditure signifi
cantly higher than the national norm. 
Economist Seymour Sacks, professor of 
economics at Syracuse University, traces 
the deterioration of the central city's 
favored financial position as follows: 

It would not be amiss, however, to state 
that the period from about 1957 to the pres
ent witnessed the most fundamental shift 
in the fiscal position of large city educa
tional systems in U.S. history. For as late as 
1957 central cities were still able to spend 
slightly more than their own outside central 
city areas. Based on a representative cross
sectional study of 36 Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas in the year 1957, the com
parable current expenditures per pupil for 
the two areas were $312 in the central cities 
and $303 in the outside central city areas. In 
a short five-year period, that is by 1962, a 
gap of $64 had opened up between the cur
rent expenditures per pupil in the outside 
central city area and the central city areas, 
$438 compared to $376. In this short period 
the historic preeminence of central city edu
cation had vanished. And within three more 
years the gap had widened to $124 per pupil, 
$573 per pupil as compared to $449 per pupil. 
With only two exceptions, whatever per pupil 
expenditures in a given central city area were, 
those of its outlying areas were higher. In 
only two areas, Denver and Providence, R.I., 
were central city expenditures higher than 
those of their outlying areas, and they were 
nominal amounts. In two areas the same 
school districts provided public school edu
cation to both the central city and outside 
central city areas. In the remaining 32 areas 
the outside areas had higher levels than 
those of their central city areas. A clear pat
tern of dominance had been established. 

Thus, from 1957, when the central city 
enjoyed a slight edge in per pupil ex
penditures, its educational system, com
pared to the school sys,tem outside the 
city, steadily deteriorated. By 1965, in the 
37 largest metropolitan areas, the average 
per pupil expenditure was $449 for the 
central city but $573 for the suburbs-a 
gap of $124. All indications are that this 
expenditure gap, already wide, is grow
ing drama tic ally. 

Mr. President, also entering the picture 
and compounding the fiscal crisis of our 
cities are the noneducation services and 
demands which confront them. Our 
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cities have monumental problems beside 
education. Air and water pollution, rising 
crime rates, transportation snarls, and 
housing are just a few. That noneduca
tion costs are a greater burden to the 
city is demonstrated by the fact that non
educational expenditures make up 68 
percent of the total public expenditures 
in the Nation's 37 largest central cities, 
as compared to only 47 percent in the 
suburban districts. This excessive de
mand for services, or what one author 
has called municipal overburden, on 
education in our cities has been described 
by the Fels Institute as follows: 

The high cost of municipal services which 
produce much higher total tax burden on 
the urban districts significantly reduces the 
ability of the urban districts to provide fiscal 
support for education services. 

In addition, Mr. President, State equal
ization formulas have not kept pace with 
the population movements and financial 
needs of the various districts within the 
States. Earlier in our history, the city's 
wealth was tapped to equalize educa
tional opportunities in less affluent areas. 
Now that the situation is reversed and 
the cities are in desperate need of 
financial help, States must reexamine 
their allocation formulas in light of these 
changing circumstances. Mr. Alan Camp
bell describes the State equalization 
formulas, saying: 

The shocker, however, is that state aid 
to schools, which one might think would be 
designed to redress the imbalance somewhat, 
discriminates against the cities. On the 
average, the suburbs receive $40 more in 
state aid than the cities. 

Governor Reagan, of California, is well 
aware of the failure to properly match 
resources and need. In a May 11, 1969, 
report to the people of the State, he said: 

There is widespread agreement that we 
must overhaul the tax structure used to 
finance our public schools system. The exist
ing financing program for elementary and 
scondary schools in California does not pro
vide equal education opportunities for all 
children in the state. Elementary school 
district expenditures, for example, range 
from as little as $289 per ADA-this means 
per average daily attendance, or $289 per 
student-all the way up to $2,662 per student 
per ADA in some school districts. Some low
wealth districts struggle under intolerable 
property tax burden, while some high
wealth districts are not so heavily burdened. 

There is definitely an imbalance there 
that needs attention. 

My good friend, Governor Reagan also 
made an innovative proposal to correct 
these traditions. Certainly he is to be 
commended for his efforts to right this 
mismatch of need and resources. 

The picture that has emerged from the 
discussion so far is not a pleasant nor a 
pretty one. We have traced the great 
migrat.ions that have taken place in our 
country. We saw that both the best and 
the worst of the rural areas poured into 
the cities. We examined a subsequent 
exodus from the city to the surburban 
community by a growing middle class 
with its higher income and by industry 
with its important tax base. This has left 
a high concentration of disadvantaged 
children with pressing educational needs 
in our core cities and rural areas which 

simply do not have adequate resources to 
cope with the situation. 

Mr. President, inadequate fiscal re
sources are a chronic complaint and con
cern at all levels of government. But in 
the case of our central cities their fiscal 
condition is acute. It is a tr~bute to our 
cities, given so many priorities, that they 
have been able to keep fiscally afloat. But 
tribute is not enough. We must provide 
help. 

Mr. President, the urgency of respond
ing to the education crisis can be shown 
by the fact that during an April meeting 
of the National School Board Associa
tions, as many as 30 of the largest cities 
indicated they may not have enough 
money to begin school this coming fall 
year. I understand, however, that this 
is unlikely and that they will all open, 
but what will happen is what is happen
ing in my city of Los Angeles, where 
needed programs will have to be curtailed 
or reduced. In a June 19 letter, Dr. Jack 
Crowther, superintendent of schools, 
Los Angeles, described the Los Angeles 
situation to me. 

May I say I have had the privilege of 
knowing Dr. Crowther for a long time. 
I do not think there is a finer educator or 
superintendent of schools in this great 
land of ours. He said: 

The financial crisis of education in large 
cities has received national attention this 
past year. The situation in Los Angeles is 
particularly acute as we find ourselves $27 
mlllion short for the fiscal year 1969-70. The 
resulting cuts have seriously affected the 
quality of our educational program. 

Secretary Finch, in testimony before 
the Senate Education Subcommittee, 
discussed this problem as follows: 

One of our greatest concerns is to find 
better ways to meet the educational crisis in 
the cities. School people and board members 
across the country are frightened by what 
they are calling the "Youngstown's phe
nomenon"-the complete shutdown of their 
schools for lack of funds. Cities like Phila
delphia, Chicago, Baltimore, Los Angeles, 
and Detroit, to name a few, are facing severe 
financial crises. Some, like Baltimore, have 
made the most strenuous efforts to attain 
additional resources, and still finding their 
needs to be far beyond their capabilities. 

The Secretary went on to discuss the 
educational crisis in the cities, saying: 

The core cities contain the highest con
centration of the poor and educationally 
deprived, and are experiencing mounting 
difficulties in finding adequate resources to 
support their school system. Providing qual
ity education for the disadvantaged chil
dren in our cities, and in rural areas is ap
parent not only for the sake of poverty's 
children, but also for the sake of all chil
dren of increasingly urbanized America. 
This problem ls among the most important 
priorities in our search for improved. ways to 
respond to the need of America's schools 
and school children. 

Thus, Mr. President, one of the great
est concerns and priorities of our most 
capable Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare is a search for programs to 
meet the rural-urban educational crisis. 

Commissioner of Education, James 
Allen, in discussing this school crisis 
said: 

The urban crises in education ... has 
shaken society at its very roots. The situation 
is one which emphasizes a need for bold ac-

tion at the federal and there is no problem 
of higher priority or greater urgency and 
importance in determining what direction 
and form this ootion shall take. 

Commissioner Allen has therefore 
echoed the deep concern of Secretary 
Finch for help to our troubled cities. 

Dr. George Fisher of the National Edu
cation Association, in testimony before 
the Education Committee, emphasized 
the urban crisis and suggested an ap
proach similar to that which I am mak
ing today. He said: 

The major problem facing America's pub
lic schools today lies in our inner-city 
areas ... We suggest a 30 per cent override 
on the appropriation proposed by the Ad
ministration with such funds to go to those 
cities with large centers .... 

A.similar plea was sounded by Board
man Moore, a Californian and president 
of the National School Board Associa
tion, who told the committee: 

Core cities contain the highest concentra
tion of the poor and educationally deprived. 
There is a dire necessity for providing com
pensatory education for the children from 
these backgrounds. Programs aimed at up
grading these educational opportunities are 
both expensive and are in addition to the 
regular educational system. At the same 
time, the tax base of these cities has been 
eroded. Medium and high-income families 
have moved from the cities, more and more 
industry is decentralizing its operation. On 
top of this, the cost of providing necessary 
city services, often called municipal over
burden, is rising. 

So, Mr. President, over and over again 
in testimony before the Senate Educa
tion Subcommittee, and in our commu
nications media, the crisis in the cities 
and rural areas has been retold. Time is 
running out, however, and I agree with 
Secretary Finch, Commissioner Allen, 
the NEA, the National School Board, 
Governor Reagan, and so many others 
that we must indeed take "bold action." 
It is for that reason that I am pro
posing this bill today. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that a 
new effort is needed to deal with the 
massive, critical educational problems. 
Why did I elect a two-prong attack tar
geted where the need is the greatest-
in our core cities and our depressed rural 
~reas? It is no secret that much of the 
educational problems in our cities today 
had their roots in rural America. With 
the mobility of our present population, 
which sees one-fifth of our citizens 
change their homes and approximately 
one million youngsters cross State lines 
annually, educational deficiencies in one 
area of the country produce problems in 
another area. We truly are a mobile 
:r-eople-a nation on the move. My State 
of California is aware of this mobility 
as much as any State, for enough people 
enter California each month to create 
a town of 30,000 citizens. Mr. President, 
the Chamber of Commerce of the United 
States, in a study entitled, "Rural Pov
erty and Regional Progress in Urban 
Society," urged a twin approach to 
eradicate "gross educational inequities 
between regions and between impover
ished rural and urban areas and affluent 
suburban communities," emphasizing: 

It is unrealistic to expect the eroding tax 
base of many of our core cl ties and rural 
areas to supply the additional money. 
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Continuing, the chamber's report 

reasoned: 
Better education for potential or incoming 

migrants both at the place of origin-the 
rural south-and the place of destination
the central city-is necessary to maximize 
human resources and reduce poverty na
tionally. An inferior education for impov
erished children in rural and urban areas 
is economically costly to the nation. Edu
cation expands life's opportunities. In to
day's economy, education, jobs and material 
well-being are inextricably related. The bet
ter a man's education the better his pay and 
the better h1s standard of living. To maxi
mize productive human resources, this na
tion must offer full and fair educational op
portunities to all its resi_dents. 

Mr. President, in 7 short years, this 
Nation will commemorate its 200th 
birthday. I know of no greater way of 
honoring this anniversary of the signing 
of our Declaration of Independence than 
by an effort to equal what Dr. Wilson 
Riles of the California State Depart
ment of Education, called "American 
education's most challenging problem in 
the latter half of the 20th century." 

He said: 
The top priority issue facing the city 

schools and in fact facing all education ls 
how to improve the school achievement of 
the children of the poor, disadvantaged, 
groups that have 1n the past failed to re
ceive the full benefits of American educa
tion. 

Let us recognize that this has not al
ways been the case. In the fifties, we 
were concerned over how many made it 
to college, and following sputnik, over 
the quality and quantity of our engineeT
ing and scientific talent. Our school sys
tems served the country well during this 
period. 

It was not until the sixties that we 
began to really concern ourselves with 
the challenge of adequately educating 
youngsters coming from disadvantaged 
backgrounds. Many forces converged to 
bring their education problems to the 
forefront. Educatfon, always important 
because of the technical nature of our 
society which needed skilled and edu
cated manpower, became a necessity. A 
high school diploma became a passport 
to employment. In addition, the country 
set out to reduce poverty and the coun
try was determined to move more minor
ity citizens into society's mainstream. 

Providing equal education opportu
nities to all children, regardless of their 
background and place of birth, is a nec
essary challenge -to a nation whose very 
history is one challenging chapter after 
another. Those who doubt we will be 
equal to this challenge might reread the 
history of the signers of the Declaration 
of Independence and those who followed 
them through the pages of history. For 
those who doubt we can do it, they had 
better reexamine the fact that our na
tional response to sputnik will place a 
man-two men, really-on the moon 
ahead of our competitor. My amendment 
is in response to the city and rural school 
crisis-a challenge more difficult and as 
exciting as the moon race, and there are 
some who think it may be even more 
productive. My amendment will help us 
meet the challenge of providing truly 
equal educational opportunities to all 
disadvantaged citizens. As a member of 

the Education Subcommittee of the Sen
ate, I will do everything I can to see that 
this program, which I consider to be 
most worthy and mos.t vital, is enacted 
this year. 

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

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

The text of the bill follows: 
s. 2625 

A bill to amend title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Aot of 1965 in order 
to provtde for a program of urban and 
rural education gr:ants to local educational 
·agencies 
Be it enacted in the Senate and House 

of Representatives in the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Urban and Rural 
Education Act of 1969". 

SEC. 2. Title I of the Elementary and Sec
ondary Education Act of 1965 is amended ( 1) 
by redesignating part C, and all references 
tbereto, as part D, (2) by redesignating sec
tions 131 through 136, and all reforences 
thereto, as sections 141 through 146, and (3) 
by inserting before such pa.rt a new part as 
follows: 

"PART C--URBAN AND RURAL EDUCATION 
GRANTS 

"SEc. 131. (a) (1) For each fiscal year be
ginning after June 30, 1969, for which pay
ments are made pursuant to part A, a pay
ment shall be made to eaoh State educational 
agency for a grant to each local educational 
agency in such State in which-

" (A) the per centum which the total num
ber of children described in clause (A), (B), 
or (C), of section 103(a) (2) of this title in 
the school district of such agency for such 
year bears to the total enrollment in the 
schools of such agency for such year is 
greater than two times the average such 
per centum for all local educational agencies 
in all the States; or 

"(B) the total number of such children 
in the school district of such agency in such 
year is five thousand or more. 
"For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, 
such grant shall be in the amount of 30 
per centum of the amount which such local 
educational agency is eligible to receive for 
such year pursuant to part A of this title, 
and for each succeeding fiscal year such 
grant shall be in the amount of 40 per cen
tum of the amount which such agency is 
eligible to receive pursuant to part A. 

"(2) For each such fiscal year the Com
missioner may also make payments to State 
educational agencies for grants to local edu
cational agencies which do not qualify pur
suant to paragraph (1) but notwithstand
ing have an urgent need for grants pursuant 
to this part. The total such payments for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, may 
be in an amount not in excess of 3 per 
centum of the total authorized payments 
for such year under paragraph ( 1) , and for 
each succeeding .fiscal year, the total such 
payments may be in an amount not in ex
cess of 4 per centum of the total authorized 
payments for such year under paragraph (1). 

"(b) Grants pursuant to this section shall 
be used for the same purposes as grants pur
suant to part A, but for elementa~y educa
tion only, unless the local educational agency 
and its State educational agency determine-

"(1) that the need for financial assistance 
for such purposes is as urgent in the second
ary schools of the area; and 

"(2) that the use of financial assistance 
pursuant to this part for secondary educa
tion will be a.s effective for the purposes of 
this ti tie as the use of such assistance for 
elementary education; 

and in such event such grants may also be 
used for secondary education. Preference in 
the use of such grants shall be given to 
schools with the greatest number of children 
described in clause (A), (B), or (C) of sec
tion 103 (a) (2) of this title and to schools 
with the greatest percentage of such chil
dren in the enrollment. 

"(c) (1) The provisions of sections 105, 106, 
and 107 (except subsection (b) ) with respect 
to applications, assurances from States, and 
payments for the purposes of part A shall 
apply to applications, assurances from States, 
and payments for the purposes of this part, 
and the Commissioner may establish such 
additional requirements as may be necessary 
for the purposes of this part. 

"(2) In addition to the requirements of 
paragraph ( 1) , for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1971, and each succeeding fiscal year, each 
local educational agency applying for a grant 
pursuant to this part shall submit with the 
application for such grant a plan, approved 
by its State educational agency, for the use 
of such grant. 

"(d) There are authorized to be appropri
ated such amounts as are necessary to carry 
out the provisions of this section." 

SEc. 3. Section 107 (b) of title I of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 is amended by striking out "under 
this part" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"under this title." 

SEC. 4. Sections 132 and 133 (a) of title I 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education ' 
Act of 1965 are each amended by striking out 
"or 121 (b) " and inserting in lieu thereof 
"12l(b) or 131(c) ". 

ExHmIT 1 
[From the Los Angeles, (Calif.) Times, 

June 13, 1969] 
STATE'S VERSION OF PROGRAM: CHILDREN MAKE 

STRONG GAINS IN HEADSTART, STUDY CLAIMS 
(By Jack McCurdy) 

SACRAMENTO.-Children in California's ver
sion of the Head Start program made twice 
the normal gains on language tests after 
almost a year in the classes, the first evalu
aition of the project showed Thursday. 

They averaged a growth of 14 months in 
reading ability over a seven-month period, 
the study indicated. 

The evaluation, presented to the State 
Board of Education, reflects the most dr:a
matic improvement in pupils' achievement 
of any S'tate program in the nation, state 
officials said. 

The findings are in sharp contrast with 
conclusions from a widely publicized study 
of the National Head Start program reported 
several months ago by Westinghouse Learn
ing Oorp. 

It indicated that children involved in 
Head Start summer classes in 1966 had re
ceived little benefit from the instruction. 

However, California's program is produc
ing "dramatic and positive results," Mrs. 
Jeanada Nolan, head of the state's preschool 
program, told the board. 

The study of California's preschool classes, 
she said, is the first since the program began 
in 1965. It was recommended by the Legis
lature two years ago and launched last fall. 

About 1,550 children, representing approx
imately 10 % of the youngsters enrolled in 
the state program, were tested last October 
and last May in an attempt to measure any 
changes in their achievement level over the 
seven-month span. 

The pupils were located in Los Angeles, 
the San Francisco Bay Area, other parts of 
Northern California and the San Joaquin 
Valley. All major racial and ethnic groups 
were included, she added. 

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary rest, a 
widely used test to assess the intellectual 
status of very young children, was used. 

The test is reliable, and the children in
volved were carefully drawn to fairly repre-
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sent a cross section of the preschool pupils, 
the report said. 

As a l'!esult, it added, "it can be safely con
cluded that the increase (in a.chlevement) 
cam be alttributed to the effects ()(f the pre
sdhool eduClalt'Lonail program." 

The report also indioated that the chil
dren who were tested raised their IQs (in
telligence quotients) run average of 17 po:inlt.s 
over the seven-month period. 

On the fir.st test, thela- average IQ was 88. 
By the Miay test, it had risen to 105. 

Ln another a.nailysis of the test sOOII"es, 
the study showed th:rut the average growth 
m "mental age" of the pupils totaJ.ed 16 
mOillths over the seven-mOlllth period. 

This was MT'ived at by averaging the tested 
mentail age of the pupils in October and 
May aind then oompartng them. 

They averaged thl°ee yea4'S, nine m001ths 
in October when their actual age averaged 
4 yea.rs, thl°ee mon·ths. 

In Miay, they averaged 5 years , 1 month 
in mentaJ age, and in actual age they had 
remained run average of 4 yeaa'S, 10 months. 

This anaJysds showed that after seven 
months in the c~. their mental age as 
reflected Olll the test had exceeded their ac
tuail age by three months-making them 
above-average a.ge in la.ngu:age a;biU.ty. 

Max Rafferty, state superintendent of 
public instruotir()lll, told the boa.rd that de
spite what the Westinghouse study showed, 
"Head start did make a difference in Oali
!ornia." 

Mrs. Nolan challenged the validity of the 
Westinghouse study, pointing out that the 
children who were tested only were involved 
in a;bout eight weeks ()(f Head sta4't classes. 

She saiid no pretests were used and thiart 
when the children were tested, about two 
yea.rs had el.iapsed since they had been in 
Head Start Ola&SeS. 

The study wias baised on a oomparlson of 
their test scores wirtJh those of children who 
had DJOt been in the program, showing Uttle 
dUference. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time, and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) is to be rec
ognized for 1 hour at this point. What is 
the will of the Senate? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, notwithstanding the previous or
der, I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be a brief quorum call, without the 
time being charged against the SenatoT 
who is next in order of appearance. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, notwithstanding the previous or
der under which the distinguished Sena
tor from Wisconsin would be now recog
nized, I ask unanimous consent that the 
able Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) 
be recognized for not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFl'.CER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I thank 
my good friend the Senator from West 
Virginia for his courtesy. 

S. 2626-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
DESIGNATING THE POST CEME
TERY AT FORT RICHARDSON, 
ALASKA, AS A NATIONAL CEME
TERY 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 

citizens of Alaska have never hesitated 
to step forward when their country has 
called. The service record of Alaska's 
veterans is long and distinguished., rank
ing proudly with any State in the Nation. 

However, the veterans of my State are 
being denied one of the basic privileges 
that all veterans in this Nation receive. 
This is the privilege to be buried in a na
tional cemetery. 

Currently, there is a national cemetery 
in Alaska, located in Sitka. However, it 
is far removed from many population 
centers of the State, and it works an ex
treme hardship and expense upon the 
families of many veterans who wish to 
bury their deceased veterans there. 
Transportation costs are high, and the 
final resting place of the veteran is far 
away from his loved ones in other parts 
of Alaska. Alaska is a huge State, being 
over one-fifth the size of the entire con
tinental United States together. Our 
transportation system is very inade
quate, and travel between different areas 
is difficult and expensive. Often, the only 
method of travel is by sea or air. For an 
area as large as Alaska, having only one 
national cemetery is a hardship. The 
Sitka Cemetery is adequately located for 
citizens of southeastern Alaska but very 
much removed from the citizens of the 
central and southcentral areas. The sit
uation is the same as if the people of 
Los Angeles had to bury their loved ones 
in Sacramento and then were only able 
to visit the cemetery by air or boat. I 
think the inadequacy of the present situ
ation is evident. 

For several years there has been dis
cussion of establishing a new national 
cemetery in central or south-central 
Alaska to better serve the large popula
tion of the rail-belt area. However, the 
entire national cemetery program is cur
rently under review, and it is presently 
impossible to establish an entirely new 
national cemetery until the administra
tive problems of that review are settled. 

Nonetheless, I feel that, in the interim, 
the veterans of Alaska should have ac
cess to a proper national cemetery, con
venient to their homes and loved ones. 

Consequently, I am today introducing 
S. 2626 which would designate the exist
ing post cemetery at Fort Richardson, 
Alaska, as a national cemetery. The 
cemetery facilities already exist there, 
and it is a matter of little or no money 
and a minor administrative change to 
provide the veterans of this area with a 
national cemetery within reach of their 
homes. This is a step which would not 
conflict with the current policy of not 
establishing entirely new national ceme
teries and yet provide a basic service to 
many deserving veterans. 

The people of Alaska are extremely in
terested in seeing that a centrally located 
national cemetery is established in 
Alaska. The State legislature has passed 
a resolution calling for the establishment 
of a national cemetery in the Cook Inlet
Tanana Basin area of Alaska and all of 
the veterans organizations in the State 
have expressed their wholehearted ap
proval and support for such a measure. 

Despite the fact that there is a mora
torium on establishing new national 
cemeteries, I feel that it is both desirable 
and feasible to designate the existing fa
cility at Fort Richardson as a national 
cemetery without upsetting the national 
review now underway. This is a simple 
thing to do, but it would have the great
est benefit for thousands of veterans in 
my State. I hope that the Congress will 
see fit to accord these veterans the same 
rights and privileges that veterans in all 
the rest of the Nation receive. 

At this point, I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of S. 2626 be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

The bill <S. 2626) to provide for the 
establishment of the post cemetery at 
Fort Richardson, Alaska, as a national 
cemetery, introduced by the Senator 
from Alaska <Mr. STEVENS), was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, and ordered ·to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.2626 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Army is authorized and di
rected to establish a national cemetery at 
Fort Richardson, Alaska. The Secretary shall 
include within the boundaries of such na
tional cemetery the grounds presently set 
aside for use as a post cemetery at Fort 
Richardson and shall include within the 
boundaries of such national cemetery such 
other lands under his jurisdiction at Fort 
Richardson as he deems necessary or appro
priate. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary o! the Army shall pro
vide for the care and maintenance of the na
tional cemetery established under authority 
of this Act. 

SEC. 3. There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated such sums as may be neces
sary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

CONTINUANCE OF INCOME TAX 
SURCHARGE AND CERTAIN EX
CISE TAXES-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 74 AND 75 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk, for referral to the Commit
tee on Finance, a series of amendments 
to be proposed to H.R. 12290, the income 
tax surcharge and the repeal of the 
investment credit. 

I ask unanimous consent that the eco
nomic reasons for retention of the in
vestment credit for the mining industry 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received, printed, 
and appropriately referred; and, without 



July 15, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19503 
objection, the material will be printed in 
the RECORD, as requested by the Senator 
from Alaska. 

The amendments were ref erred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

The material, presented by Mr. 
STEVENS, is as fallows: 
ECONOMIC REASONS FOR RETENTION OF THE 
INVESTMENT CREDIT FOR THE MINING INDUSTRY 

Repeal of the seven percent investment 
credit will probably have its greatest impact 
on the mining industry, which has the 
highest ratio of investment in facilities and 
equipment per employee. New and bigger 
mining equipment and minerals processing 
facilities are the key to profitable utilization 
of lower grade deposits on which this nation 
ls becoming increasingly reliant in many 
areas. Because of the long lead-times in
volved such projects mu.st be undertaken 
now and on a continuing basis if this nation 
ls not going to become less self ·sufficient in 
its raw material supply in the face of a four
fold i ncrease in the projected demand for 
minerals by the turn of the century. 

The credit has had, and continues to have, 
a valuable role in encouraging investment in 
the minerals industry to increase produc
tivity, which is a constructive way to combat 
inflation; with mineral demands constantly 
increasing, it is imperative that this country 
have available an adequate supply of the 
raw material industrial input at reasonable 
prices. Inflation would be fed by either a re
duction in supply of raw materials or an 
increase in the minerals industry's costs, 
which in effect the repeal of the credit would 
amount to. 

Retention of the seven percent investment 
credit is one essential step toward providing 
feasible and economic financing of vitally 
needed expansion of mining facilities; the 
favorable effect of its cash flow helps prevent 
undue strains on the capital market. The 
need for borrowing is reduced particularly 
for small companies who, even if they could 
get the money, would find today's high in
terest rates prohibitive in many projects. 

During 1962 Congress adopted the seven 
percent investment credit and the Adminis
tration promulgated new depreciation guide
lines for the purpose of placing U.S. industry 
on a competitive basts with industries of 
other major lndustrtallzed nations of the free 
world that used their tax systems to en
courage investment in machinery and equip
ment. Onf;' of the main goals of this two
pronged attack on the obsolete character of 
our nation's industrial machine was to make 
our industry competitive both at home and 
abroad and thus help correct our adverse 
balance of payments. 

Finally, the mining industry in particular 
ls faced with rising costs for air and water 
pollution, for land reclamation, and for mine 
safety, which seldom, if ever, produce an 
economic return. It would be unwise to put 
an additional burden on this industry by 
repealing the investment credit, and it should 
be retained as a permanent feature of our 
tax laws. 

Mr. STEVENS. I should like to point 
out that the second amendment I pro
pose would exempt from the repeal of 
the investment credit small business 
properties as defined by Small Business 
Administration, intrastate pipeline prop
erties, and investments made in de
pressed areas. These are these areas 
which are vital to my State; and I urge 
that the chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, our good friend, the Senator 
from Louisiana, give consideration to 
these, as he indicated to me on the floor 
yesterday he would do. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, not-
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withstanding the previous order, the dis
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. ScoTT) be recognized for a unani
mous-consent request at this time. 

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

STATEMENT EXPRESSING SUPPORT 
FOR MEANINGFUL EFFORTS TO 
ESTABLISH PERMANENT PEACE' 
IN THE MIDDLE EAST-ADDITION 
OF NAME OF SENATOR FONG TO 
LIST OF SIGNERS 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. !?resident, on April 
25, 1969, I had the pleasure to join in 
a statement expressing strong support 
for meaningful efforts to establish per
manent peace in the Middle East. This 
statement was made on the occasion of 
Israel's 21st anniversary. I ask unani
mous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) be added 
to the list of Senators who signed this 
statement. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the follow
ing letters, which were referred as in
dicated: 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION AUTHORIZING THE SEC• 

RETARY CONCERNED To APPLY THE PAY AND 
ALLOWANCES OF A MISSING MEMBER OF AN 
ARMED FORCE TO THE PURCHASE OF U.S. 
SAVINGS BONDS AND SAVING NOTES 
A letter from the Acting General Counsel, 

Department of Defense, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to authorize the Sec
retary concerned to apply the pay and allow
ances of a missing member of an armed 
force to the purchase of U.S. savings bonds 
and savings notes under certain circum
stances (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 
REPORT OF THE FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE 

CORPORATION 
A letter from the Chairman, Federal De

posit Insurance Corporation, transmitting, 
pursuant. to law, a report of the Corporation 
for the calendar year 1968 (with an accom
panying report) ; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

PROPOSED WHOLESOME FISH AND FISHERY 
PRODUCTS ACT OF 1969 

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, transmitting a draft of 
proposed legislation to regulate interstate 
commerce by strengthening and improving 
consumer protection under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to fish 
and fishery products, including provision 
for assistance to and cooperation with the 
States in the administration of their related 
programs and assistance by them in the 
carrying out of the Federal Program, and 
for other purposes (with accompanying 
papers) ; to the Committee on Commerce. 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF INTERNA·L REVENUE 

CODE 
A letter from the Attorney General of the 

United States, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 to make qualification 
under State law a prerequisite to registra
tion under the drug and marihuana law; to 
eliminate the provision permitting payment 
of tax to acquire marihuana by unregistered 
persons, and for other purposes (with ac-

companying papers); to the Committee on 
Finance. 

REPORTS OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
A letter from the Comptr·oller General of 

the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on a review of status of devel
opment toward establishment of a unified 
national communications SY'stem, dated July 
14, 1969 (with an accompanying r·eport); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on administration and effec
tiveness of work experience and training 
project under title V of the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964, St. Louis and St. Louis 
County, Mo., Department of Health, Educa
tl·on, and Welfare (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on administration and effec
tiveness of work experience and training 
project under title V of the Economic Op
portunity Act of 1964, Jackson County, Mo., 
Department of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, dated July 15, 1969 (with an accom
panying report); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

A letter from the ComptroUer General of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant 
to la:w. a report on the reasonableness of 
prices questioned for bomb and hand gre
nade fuses under three negotiated contracts, 
Department of the Army, dated July 15, 
1969 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

A letter from the Comptroller General, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on 
the effectiveness and administration of the 
community action program administered by 
the White Earth Reservation Business Com
mittee under title II of the Economic Op
portunity Act of lf\64, White Earth, Minn., 
Office of Economic Opportunity, dated July 
15, 1969 (wtth an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 
PUBLIC LAWS ENACTED BY THE NINTH GUAM 

LEGISLATURE 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the 

lntertor, transmitting, pursuant to law, one 
copy each Of the public laws enacted by the 
Ninth Guam Legislature in its 1968 ses
sions (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL WATER 

POLLUTION CONTROL ACT 
A letter from the Secretary of the Interior, 

transmitting a draf·t of proposed legislation 
to amend the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act, as amended, and for other purposes 
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and ref erred as 
indicated: 

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore: 

Resolution of the House of Representa
tives, Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to 
the Committee on Commerce: 
"RESOLUTION OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA

TIVES, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
"Resolution requesting the Department of 

Transportation to purchase ships built in 
the United States 
"Whereas, The Department of Transpor

tation has expressed interest in purchasing 
ships built in foreign countries to break lee 
for the Alaskan oil fields; and 

"Whereas, Said Department has the re
sponsib111ty of enhancing shipbuilding in 
the United States and its trade and labor 
forces; and 



19504 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 15, 1969 

"Whereas, The purchase of foreign ships 
would create a definite hardship on United 
States shipbuilding, manufacturing and 
jobs; therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Massachusetts House 
of Representatives respectfully requests the 
Department of Transportation to purchase 
ships built in the United States; and be 
it further 

"Resolved, That oopies of these resolu
tions be sent forthwith by the Secretary 
of the Commonwealth to the President of 
the United States, John A. Volpe, Secre
tary of the Department of Transportation, 
to the presiding officer of each branch of 
Congress and to the members thereof from 
the Commonwealth. 

"House of Representatives, adopted, July 
7, 1969. 

"WALLACE C. MILLS, 
"Clerk. 

"A true copy. Attest: 
"JOHN F. x. DAVOREN, 

"Secretary of the Commonwealth." 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey, from the 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
With amendments: 

H.R. 10946. An act to promote health a.nd 
safety in the building trades and construc
tion industry in all Federal and federally 
financed or federally assisted construction 
projects (Rept. No. 91-320). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMI'ITEE 

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

By Mr. RANDOLPH, from the Committee 
on Public Works: 

Orville H. Lerch, of Pennsylvania, to be 
alternate Federal cochairman of the Appa
lachian Regional Commission; and 

Brig. Gen. Willard Roper, U.S. Army, to be 
a member of the Mississippi River Commis
sion. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MURPHY: 
S. 2625. A blll to amend title I of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 in order to provide for a program of 
urban and rural education grants to local 
educational agencies; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

(The remarks of Mr. MURPHY when he in
troduced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 2626. A bill to provide for the establish

ment of the post cemetery at Fort Richard
son, Alaska, as a national cemetery; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS when he in
troduced the bill appear earlier in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. YARBOROUGH: 
S. 2627. A bill to establish the Amistad 

National Recreation Area in the State of 
Texas; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. YARBOROUGH when he 
introduced the blll appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. STEVENS: 
S. 2628. A bill to provide for the disposdtion 

of certain funds awarded to the Tlingit and 
Haida Indians of Alaska by a judgment 

entered by the Court of Claims against the 
United States; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS when he 
introduced the bill appear later in the 
RECORD under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. HATFIELD : 
S. 2629. A bill designating the third Mon

day in July of each year a legal public holi
d ay to be known as "National Achievement 
Day"; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(The remarks of Mr. HATFIELD when he in
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself and Mr. 
BAYH): 

S. 2630. A bill to provide for the establish
ment and administration of the Wabash 
River National Parkway in the State of 
Indiana; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

(The remarks of Mr. HARTKE when he in
troduced the bill appear later in the RECORD 
under the aippropriate heading.) 

By Mr.LONG : 
S. 2631. A bill relating to the income tax 

treatment of treble damage payments under 
the antitrust laws and certain other pay
ments; to the Committee on Finance. 

(The rem.ark·;;; of Mr. LONG when he intro
duced the bill appear laiter in the RECORD 
under the appropriate heading.) 

By Mr.FONG: 
S. 2632. A bill to authorize and reques•t the 

President to call in 1970 a White House Con
ference on Population Growth and Family 
Planning; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

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

S. 2633. A bill for the relief of Nina Raas; 
and 

S. 2634. A bill for the relief of Vilaketi 
Bloomfield; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS: 
S. 2635. A bill to provide for adjustments 

in the lands or interests therein acquired 
for the Hartwell Dam project, South Carolina 
and Georgia, by the reconveyance of certain 
lands or interests therein to the former own
ers thereof; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

S. 2627-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
TO CREATE AMISTAD NATIONAL 
RECREATIONAL AREA 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill which will create the Amistad Na
tional Recreation Area. This recreation 
facility, to be developed at the Amistad 
Dam site on the Mexican-American 
boundary, will provide opportunities for 
healthy activity for 2% million people 
who reside within 250 miles of the Dam 
and the more than 2 million annual visi
tors who are anticipated by 1972. 

Since 1965 when the proposal for the 
Amistad Recreation Area was first pre
sented, I have watched with considerable 
pleasure the growth of public and ad
ministrative support. It was my privilege 
to introduce the Amistad National Re
creatiqn legislation, S. 2168 of the 89th 
Congress, on June 21, 1965. In August 
1966, the Interior Department's formal 
report endorsing the project was re
ceived. On December 3, 1966, while 
speaking at the Amistad Dam construc
tion site, President Johnson himself 
underscored the value of this project 
when he said that the dam would, "en
able development of a great inland water 
recreational facility for the benefit of 

this region in two countries." So I think 
the time is ripe, and I hope that this 
session of Congress will see the enact
ment of this bill. 

At a time when envy, fear, and mis
understanding are fanning the flames of 
hate on international boundaries around 
the world, we and our Mexican neigh
bors can be justly proud of creative and 
socially significant efforts like the Ami
stad Dam. On December 3, 1966, Presi
dent Johnson at the dam construction 
site, said: 

And looking into the future-we Will see 
m111ions of farmers and townspeople on both 
sides of this great river enjoying the pro
tection which this great dam will afford 
and the resources and recreation which this 
great lake will provide. 

However, important as the Amistad 
Dam is to the economic life of several 
million Mexicans and Americans, its hu
man and social value would be incom
plete without the recreation area pro
vided in the bill which I am introducing 
today. A dam is a design and construc
tion achievement which uses nature for 
limited economic and scientific pur
poses. A park, on the other hand, is an 
expression of a man's search for oppor
tunities to serve himself spiritually and 
physically within scenic areas which na
ture has provided. 

Mr. President, the Amistad Dam, a 
dam of friendship, will be a joint achieve
ment of American and Mexican tech
nology and labor. The Amistad Recrea
tion Area, which I am introducing to
day, will be a useful monument to the 
happy relationship which now exists 
along the 2,000-mile Mexican-American 
boundary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill CS. 2627) to establish the Ami
stad National Recreation Area in the 
State of Texas, introduced by Mr. YAR
BOROUGH, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

S. 2628-INTRODUCTION OF BILL 
RELATING TO TLINGIT AND 
HAIDA INDIANS 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appr,Qpriate reference, a bill 
pertaining to the Tlingit and Haida In
dians of Alaska. 

In 1968 the Tlingit and Haida Indians 
recovered a judgment against the United 
States in the gross amount of $7,546,-
053.80. The case was prosecuted in the 
Court of Claims under the act of June 19, 
1935 (49 St81t. 388), as amended, and 
funds to pay the judgment were appro
priaJted by the act of July 9, 1968 (82 
Stat. 307) . After payment of attorney 
fees and after reserve for expert witness 
fees and other expenses of the litigation, 
the net amount available to the Tlingit 
and Haida was approximately $6. 7 
million. 

At the present time, the Tlingit and 
Haida have funds, in an amount in ex
cess of $6,500,000, invested in various 
U.S. Government securities and osther 
obligations unconditionally guaranteed 
by the United States. There are also bal-
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ances of Tlingit and Haida funds 9n 
deposit in accounts in the U.S. Treasury. 
We estimate that, taking account of ac
crued interest earnings, the Tlingit and 
Haida funds currently exceed $ 7 million. 

The funds are presently subject to sec
tion 8 of the act of June 19, 1935, supra, 
as amended by the act of August 19, 1965 
(79 Stat. 543). In part, section 8 
provideD: 

The amount of the appropriation made to 
pay any judgment in favor of sa.id Tlingit 
and Haida Indians of Alaska shall be de
posited in the Treasury of the United States 
to the credit of the Tlingit and Haida In
dians of Alaska, and such funds shall bear 
interest at the rate of 4 per centum per an
num. Such funds, including the interest 
thereon, shall . not be available for advances, 
except for such amounts as may be necessary 
to pay attorney fees, expenses of litigation, 
organizational, operating and administra
tive expenses of program planning, until 
after legislation has been enacted that sets 
forth the purposes for which such funds 
shall be used. The Council is authorized to 
prepare plans for the use of said funds, and 
to exercise such further powers with respect 
to the advance, expenditure, and distribu
tion of said funds as may be authorized by 
Congress. 

The program planning committee of 
the central council of the Tlingit and 
Haida Indians proposed plans for the use 
of the judgment funds in November 1968, 
which plans were approved by the 
executive committee. The program com
mittee reviewed and supplemented the 
plans during the meeting of the central 
council held at Sitka in April of this year. 
As revised the plans were approved by 
the central council. The central council 
has requested this important legislation 
be introduced. The needs of the Tlingit 
and Haida people are critical. It is their 
judgment that these funds should be 
made available to promote their eco
nomic and social advancement. I request 
that early consideration be given to this 
legislation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the res
olution of the Tlingit and Haida Council 
and the full text of the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the bill 
and resolution will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2628) to provide for the 
disposition of certain funds awarded to 
the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska 
by a judgment entered by the Court of 
Claims against the United States, intro
duced by Mr. STEVENS, was received, read 
twice by its title, referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2628 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
unexpended funds and interest thereon on 
deposit in the Treasury of the United States 
to the credit of and otherwise invested by 
the Secretary of the Interior for the account 
of the Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska 
which were appropriated by the Act of July 
9, 1968 (82 Stat. 307), to pay the judgment 
of the Court of Claims in the case entitled 
The Tlingit and Haida Indians of Alaska, 
et al. v. The United States, No. 47900, after 
payment of attorney fees and expenses, may 

be advanced, expended, invested or used for 
any purpose and in any manner authorized 
by the Central Council of the Tlingit and 
Haida Indians of Alaska and approved by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Any of such funds 
that may be distributed under the provi
sions of this Act shall not be subject to 
Federal or State income taxes. 

The resolution presented by Mr. STEV
ENS is as follows: 
RESOLUTION OF THE CENTRAL COUNCIL OF THE 

TLINGIT AND HAIDA INDIANS OF ALASKA 

Whereas, the Progr.aan Pl1anning Committee 
of the Oen tral Council of the Tlingit and 
Haida Indians of Alaska, in meeting at Ju
neau, Alaska on November 8, 9 and 10, 1968, 
did give careful consideration to the formu
lation of plans for the use of the Tlingit and 
Haida Judgment Funds in order to promote 
and advance the economic and social prog.ress 
of each of the Oommunities of the Tlingi·t 
and Haida Indlans and the membexs thereof; 
and 

Whereas, the Program Planning Committee 
formulated and reviewed a statement en
titled, "Statement of Plans for the Use of 
Tlingit and Haida Funds," dated November, 
1968; and 

Whereas, the Program Planning Committee 
presented the stwtement to the Executive 
Committee; and 

Whereas, the Executive Committee by Res
olution (Resolution No. 68-69, Ex. 8) adopted 
on November 10, 1968, did approve said State
ment of Plans and did diTect that the state
ment shaill be made the basis of a presenta
tion and report to Congres·s of plans for the 
use of the Tling1't and Haida Judgment 
Funds subjoot to consideration of modifica
tions of the plans in the event that during 
the interim period before the plans are pre
sented to Cong~ess ohianges in circumstances 
should make such modifications appropriate 
and desirable; and 

Whereas, the Program Planning Committee 
in meeting t11SSembled ait Sitka, Alaska, has 
formulated a Supplement to the Statement 
of Plans and has presented to the Central 
Council said Statement of Plans and the Sup
plement to the Statement of Plans: 

Now therefore, be it resolved by the Cen
tral Council in meeting assembled in Sitka, 
Alaska, on April 26, 1969, that: 

(1) The statement dated November, 1968, 
entitled "Statement of Plans for the Use of 
Tlingl.t and Haida Funds," as modified by 
the supplement dated April, 1969, entitled 
"Supplement to Statement of Plans for the 
Use of Tlingit and Haida Funds," which has 
been presented and recommended by the Pro
gram Planning Comm11ttee to the Central 
Council is hereby approved; and 

(2) The President of the Central Council 
is hereby authorized to make said State
ment of Plans dated Novembe·r 1968 as sup
plemented by the Supplement to Statement 

_ of Plans dated Aipril 1969 the basis of the 
presentation and report to Congress pur
suant to Section 8 of the Act of June 19, 
1935, as amended by the Aot of August 19, 
1965; and 

(3) The President is authorized to take 
all appropriaite steps in order to obtain, as 
promptly as possible, the enactment by Con
gress of a law permitting the advance, ex
penditure and use of the Tlingit and Haida 
Judgment Funds for the purposes of, and 
in accordance with, the said Statement of 
Plans and the said Supplement to the State
ment of Plans. 

S. 2629-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
DESIGNATING THE THIRD MON
DAY IN JULY AS NATIONAL 
ACHIEVEMENT DAY 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, on the 

eve of man's most ambitious undertak
ing, I think we need to reflect on what 

it represents. The media has told the 
story well in terms of the scientific and 
technological milestones represented by 
this and prior space missions. 

To me, the day an American first 
leaves his footprint on the moon should 
represent more than paeans to our scien
tific prowess. It really represents a day 
of national achievement in many allied 
fields as well. 

My colleagues, I am sure, are aware 
of the uplift that this moonshot has 
given the entire country. From liftoff to 
splashdown, all Americans have a com
mon interest in the safety of the men 
and the success of the mission. Strangers 
will strike up conversations about the 
mission, knowing that the moonshot rep
resents a topic in which everyone has a 
great interest. This uplift, this pride, 
this sense of accomplishment is all too 
rare in a time when much news reflects 
the painful side of our life. 

The space shot focuses our attention 
on this particular facet of our achieve
ment as a nation. A personal sense of 
achievement, however, is just as impor
tant to every American, in his mental 
and moral well-being. It is true that 
today the scientific and technology phase 
of our achievement is well publicized, but 
this highlights the need to focus on 
man's personal achievement. 

I propose that we as a nation recog
nize achievement: on a national scale, 
on a local scale, and, most important, 
on the personal level. I am introducing 
a bill which designates the third Mon
day in July of each year as a legal pub
lic holiday to be known as "National 
Achievement Day." 

As I indicated, this would reflect 
achievement in three areas--the nation
al, the local, and the personal. Just as 
the word "achievement" indicates suc
cess at past endeavors, the word "com
mitment" indicates a pledge for future 
goals. "Achievement" and "commit
ment"-one looking back and one look
ing forward-would provide the core of 
this day of reflection. The particular day 
itself is chosen to be near the date of 
our landing on the moon. 

First, tne impending manned lunar 
landing makes it appropriate for each 
individual to reflect on his personal 
goals and achievements. Each Ameri
can should use National Achievement 
Day to examine what he has accom
plished to better himself as a person. 

He also should ask what he has done to 
ease the many tensions and problems of 
our cities and rural areas. He also should 
ask how he has bettered his nation. As 
the coordinate of this, he should pledge 
himself to a commitment to work in these 
areas of personal concern so he can be a 
part of this sense of achievement. 

Second, just as individuals need this 
self-examination, so should State and 
local governments use this day to focus 
on their problems. Government on the 
local level always must remain accessible 
to the people they serve and not with
draw behind bureaucratic curtains. 
Many frustrations of people today can 
be traced to this feeling of helplessness 
as they attempt to thread through the 
governmental maze. We at the Federal 
level also are guilty of this removal from 
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close contact with the people. At the local 
level, however, this accessibility must be 
present, so that people have more con
tact with their State and local govern
ments than merely in tax and school 
budget elections. 

State and local governments should 
use the time surrounding this . day of 
achievement to initiate action on their 
part to cope with the many problems 
plaguing their governments. Local 
achievement is the best way to prevent 
Federal action in any area. 

Work at the State and local level 
should replace the increasing cries of 
"Let Washington solve it,'' or "Let the 
Federal Government pay for it." 

The third aspect of National Achieve
ment Day should reflect concern at the 
national level for solving national prob
lems. These problems are well known: 
hunger. racial tensions, pollution, mili
tary manpower, alienation of youth, and 
problems of the aged all are well known. 
In addition, we as a nation and we in the 
Senate must pledge ourselves to bring 
about world peace and harmony. We 
must not let success on the moon mock 
failure in the cities and abroad. 

It was a pleasant coincidence that a 
newspaper article echoing my thoughts 
appeared in the Washington Post last 
Sunday, July 13. The article was written 
by the distinguished Arnold Toynbee. 
Because this article capsules the 
though ts of so many of us, I ask unani
mous consent to have it printed in the 
RECORD fallowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. In conclusion, I can 
see no better way to commemorate our 
lunar success than by designating a Na
tional Achievement Day, at which time 
every American can reflect on his 
achievements and can commit and in
volve himself in working to solve man
kind's many problems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
f erred. 

The bill CS. 2629) designating the third 
Monday in July of each year a legal pub
lic· holiday to be known as National 
Achievement Day, introduced by Mr. 
HATFIELD, was received, read twice by 
its title, and referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

The article presented by Mr. HATFIELD, 
is as follows: 

[From the Wushington (D.C.) Po~t. 
July 13, 1969] 

THE MOON AND WORLD SOLIDARITY 

(By Arnold Toynbee) 
The most obvious aspect of a landling on 

the moon is that it is a sensational new 
triumph for technology-a triumph in the 
same field as the conquest of the ocean in the 
15th century and, within living memory, the 
reaohing of the North and South Poles and 
the conquest of the air. Like these previous 
achievements, a landing on the moon in
creases man's range of action but does not 
enlarge his habitat. Human beings oannot 
live on the water or in the aJ.r or on the 
solid surface of a starlet that has no atmos
phere. 

In this important point, all these exten
sions of the range of action of the human 
race must be distinguished from the effect, 
for Europeans, of the discovery of the Amer
icas. This discovery brought with it an im-

mense extension Of the habitat of the Eu
ropean peoples. For them it signified the 
acquisition of a New World in which they 
could breathe, stand, sit, sleep, sow, reap, 
spin, weave and mine. (For the pre-Colum
bian inhabitants of the Americas, the Eu
ropeans' arrival there was, of course, a su
preme disaster, but the sequel is seldom 
looked at from the pre-Columbian Ameri
oans' point of view.) 

However, the technological aspect of a 
landing on the moon is not the most impor
tant feature of this historic event. Man's 
technological prowess and progress can be 
taken for granted. our ancestors may have 
been making, as well as using tools already 
even before they became fully human, and 
though technolog[cal progress in the Lower 
Paleolithic Age is hardly perceptible when 
we look at the Lower Paleolithic tools dis
played in chronological order in a museum, 
technology has been accelerating recently 
at an ever increasing rate. After the virtual 
stagnation of technology during Man's first 
million years, it began to get up speed at 
the beginning of the Upper Paleolithic Age, 
perhaps about 30,000 years ago. 

Since then, the acceleration of techno
logical progress has been increasing; in our 
own day it ls being keyed up to an unprec
edented degree; and no end of thiis progress 
ls in sight--unless, Of course, mankind mis
uses its technology to liquidate itself by 
polluting its habitat by the poisonous atomic 
waste of "atoms for peace" or by deliberately 
devasting this planet in a world war fought 
with atomic weapons. 

This choice that is open to us for using 
our technologdcal achievements for either 
good or evil ls a reminder that technological 
virtuosity is not Man's only distinctive gift. 
Besides being makers and users of tools, we 
are soolal, moral and spiritual creatures
or, alternatively, antisocdal, immoral and 
diabolic creatures, if we choose death and 
evil instead of life and good. This aspect of 
human nature ls more important than its 
technological aspect. At a pinch, we could 
survive without apparatus, but we could not 
survive without at least a minimum of good 
behavior. What, then, ls the significance of 
a moon landing from the spiritual point of 
view? 

The good spiritual aspects of this enter
prise are impressive. The adventurousness 
and the courage of the astronauts are wholly 
admirable. But we must also remind our
s~lves that these human stars could never 
have got off the ground--and certainly could 
never have reached the moon and then come 
safely back to earth again-if they had not 
been supported by the skill, toil, devotion, 
loyalty and cooperativeness of the hundreds 
and thousands of scientists and technicians 
who have made the astronauts' feat possible. 
The huge ground staff's feat is morally still 
mart impressive-and more encouraglng
than the feat of the astronauts; for loyal 
cooperation is evidently very difficult for hu
man nature. The tragedies in human his
tory-private and public-all stem from fail
ur~s in the field of moral endeavor. 

The political aspect of the international 
competition for the conquest of outer space 
ls also impressive and encouraging. In ap
plauding each others' achievements in space
manshlp, the Russians and Americans have 
shown a chivalry and a generosity that have 
been lacking all too often, in their dealings 
with each other over terrestrial affairs. Each 
of the two parties is eager to outstrip its 
rlvel, yet this thirst for victory has not made 
the competitors petty-minded or rancorous or 
unfair in their attitude toward each other. 
The pleasure taken by each of them in the 
other's successes ls not a diplomatic pre
tense; it is genuine; it is a pleasure in a vic
tory that is felt--and rightly felt--to be, 
not just a triumph for one fraction of the 
human race, but a triumph for mankind one 
and indivisible. The spirit is that of sports-

manship at its best; it is not the spirit in 
which human beings play politics and wage 
wars. 

Will a landing on the moon create a feel
ing of human solidarity that wm be strong 
enough to overoome the divisive effects of 
nationalism? This is the crucial question, 
and we cannot foretell the answer. When the 
European peoples discovered the Americas 
and made their way by sea. to India, they did 
not treat this enlargement of their domain 
as a common pa trlmony to be administered 
by them jointly for the good of all. They 
fought ea.ch other for land and trade over
seas as furiously as they had fought each 
other in Europe for these prizes. From the 
close of the 15th century onward, every fresh 
war in Europe was accompanied by a war, 
between the same belligerents, in India and 
in the Americas, and the last two great wars 
have been worldwide. When the European 
and American peoples discovered the South 
Polar Continent, they carved it up into slices, 
coming to a point at the South Pole itself, and 
they quarreled with each other acrimoniously 
over the size of their respective portions of 
this iced cake. 

On these precedents, it is conceivable that, 
after landing on the moon, the Americans 
and Russians wlll convey to the moon from 
the earth barbed-wire netting for setting up 
an "Iron Curtain" around the moon, to match 
the one that the Russians have already set up 
round the frontiers of the Soviet Union. This 
would be ludicrous, but it ls not inconceiv
able, considering mankind's deplorable past 
practice. 

Fortunately, human beings have a sense 
of hunwr, and there is perha.ps some hope 
in this. The sucoessive extensions of m 'aa:>.
kind's range of action from our planet's dry
land surface to the seas, from the seas to 
the planet's air envelope, and from the 
stratosphere to the moon have surely made 
it ludicrous for us to continue to partition 
this planet's land surface politically into 
about 125 sovereign independent states. The 
incongruity between our technological prog
ress and our poll tical backwardness has now 
become glaring. It is enough to make us both 
laugh and weep, and our laughter may be 
more profitable than our tears, for there is 
perhaps a chance that we may laugh our
selves out of our present anaob.ronistlc ob
session with natlOIIllalism. 

Today, nationalism is about 90 per cent ext 
the religion of about 90 per cent Of man
kind. It is a fanatioal religion, and our tech
nology has now armed our local sovereign 
national states with annihilation weapons. 
If, when we have reached the moon, we do 
not either weep ourselves or laugh ourselves 
out of this deadly polltioal folly, the pros
pects for our survival will be dark indeed. 

The significance of a landing on the moon 
lies in t:ts forcing us to f~d. we may, 
hope to deal effectively with-the ludicrous, 
but also perilous, discrepancy between our 
attainments in technology and in morals. 
This gap is now very groo.t, and it is growing 
greater day by day. Our generation's task is 
to try to raise our morals to a level at which 
they wlll be spiritually adequate for wielding 
the enorm.ous power, for either good or evil, 
that our technological progress has already 
thrust into our hands. 

Wlll mankind's oommon feat of landing on 
the moon move us to put our terrestrial 
habitat in better order, morally and polit
ically? wm it move us to subordLnate our 
125 local states to some form of world gov
ernment that will be effective enough to be 
able to put a stop t.o our oherished practice 
of waging wars with each other? If landing 
on the moon is going to serve as a substitute 
for waging a Third World War, the courage 
and sklll and wealth tha.t have been spent on 
this enterprise will have been spent to good 
purpose. 

But if we are going to go on behaving on 
earth as we have behaved here so far, then 
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a landing on the moon will have to be writ
ten off as just one moce shocking misuse of 
mankind's slender surplus product. It will 
be remembered (if we survive to rememb~r 
anythiµg) as an extravagance on a par with 
the building of the Pyramids and Angkor 
Wat and Louis XIV's palace at Versa.illes. In 
themselves, these extravagant expenditures 
on superfluities a.re shocking when a major
ity of mankind is still desperately short of 
food and clothes and housing. 

S. 2630-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO ESTABLISHMENT 
AND ADMINISTRATION OF THE 
WABASH RIVER NATIONAL PARK
WAY, INDIANA 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I intro
duce, on behalf of myself and Senator 
BAYH, a bill which would establish a 
scenic highway in Indiana to be known 
as the Wabash River National Parkway. 
This bill would authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Transportation, to survey 
and select a right-of-way for a broad 
meandering roadway which would origi
nate near Fort Wayne, Ind. The park
way would then follow the scenic and 
historically significant Wabash River to 
the "toe" of Indiana where the Wabash 
meets the Ohio and Tradewater Rivers 
in Kentucky. 

The Wabash River National Parkway 
would provide easy access for the first 
time to areas of scenic wonder which are 
also rich in Indian lore and historical 
significance. A traveler along this pro
posed parkway would be able to stop and 
see such sights as a prehistoric Indian 
village located near Evansville; the first 
capital of the Northwest Territory lo
cated at Vincennes; Indiana battlefields 
such as those found at Mississinewa; 
remnants of the old Wabash and Erie 
Canals; and New Harmony, the site of 
the utopian colony founded by Robert 
Owens. As well, the Wabash River area 
abounds with natural rock bridges, old 
grist mills, covered bridges, reservoirs, 
lakes, and heavily wooded sections. 

It is my opinion that national scenic 
parkways and roads are desperately 
needed if we are to effectively display the 
historically significant sites within the 
various States. Moreover, a national sys
tem of scenic parkways would help us to 
save many of our areas of natural beauty 
while at the same ime providing safe 
access roads across this great land. 

The Wabash River route more than 
fulfills the preliminary criteria for a 
national system of scenic parkways and 
roads which were first outlined in a 
study published in 1967 entitled "A Pro
posed Program for Scenic Roads and 
Parkways." These criteria are, as fol
lows: First, a quantity of existing or 
potential scenic features having recrea
tional, historical, educational, scientific 
or cultural values and potential access 
to them; second, a variety of experiences 
for persons using the highway and com
plementary facilities; third, proximity to 
urban areas; fourth, economic feasibil
ity; fifth, location as related to general 
geographic distribution of similar 
features and facilities; sixth, adapta
bility to development and public use; and 
seventh, compatibility with recreational, 

esthetic and conservation needs of the 
area and consideration of competing 
transportation needs. This study was 
prepared for the President's Council on 
Recreation and Natural Beauty which 
President Nixon has replaced with the 
Council on Environmental Quality. 

Certainly the concept of a national 
system of scenic parkways and roads 
is one which merits continued discussion. 
It is my hope that this bill which I in
troduce today will mark but the begin
ning of renewed interest in the national 
scenic parkway idea. 

The time for action is now, Mr. Presi
dent, for there is no remaining time to 
spare. Land values increase daily while 
our expanding urban and industrial so
ciety continues to infringe on these rela
tively unspoiled areas which are adjacent 
to the proposed parkways. If we are to 
succeed in saving what is unique histori
cally and scenically in this country, while 
still making it accessible to our popula
tion, we must continue to seriously con
sider the implementation of the scenic 
highway concept. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of this bill be printed 
in the RECORD fallowing my remarks. 

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

The bill <S. 263C) to provide for the 
establishment and administration of the 
Wabash Rive.r National Parkway in the 
State of Ind:i!ana, introduced by Mr. 
HARTKE (for himself and Mr. BAYH). 
was received, read twice by its title, re
f erred to the ComntiJttee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2630 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in 'Congress assembled, That, 1:n order to 
enhance the public enjoyment and accessi
bility of certiain a.reas in the State of Indiana 
having a scenic and hl:&t;orical v:alue, includ
ing the Wabash River, va.sst and dense forests, 
historioal sites, and spootacula.r s·cenery, the 
Wabash River National Parkway is author
ized to be established and administered 
in the manner herej.nafteT provided. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is au
thoriooci, 1n oonsultation with the Secretary 
of Transportation and the Governor of the 
State of Indiana, to survey and select a right
of-way for the W111bash River National Park
way beginning a.ta point at, or in close prox
imity to, Aboite, Indiana, and extending gen
erally along the eastern banks of the Wabash 
River to a point ending at, or in close prox
imity to, the Wa.ba.sh River levee numbered 
2 in Posey Oounty, Indian.a. The Secretairy 
of the Interior is authorized to acquire, in 
such manner as he finds to be in the public 
interest, lands and interests in lands for 
such right-of-way of sufficient width to in
clude the road and all bridges, dttches, cuts, 
and fills appurtenant thereto, together with 
sites of recreaitional and historical aroo.s in 
connection with the parkway. 

SEC. 3. The Wabash River National Park
way shall be administered and maintained 
by the Secretary of the Interior subject to 
the provisions of the Act entitled "An Act to 
establish a National Park Service, and for 
other purposes", approved August 25, 1916 
(39 Stat. 535), the provisions of which Act, 
as amended and supplemented, are hereby 
extended over and made applicable to such 
parkway. 

SEc. 4. In the administration of the Wa
bash River National Parkway, the Secretary 
of the Interior may issue revocable licenses 
or permits for rights-of-way over, across, and 
upon parkway lands, or for the use of park
way lands by the owners or lessees of adja
cent lands, for such purposes and under such 
terms, regulations, and conditions as he may 
determine to be not inconsistent with the 
use of such lands for parkway purposes. 

SEC. 5. There are authorized to be appro
priated such funds as may be necessary to 
carry out the provisions of this Act. 

S. 2632-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO A WHITE HOUSE 
CONFERENCE ON POPULATION 
GROWTH AND FAMILY PLANNING 
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, as we all 

know, one of the most pressing problems 
that face mankind is the frightening 
growth of the world's population. Unless 
more is done to improve family plan
ning and population control programs, 
this problem will explode into one of 
the most critical crises of the 20th 
century. 

The rampant increase in the number 
of human beings threatens to smother 
the economic growth of many nations 
and endangers our struggle for peace 
and security. 

Because of these and other pressing 
reasons, I introduce today a bill to au
thorize and request the President of the 
United States to call in 1970 a White 
House Conference on Population Growth 
and Family Planning. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare will be responsible for plan
ning and conducting the Conference 
which will be composed of professional 
people working in the area of population 
growth and family planning and indi
viduals who are representative of the 
general public. 

In addition, a sum to be determined 
by the Secretary which is not less than 
$5,000 nor more than $25,000 will be au
thorized to be paid to each State for the 
purpose of planning and conducting a 
State conference on population planning 
prior to the White House Conference 
and for other related purposes. 

At a later date, I will have further 
remarks on this critioal issue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 2632) to authorize and re
quest the President to call in 1970 a 
White House Conference on Population 
Growth and Family Planning, intro
duced by Mr. FONG, was received, read 
twice by its title, and ref erred to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND A JOINT RESOLUTION 

S.203 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, at 
the next printing, the name of the Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA) 
be added as a cosponsor of S. 203, to 
amend the act of June 13, 1962, with re
spect to the Navajo Indian irrigation 
project. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Mexico <Mr. MONTOYA) I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
SPARKMAN) be added as a cosponsor of 
S. 740, to permanently establish the In
ter-Agency Committee on Mexican
American Affairs. 

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

S.2499 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from New 
Hampshire (Mr. McINTYRE) I ask unani
mous consent that, at the next printing, 
the names of the Sena tor from Maine 
(Mr. MusKIE), the Senator from Texas 
<Mr. YARBOROUGH), and the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. McGEE) be added as 
cosponsors of S. 2499 to provide for the 
regulation of the maximum rates of in
terest which may be charged by federally 
supervised banks. 

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

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 108 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, at the request of the Senator from 
Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), I ask unanimous 
consent that, at the next printing, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
FONG) be added as a cosponsor of Senate 
Joint Resolution 108, to provide for a 
study and evaluation of the relationship 
between underground nuclear detona
tions and seismic disturbances. 

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

CONTINUANCE OF INCOME TAX 
SURCHARGE AND CERTAIN EX
CISE TAXES-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 74 AND 7 5 

Mr. STEVENS submitted two amend
ments, i~tended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill <H.R. 12290) to continue the 
income tax surcharge and the excise 
taxes on automobiles and communication 
services for temporary periods, to ter
minate the investment credit, to pro
vide for a low-income allowance for 
individuals, and for other purposes, 
which were ref erred to the Committee 
on Finance, and ordered to be printed. 

(The remarks of Mr. STEVENS when he 
submitted the amendments appear ear
lier in the RECORD under the appropriate 
heading.) 

COLLECTION OF FEDERAL UNEM
PLOYMENT TAX IN QUARTERLY 
INSTALLMENTS-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 76 

Mr. MILLER submitted amendments, 
intended to be proposed by him, to the 
bill (H.R. 9951) to provide for the col
lection of the Federal unemployment tax 
in quarterly installments during each 
taxable year; to make status of employer 
depend on employment during preceding 
as well as current taxable year; to ex
clude from the computation of the excess 
the balance in the employment security 
administration account as of the close 
of fiscal years 1970 through 1972; to raise 

the limitation on the amount authorized 
to be made available for expenditure out 
of the employment security administra
tion account by the amounts so excluded; 
and for other purposes, which were or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT OF LABOR-MANAGE
MENT RELATIONS ACT OF 1947-
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT NO. 77 

Mr. FANNIN submitted an amend
ment, intended to be proposed by him, 
to the bill <S. 2068) to amend section 
302(c) of the Labor-Management Rela
tions Act of 1947 to permit employer 
contributions to trust funds to provide 
employees, their families, and depend
ents with scholarships for study at edu
cational institutions or the establish
ment of child-care centers for preschool 
and school-age dependents of employees, 
which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATION 
BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON THE 
JUDICIARY 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the fol

lowing nomination has been referred to 
and is now pending before the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

Floyd Eugene Carrier, of Oklahoma, to 
be U.S. marshal for the western district 
of Oklahoma for the term of 4 years, 
vice Rex B. Hawks. 

On behalf of the Committee· on the 
Judiciary, notice is hereby given to all 
persons interested in this nomination to 
file with the committee, in writing, on or 
before Tuesday, July 22, 1969, any repre
sentations or objections they may wish 
to present concerning the above nomi
nation, with a further statement whether 
it is their intention to appear at any 
hearing which may be scheduled. 

RECESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in recess awaiting the call 
of the Chair, but with the understand
ing that the recess not extend beyond 
12:30 p.m. today. 

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

Thereupon <at 12 o'clock and 15 min
utes p.m.> the Senate took a recess sub
ject to the call of the Chair. 

The Senate reassembled at 12:30 p.m., 
when called to order by the Presiding 
Officer (Mr. ALLEN in the chair). 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 257. An aot to prohibit the intimida
tion, coercion, or annoyiance of a person of
ficiating at or aittending a religious service 
or ceremony in a church in the Dis·trict of 
Columbi·a; 

H.R. 4181. An act to amend title 12, Dis
trict of Columbia Oode, to provide a limita
tion of actions for actions arising out of 
death or injury caused by a defective or un
safe improvement to real property; 

H.R. 4183. An aot to provide that the 
widow of a retired officer or member of the 
Metropolitan Police Department or the Fire 
Department of the District of Columbia who 
married such officer or mem·ber after his re
tirement may qualify for survivor benefits; 

H.R. 4184. An act to equalize the retire
ment benefits for officers and members of the 
Metropolitan Police force and the Fire De
partment of the District of Columbia whO 
are retired for permanent total disability; 

H.R. 9548. An act to amend section 15-503 
of the District of Columbia Code with respect 
to ex-emptions f11om attachment and certain 
other process in the oase of persons not re
siding in the District Q1f Columbia; 

H.R. 9549. An act to a.mend the act en
titled "An aot to regulaite the practice of 
podiatry in the District of Columbia," ap
proved May 23, 1918, as amended; 

H.R.12677. An act to authorize the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia to 
lease to the Jewish Historical Society of 
Greater Washington the former synagogue 
of the Adas Israel Congregation and real 
property of the Distric·t of Columbia for the 
purpose of establishing a Jewish Historical 
Museum; and 

H.R. 12720. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the Dis
trict of Columbia to the Washington Inter
national School, Inc. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the President pro tempore: 

H.R. 1828. An act to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon James F. Wegener; 

H.R. 1948. An act to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon PFC Joseph Anthony 
Snitko; 

H.R. 2224. An act for the relief of Franklin 
Jacinto Antonio; 

H.R. 2536. An act for the relief of Fran
cesca Adriana Millonzi; 

H.R. 2890. An act for the relief of Rueben 
Rosen; 

H.R. 3167. An act for the relief of Ryszard 
Stanislaw Obacz; and 

H.R. 10060. An act for the relief of LCpl. 
Peter M. Nee (2465662). 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were severally read 

twice by their title~ and referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia: 

H.R. 257. An act to prohibit the intimida
tion, coercion, or annoyance of a person 
officiating at or attending a religious service 
or ceremony in a church in the District ot 
Columbia; 

H.R.4181. An act to amend title 12, Dis
trict of Columbia Code, to provide a lhni
tation of actions for actions arising out of 
death or injury caused by a defective or un
safe improvement to real property; 

H.R. 4183. An act to provide that the 
Widow of a retired officer or member of the 
Metropolitan Police Department or the Fire 
Department of the District of Columbia who 
married such officer or member after his re
tirement may qualify for survivor benefits; 

H.R. 4184. An act to equalize the retire
ment benefits for officers and members of 
the Metropolitan Police force and the Fire 
Department of the District of Columbia who 
are retired fo:r permanent total disability; 

H.R. 9548. An act to amend section 15-503 
of the District of Columbia Code With respect 



July 15, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19509 
to exemptions from attachment and certain 
other process in the case of persons not re
siding in the District of Columbia; 

H.R. 9549. An act to amend the act en
titled "An act to regulate the practice of 
podiatry in the District of Columbia", ap
proved May 23, 1918, as amended; 

H.R. 12677. An act to authorize the Com
missioner of the District of Columbia to 
lease to the Jewish Historical Society of 
Greater Washington the former synagogue 
of the Adas Israel Congregation and real 
property of the District of Columbia for the 
purpose of establishing a Jewish Historical 
Museum; and 

H.R. 12720. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the 
District of Columbia to the Washington In
ternational School, Inc. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Chair recognizes 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROX
MIRE). 

RUSSIAN MILITARY POWER LIMIT
ED BY ECONOMIC WEAKNESS 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
speech I am about to deliver is, in part, 
a reply to the distinguished Senator from 
Washington <Mr. JACKSON). As we all 
know, he is an able member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services and is an out
standing expert in the military area. In
deed, I understand that he was offered 
the post of Secretary of Defense in the 
Nixon administration. I notified Senator 
JACKSON that I was going to give this 
speech. I told him personally on the floor 
of the Senate yesterday. I understand 
that my staff has called him and has 
told him that I am in the Chamber now 
and am about to speak. 

Mr. President, I compliment the Sen
ator from Washington <Mr. JACKSON) 
for the speech he delivered on July 9, 
last Wednesday. I disagree with some 
of his conclusions. But I think he was 
right when he said that we have not 
been debating the central issue. He said: 

The central issue which you have to de
cide first , before you can decide what kind 
of military budget you should have or what 
kind of foreign policy you should have, is, 
What kind of adversary do you face, and 
what is he up to? 

Senator JACKSON also said: 
I can think of nothing more essential 

for the Congress than clear thinking about 
the Soviet Union. 

He asked: 
How can we reach sound judgments on 

the national defense budget if we do not 
understand the nature of the Soviet ad
versary? 

Of course, Senator JACKSON is right. 
But unfortunately, Mr. President, there 
is no record in the hearings on this bill 
of any testimony of any kind---e:xpert or 
amateur, responsible or irresponsible--on 
the Soviet Union's capability, its eco
nomic capacity to challenge this Nation 
militarily. There is not a witness who 
has appeared before the Armed Services 
Committee during these hearings on 
what the Soviet Union is economically 
capable of doing. 

Senator JAcksoN has helpfully come 
to the floor to give the Senate the bene-

fit of his own opinion of what we face 
in the Soviet Union. 

Now, Mr. President, the junior Sen
ator from Washington is a remarkable 
man. He is competent in many fields. His 
advice to the Senate on the Soviet Un
ion deserves the most careful and re
spected attention, because he is compe
tent, and even more so because he is 
the only Senator who has until today 
chosen to address himself in a thought
ful, prepared speech to what I would 
agree with him is the central issue. 

NO EXPERT RECORD ON U.S.S.R. IN HEARINGS 

But, Mr. President, if Senator JAcK
soN's speech is based on any record-on 
the up-to-date advice of any experts on 
the Soviet Union to his committee in 
formal session-where there could be 
consideration and cross-examination
if this speech by Senator JACKSON is the 
result of such a record, the Senator from 
Washington has not revealed it. I have 
scrutinized the more than 2,000 pages of 
the hearing record of this committee and 
if any expert on the basic economic ca
pability of the Soviet Union of any kind 
or description appeared at these hear
ings, he must have been wearing quite 
a disguise. 

There is nothing from anyone with 
any qualifications to speak on the Soviet 
Union's economic resources. The com
mittee has given us no record-none
on what Senator JACKSON calls the cen
tral issue. 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE PROVIDES 

REcORD 

Now, Mr. President, the Economy in 
Government Subcommittee of the Joint 
Economic Committee completed hearings 
only a relatively few days ago on the very 
central issue to which the Senator from 
Washington refers. 

This subcommittee had just previously 
completed 3 weeks of intensive review of 
the U.S. military budget in the context 
of overall national priorities. In the 
course of those hearings, it was re
peatedly emphasized that the actual and 
potential threat of the Soviet Union to 
the United States and, indeed, to the 
world is the central fact which domi
nates our military planning. 

It is obvious that the military poten
tiality of a Soviet economy that is half 
the size of America's has a central bear
ing on the size and shape of our own 
military budget. Our military thinking, 
and indeed the concern of all Americans, 
with respect to military preparedness is 
shaped by the threat-actual and po
tential-which the Soviet Union repre
sents to this Nation. 

Thus, the relevance of those hearings 
by the Joint Economic Subcommittee is 
beyond question. Just as the subcommit
tee had been examining the ordering of 
our national priorities at home, we then 
asked our experts to help us understand 
the political, social and economic proc
esses at work within the Soviet Union. 
Our witnesses were specialists who gave 
us a firmer grasp of the source and po
litical forces shaping the vital decisions 
which the Russian authorities must 
make in allocating the resources avail
able to that country. 

It is exactly because the military ca
pability of the Soviet Union is indeed the 

central issue in determining our military 
budget in relation to our other priorities 
that we held these hearings. 

And, Mr. President, I submit that the 
record of these hearings provides a 
thoughtful, balanced, reasonably objec
tive basis for evaluating the Soviet chal
lenge. This evaluation comes not on the 
basis of the views of one Senator, but on 
a record made by professionals. 

Here are the witnesses who testified 
and their qualifications to speak on the 
nature of the Russian challenge: 

EXPER'l' WITNESSES 

First. Prof. Merle Fainsod is professor 
of government and former director 
Russian Research Center, Harvard. In~ 
cidentally, I had the privilege of sitting 
at Professor Fainsod's feet for 3 years 
when I was at graduate school at Har
vard. He is as fine a teacher as I have 
known. He is a superb teacher. He is the 
author of the classic book on Soviet 
government, "How Russia is Ruled." 

Second. Prof. Alex Inkeles is professor 
of sociology at Harvard. He has been a 
long-time student of Soviet social sys
tem, for Russian Research Center and 
U.S. Air Force. He also specializes in 
public opinion in the U.S.S.R. 

Third. Dr. Thomas Wolf~enior 
specialist on Soviet military in RAND
~ s a former Assistant Air Attache in 
Moscow, and author of "Soviet Strategy 
at the Crossroads." 

Fourth. Prof. Abram Bergson is pro
fessor of economics and former director 
Russian Research Center, Harvard. He i~ 
the architect of a reconstructed series 
of Soviet national income and product 
for RAND and USAF. He has supervised 
more doctorates in the field of Soviet 
economics than any other professor in 
t:-ie West. 

Fifth. Prof. Joseph Berliner is profes
sor of economics and chairman of eco
nomics department, Brandeis; he was the 
economic member of Russian emigre 
interview project in early 1950's; and has 
special interests in Soviet management 
foreign trade, and technology. ' 

Sixth. Prof. Holland Hunter is profes
sor of economics, Haverford--one of the 
finer small higher education institutions 
in the country. 

His special interests are Soviet trans
portation, including passenger cars, 
Soviet planning and the economic effects 
of arms control. 

Seventh. Prof. William Kintner is 
deputy director of the Institute of For
eign Relations at the University of Penn
sylvania. A former army colonel, Dr. 
Kintner recently released publications 
on strategic Soviet development which 
stressed the growing danger of Soviet 
strategic superiority. 

Eighth. David E. Mark is currently 
serving as Deputy Director for Research, 
Bureau of Intelligence a1 ... d Research, De
partment of State. He has had long 
reoord of service to his government: 
political adviser to U.S. Armed Forces in 
Korea; member of U.S. mission in Berlin; 
first secretary to our embassy in Moscow; 
director of Office of West European Re
search and Analysis, State Department. 
He is the author of "Cessation of Nuclear 
Weapons Test Problems and Results of 
Negotiations to Date-1965." 

Mr. President, I submit these eight wit-
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nesses are certainly among the best in
formed experts in America on the Soviet 
Union. They have in most cases devoted 
much of their professional lives to study-
ing the Soviet Union. . 

Their views on the Soviet Umon have 
been challenged and tested. 

Their perception and understanding 
has been widely acknowledged. 

And they represent a reasonably bal
anced diversity of opinion on U.S.S.R. 
economic and military strength. 

Mr. President, because of the central 
importance of these hearings to this de
bate, I ask unanimous consent tha~ some 
substantial excerpts from the testrmony 
of a number of these expert witnesses be 
printed in the RECORD following my re
marks. 

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

<See exhibit U 
LEADERSHIP ATI'ITUDE UNSTABLE, UNPREDICTABLE 

Mr PROXMffiE. Mr. President, it may 
be h~lpful to some Senators to consider 
the ups and downs of the men who are 
running the show in the Soviet Union. It 
is interesting to know who among the 
leaders stresses a military buildup as the 
dominant priority at all times and under 
all circumstances, and to know who 
stresses greater agricultural investment 
on greater long-range investme!lt in 
basic capital facilities, or who is the 
champion of providing more consumer 
goods. 

But it 1s hard to come to any useful 
conclusion on the basis of this kind of 
analysis for many reasons. First, most 
of these' leaders are unpredictable. Sec
ond effective leadership shifts swiftly 
and' drastically and at times with little 
or no warning in the Soviet Union. 

Furthermore, even if these were stable 
and secure men "Vith an established sys
tem of authority, technological or for
eign policy changes, death, or disability 
could change their posture suddenly and 
dramatically. 

So I suggest that juggling the names 
and histories of the men in the Kremlin 
will tell us very little about what we have 
to do to be prepared to defend this Nation 
against our principal potential adver
sary. 

What we need is not speculation about 
personalities and attitudes_. but an und~r
standing of the capabihty of Russia. 
What can the leaders do? What is po
tential military capacity, given the prob
lems that confront them and the re
sources theJ have available to meet those 
problems? 

What do the Soviet leaders have to 
work with? What are they up against? 

SOVIET ECONOMIC WEAKNESS 

The first big fact to recognize is that 
the Soviet Union has perhaps 1.0 percent 
more people than the United States, but 
it has only one-half the economic pro
duction. I repeat, it has only one-half
think of it, one-half-the production of 
this country. 

Russians are not 10 feet tall. From an 
economic standPoint, if Americans are 6 
feet, Russians are literally 3-f oot pyg
mies compared to Americans. 

Russia is constrained, for example, to 
devote seven times as large a proportion 
of its population to agriculture-to farm-

ing-than this counrty, and yet it pro
duces about 20 percent less food. This 
single factor-agricultural inefficiency
chews up so much Soviet manpower that 
it greatly retards Soviet economic effort 
elsewhere. 

MILITARY BUDGET COMPARISON 

The total amount that Russia de
votes to defense is estimated in rubles 
at around 20 billion which converts in 
dollars to about $22 billion. _ 

But I hasten to add, this is not a fair 
comparison because prices and wages are 
not comparable in the Soviet Union and 
in this country. The amount actually 
devoted to the military is estimated to 
vary on a full equivalent basis-making 
allowance for price and wage differ
ences-! rom about $40 billion to $50 
billion. 

The most reliable estimate from the 
London Institute of Strategic Studies 
places the U.S.S.R. military budget at 
less than $40 billion, or about half of 
that of the United States. 

At any rate, it is substantially less than 
the United States expends militarily. 

With its difficulties on its long China 
border and its practice of intervention 
with its satellites, Russia obviously needs 
manpower in its military force. Even still, 
that Russian military manpower is esti
mated at 3 million-about half a million 
less than the United States has. 

Unquestionably, the Soviet Union, if 
directly attacked or invaded, could mo
bilize and sustain for some time an 
immense military capability. 
MILITARY CAPABILITY UNDER PRESENT cmcuM-

STANCES 

But is this the question? Or is the 
question what kind of capability can the 
Soviet Union put together in the context 
of a cold war over a period of years--or 
decades? 

This context is quite different. The 
Soviet Union has discovered that indus
trial efficiency and motivation ovtr the 
years depends imPortantly on economic 
reward. The Soviet worker whose efforts 
are not rewarded with improved consum
er goods-food, housing, and so forth-
like any other human being loses his 
drive, his willingness to work hard, to 
contribute. 

The partial shift of resources to con
sumer goods in some :recent years in the 
Soviet Union was motivated not because 
foeding and housing people better was 
the prime national goal, but because a 
better fed, better housed people were 
more productive. Industrial efficiency 
benefited. The country increased its eco
nomic growth and therefore its military 
Potential more swiftly-not less swiftly 
by putting more into consumer goods
even if that meant less temporarily into 
the military. If the production of con
sumer goods is now reduced so that more 
resources can be poured into military 
hardware, productive efficiency will again 
decline-and I think surely and certainly. 

Let me quote Professor Fainsod in this 
regard. He says: 

Even at the base of the Soviet social pyra
mid rank and file, peasants and workers are 
now in a position to exert greater influence 
on the course of elite decision-making. When 
collective or state farm workers respond to 
inadequate incentives by llstless performance 

in the public sector, by transferring their 
energies to private plots, or by abandoning 
their jobs to seek better paid work in the 
industrial centers, they in effect bargain to 
improve their position. They vote with their 
feet, in the absence of large-scale terror, 
there is a point beyond which they cannot be 
driven. If more production is to be extracted 
from them, improved incentives have to be 
provided. The state and party functionaries 
responsible for increasing agricultural output 
find themselves forced to plead the case of 
their peasant clients. In a perhaps perverted 
form, what takes place is a form of indirect 
representation. 

During the hearings, I asked Profes
sor Fainood the following question: 

Do you see any signs th.at this pressure 
for dome8tic commitment is growing, or can 
the leadership continue indefinitely to be 
subjected to military demands? 

Professor Fainsod's answer was thus: 
I think there are limits. If the leader

ship is prepared to turn to the kind of pat
terns that Stalin used, I am sure that it can 
put a much greater squeeze on the people 
in terms of standards of living sa.crifices. But 
I think in the present state of development 
of the Soviet economy this kind of pressure 
hras become counterproductive, that essen
tially the case for using economic incentives 
rather than mass terror is a kind of produc
tive case. If of course the leadership feels 
itself in very great da nger, I have no doubt 
that it would not hesi tate to use very re
pressive me.ans. But if it sees its future in 
terms of increases in productive or increases 
in production ag·ainst, whether it be on the 
military or non-military side, it seems to me 
it must and has turned increasingly toward 
the use of incentives as a way of evoking 
contributions to productivity. 

So that in this sense the groups of which 
I spoke, and even just ordinary workers, or
dinary farmers, are in a position to affect 
priorities to a degree which they weren·t 
able to effect them before. 

The appeal of industrial investment is 
even clearer. Our witnesses unanimously 
agreed that the continued economic 
growth of Russia at past rates will rEj
quire an increasing allocation of Soviet 
resources into investment. 

If resources are taken from industrial 
investment for the military, the Soviet 
economy will suffer and quickly. It will 
slow its growth and within a very few 
years its capacity to provide military 
hardware and support will suffer. 

I should like to quot~ just briefly from 
Professor Abram Bergson, of Harvard 
University, who is probably the out
standing economic expert in this coun
try on the Soviet Union. 

He says: 
Soviet growth for long has been notably 

expensive in terms of the additional capital 
that it has required. Even in the 'fifties, rapid 
growth of output could be achieved only 
through decidedly more rapid growth of capi
tal, and more recently the disproportion be
tween the two trends has become stlll more 
marked. Over the ten-year period 1950-60, 
the stock of Soviet capital per unit of output 
grew 22 percent. By 1965, or in the interval 
ha.If as long, it had grown another 14 per
cent. A corollary is that in order to assure 
continued expansion of output, the govern
ment must plow back an ever larger share of 
that output in new investment. This is neces
sary merely to maintain the tempo of growth 
of output, never mind to raise it. 

AGRICULTURE NEEDS SERIOUS 

Most conspicuously of all, the Soviets 
must pour more of their resources into 
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agriculture. Here is the real economic 
Achilles heel of Russia compared to 
America. The only way the immense 
manPQwer commitment to farming 1n 
the Soviet Union can be eased is to push 
more resources into fertilizer, irrigation, 
and agricultural implements. 

Failure to make this allocation of re
sources means a continuing, dragging 
handicap with tens of millions of pro
ductive workers toiling in the fields who 
could be building a stronger Soviet econ
omy and an improved Soviet military 
force. 

So whether the Soviet masters are or 
are not becoming more Stalinist, whether 
they engage in more or less repression, 
whether they lock up or murder more 
or less of their dissident intellectuals does 
not really determine the Soviet mili
tary potential. 

Whether a Stalin on the one hand or 
a Khrushchev on the other is leading 
the Soviet Union, the leader still has the 
terrible predicament of challenging a 
military force in the United States that 
is supported by an economy twice as 
productive as the Soviet Union and that 
therefore has twice the military poten
tial. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
regret that more Senators are not pres
ent in the Chamber this afternoon to 
hear what in my opinion could be at least 
as important as any address delivered 
in the Senate during this session. 

As the able Senator from Wisconsin 
has pointed out, the central issue is, be
fore we can decide what kind of mili
tary budget we should have or what 
kind of foreign policy we should have, 
ts what kind of adversary do we face and 
what he is up to. 

Mr. President, I commend with respect 
the magnificent job done by the chair
man of the Joint Economic Committee 
during this session of the Congress 
with respect to certain aspects of 
the military budget he has brought to 
Lhe attention of the Congress and the 
American people. 

Mr. President, we had information in 
the early fifties as to the thousands and 
thousands of bombers being built by the 
Soviet Union. That information turned 
out to be wrong. But it resulred in a great 
many billions of our dollars being spent, 
as it turned out, unnecessarily. 

Later, we had what was called the mis
sile gap. I have written one article on 
that subject. It was created by the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency and destroyed. 
by the Central Intelligence Agency 
within a period of 21 months. 

The number of ICBM's on launching 
pads estimated by top intelligence was 
reduced, in four separate reductions, 96.5 
percent. 

Now, Mr. President, we have before the 
Senate a new discussion as to various 
weapons systems .. The military budget is 
being analyzed this year as all other 
budgets are being analyzed; and a great 
deal of credit for this goes to the distin
guished senior Senator from Wisconsin. 

When we had the witnesses before the 
Committee on Armed Services, we picked 

four proponents and four opponents. The 
four proponents, as the record will show, 
spent much, if not most, of their time 
emphasizing the grave danger this coun
try faces because of the determination 
of the Soviet Union to destroy the United 
States. The four opponents spent nearly 
all of their time explaining, first, why 
they did not think the system would 
work; and, second, even if it did work, it 
would be relatively easy to knock out the 
radar; and, third, even if the radar 
worked, a relatively small additional 
production of Soviet missiles would to
tally nullify billions of dollars the Ameri
can people are now being asked to put up 
on the same basis-fear-fear of the 
Soviet Union. 

Mr. President, this is why I believe this 
talk is so important. The distinguished 
senior Sena.tor from Wisconsin-and I 
say this without fear of refutation, as is 
evidenced by this talk-has spent more 
time and effort to analyze what is going 
on in the Soviet Union than any other 
Member of this body. For that he de
serves our gratitude; because if these 
weapons systems, costing tens of blllions 
of dollars, must continue, we know they 
will be voted for only through fear of the 
Soviet Union-that has been made clear. 
Second, if they are voited for, there will 
not be enough money to consider other 
matters which many of us believe are also 
important to our national security and 
well-being; the condition on the rural 
farms of America today, the family 
farms; the conditions in the cities; the 
question of water and air pollution, and, 
perhaps above all, the whole question of 
education. 

How many Americans realize that 
just $44 is being requested by the Federal 
Government for every child and youth 
of primary and secondary school age, 
up to college: whereas $21,600 is being 
requested for every enemy in South Viet
nam in ammunition alone? How many 
Missourians realize that the Vietnam war 
is oosting every Missouria."1 $18 a day, 
whereas, although floods have created 
hundreds of millions of dollars of loss 
in my Stiate, the amount per day being 
spent on flood control is 4 cents per 
Missourian; $18 a day versus 4 cents a 
day. 

Mr. President, either these statements 
made this afternoon by the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin on this floor 
are true or they are not true. If they 
are not true, somebody should take the 
floor of the Senate and explain why. 
If they are true, we should, indeed, take 
an even more serious look at billions and 
billions of dollars of the taxpayers' 
money now being expended on the basis 
of a danger which, if Senator PROXMIRE 
is right, is not nearly as great as some 
would believe. I say this as one totally 
dedicated to a completely adequate na
tional defense posture on the part of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, I am already late for 
a delegation meeting, but cannot leave 
without congratulating the distinguished 
senior Senator from Wisconsin for wha.t 
we in the Senate have really become used 
to from him-another job well done. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished senior Senator 
from Missouri from the bottom of my 

heart. There is no Member of the Senate 
I would rather have supPort me on any 
issue, and I think we all know that on 
this issue he is an expert. He has a 
remarkable background in defense. 

The Senator from Missouri certainly 
recognizes the overwhelming importance 
of having a secure nation and that it 
depends on a strong Army, Navy, and 
Air Force. At the same time, he is well 
aware that a strong nation militarily 
also depends on a strong and sound 
economy and that we must make the 
hard, tough, sometimes unpopular poli
tical decisions if we are going to keep the 
kind of strong military force we believe 
in. I think that what the Senator from 
Missouri has been stressing will give us 
a stronger military force in the long 
run and, as a matter of fact, in the short 
run, too. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Does not the Sen

ator agree that what we in the Senate 
and the country must face up to today is 
the question of what is a definition of 
true security? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is exactly right. 
We have neglected this. We have just 
assumed that if we pour money into 
hardware, we are going to get more 
security. The fact is, as I indicate at the 
close of my speech, whether it is Russia 
or the United States, this can be the most 
serious kind of military blunder. 

The skill, the training, and the ability 
of our people is the greatest resource. If 
we neglect education iil order to build 
weapons systems that are of marginal, if 
any, use, we are weakening our country, 
not strengthening it. We are enfeebling 
our true security. 

I thank the Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have 

had the privilege of reading the prepared 
statement now being delivered by the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin, 
and I commend him for his very gifted 
insights into the key question of the 
Soviet intention vis-a-vis the imagined 
or real U.S. military efforts. I think it is 
a point that is exceedingly well taken. It 
is not just, as the Senator from Wiscon
sin Points out, what the Soviet leaders 
say they are going to do; it is far more 
important, as the Senator puts it, to ask, 
"What can they do?" Just as it is true in 
our country or any other country, it is 
true in the Soviet Union that the range of 
possibilities is limited by the economic 
capacity to achieve them. The search
ing hearings conducted by the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin have 
helped to bring forth the facts that bear 
directly on this issue. 

As I understand the Senator, one of 
the key facts is that the gross national 
product of the Soviet Union is only one
half of our own. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from 
Minnesota is exactly correct. 

Mr. MONDALE. To put it differently, 
every dollar of its currency that the So
viet Union spends on its m111tary effort 
costs it twice as much, relatively, as the 
dollar the United States spends. 



19512 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 15, 1969 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct. 
Mr. MONDALE. I also note some other 

distortions in the Soviet economy that 
are particularly serious, notably the agri
culture problem. I see in the Chamber 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. ELLENDER) who has just 
returned from a searching, thorough, on
the-scene view of the Soviet economy. 
As I understand, the statistics indicate 
that seven times as many people are de
voted to producing agricultural products 
in the Soviet Union as are engaged in this 
activity in the United States. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Our agricultural 
economy is so much more efficient that 
although the Soviets have to use seven 
times as many people in their farming 
and agriculture, they produce 20 percent 
less food than we produce. This has obvi
ous overall economic and military impli
cations. What happens is that agriculture 
chews up such a large proportion of the 
total work force of the Soviet Union to 
produce the essential food that it cannot 
be producing the weapons of war and 
cannot be in the armed services. 

The reason I make the point is that 
Russia recognizes this and recognizes 
that while she may achieve superiority 
in some military areas between now and 
1975, she will cripple her agriculture in
vestment and enfeeble her incentives. It 
is very doubtful if Russia can do that, 
even if she tries. If she does, I cannot 
believe that our intelligence is so feeble 
that we will not know what she is doing. 
We can match Russia weapon for weapon 
and beat her. We can if necessary sur
pass her, for that matter, with our 
economy. 

Mr. MONDALE. Did the hearings held 
by the joint committee, of which the 
Senator from Wisconsin is chairman, dis
close the nature of the average Soviet 
citizen's desires for an expanded and im
proved availability of consumer goods? Is 
not that factor becoming serious and 
imperative? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The answer most 
people give is: "What difference does it 
make? After all, Stalin, Brezhnev, or 
whoever happens to be in charge can cut 
down the consumer demand ruthlessly." 
However, as Professor Fainsod points out 
to the contrary, there really are signifi
cant limitations, because as dictaitors in 
the Kremlin do this they reduce the 
incentive, the productivity, and they 
sharply reduce their workers' willingness 
to work and their ability to work. This is 
the reason the Soviet Union increased 
consumer consumption. Everything we 
know about the Soviet Union indicates 
that they may be motivated by many 
forces but the dominant force is power. 
The leaders want power in the Soviet 
Union. I do not assume they are idealistic 
humanists. If one makes the assumption 
they want to increase productivity, to do 
that they must increase consumer goods. 
This is a fairly harsh judgment on them 
and it may or may not be correct. If one 
takes the harsh line they cannot starve 
the human sector without reducing 
effectiveness. 

Mr. MONDALE. When I visited East
ern Europe and the Soviet Union over a 
year ago, I was struck by the fact that 
in each of the Eastern European coun-

tries the state-controlled economies were 
all llardpressed by the growing demand 
of consumers for a greater share of the 
gross national product. They had been 
denied consumer goods for over one gen
eration in the name of increased mili
tary buildups and investment in indus
trial goods; and increasingly they were 
demanding a greater share for them
selves, such as housing, clothing, and a 
greater number of automobiles. 

It is interesting to note that through
out Eastern Europe and possibly in the 
Soviet Union there is a tremendous in
vestment in Fiat automobiles and other 
automobiles because the consumers are 
demanding them. This is going to take a 
larger share of their capacity, is it not? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Absolutely. 
(At this point Mr. CRANSTON assumed 

the chair.) 
Mr. MONDALE. The other day Soviet 

Foreign Minister Gromyko, in a speech 
before the Supreme Soviet, expressed a 
desire for improved friendship with the 
United States. There may be totally 
selfish reasons for that interest. We 
know about their problems on the 
Chinese border and we know of their 
economic problems. Would it not seem 
wise to the Senator from Wisconsin for 
us to take up this offer, not that we 
would do it foolishly or romantically, but 
that we find out how serious they are 
about arms limitations and what kind of 
an enforceable agreement we might 
reach to prevent the latest escalation? 
We could test it out. Does that not make 
sense? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. It does make sense 
because it would be in the interest of the 
Soviet Union for the reasons the Senator 
has stated, and we all know what the 
benefits would be to us. We could get in
flation under control, ease the tax bur
den and get to work on our poverty and 
education problems. All these things de
pend on some kind of a working agree
ment with the Soviet Union; but the 
pressure is on them because they have a 
smaller economy. At the same time I 
stress, as I am sure the Senator from 
Minnesota would, that we cannot rely on 
any kind of negotiations of agreements in 
good faith. We have to rely on something 
that can be enforced by unilateral in
spection so we know the agreement is 
being kept. 

Mr. MONDALE. At this point in his
tory most of the items we would seek 
to agree upon could be observed by air 
surveillance. Is that correct? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MONDALE. I think the Senator 
has made a remarkable contribution to
day and one that was very much needed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I would like to close by 

quoting from Professor Abram Bergson, 
who is probably the outstanding expert 
on the economy of the Soviet Union. He 
said: 

Now, Senator, I want to repeat, I do feel 
that the alternative claims are becoming 
more onerous rather than less onerous, the 
claims that are competing with the military 
claim. The Soviet government cannot ignore 
them. Under Stalin it did ignore consump
tion to an extraordinary degree, probably 
unparalleled in the history of industrializa-

tion of major economies. I sometimes feel 
that in this area the present government is 
suffering partly from Stalin's success. It hap
pens that he WM so successful in limiting 
consumption that he left very little oppor
tunity for his followers to limit it more, and 
on the contrary they have found, for reMons 
of maintaining morale and incentives, and 
for reasons of political expediency generally, 
they have found that they have to do more 
for consumers rather than less. 

Well this is limiting what is available for 
other uses. And I repeat, investment pos
sesses a growing claim. In my judgment the 
Soviet government cannot ignore these 
claims. And this tends to limit what they 
can do, the kind of defense budget they can 
project to support one or another foreign 
policy. I think of this as a quite significant 
constraint. You can't rule out extremes, but 
nevertheless realistically I do feel that any 
talk of a larger effort which would enable 
the Russians to go much beyond the United 
States effort overall is not very realistic. 

ALL-OUT RUSSIAN MILITARY EFFORT WOULD 
CRIPPLE ECONOMY 

Mr. President, if Russia chooses to go 
an out in the next 10 years in building 
the biggest and most threatening naVY, 
air force, missile force of which it is 
capable by 1975, giving short shrift to 
consumer goods or industrial investment 
or agriculture in the process--if it does 
this-this Nation can easily match that 
Soviet military concentration and the 
Soviet leaders know that. They may be 
incompetent. They may be super hawks. 
They may have bad judgment. But they 
do know a lot about this open society of 
ours even if they just read our news
papers. 

And they know that whatever they do, 
we can double and we can do it without 
even breathing hard. 

So what do they have by 1975 if they 
throw all of their resources into the 
military? They will then have a far weak
er economy: a Russian worker poorly 
motivated and maybe dangerously alien
ated, an industry that has fallen even 
farther behind the West in capital equip
ment, and an agriculture that continues 
to absorb nearly a quarter of their entire 
productive manpower. 

And meanwhile we can, as they know, 
double whatever they do-plane for 
plane, missile for missile, rifle for rifle. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This adds up to several things: 
First. Regardless of who is in charge 

in the Kremlin, the prospect of a Russian 
breakneck race to beat us by developing 
superior military hardware in the next 
5 or 10 years is very unlikely. If it de
velops, we can meet it and beat it. 

Second. The Russians have every rea
son to want to enter into an arms agree
ment with the United States, as the dis
tinguished Sena tor from Minnesota 
brought out so well. While such an agree
ment based on unilateral inspection 
would not give the Soviet Union any ad
vantage over the United States, it would 
provide a chance to build its consumer 
goods, its industrial plants, its agricul
ture in a balanced way that would give it 
far greater overall strength-including 
potential military strength than it now 
has-within the next 5 or 10 years. 

Third. Such an agreement would help 
the Soviet Union in every area where 
they have serious problems. It would per
mit them to continue their superiority 
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over the Chinese. That superiority could 
deteriorate if the nonmilitary sectors 
were to be starved for a number of years. 

Russia could strengthen its position 
with satellite countries whether this 
meant the so-called Brezhnev doctrine of 
inter! erence to keep Soviet stooges in 
power, as applied in Czechoslovakia, or 
whether it simply meant potential mili
tary superiority that would be feared and 
followed. Obviously, an economic dete
rioration could enfeeble that domination 
and probably force more Czechoslovakias 
on Russia. 

Russian leaders could strengthen their 
domestic position as consumer goods, in
dustries, and agriculture improved. 

I should like to quote again from Dr. 
Bergson's testimony: 

In sum, the Soviet government has been 
seeking to support a military establishment 
of the first-class with an economy that by 
U.S. standards has been of the second class. 
This is a difficult feat, and it is apt to be
come more difficult in the future, as the 
competing claims of capital investment and 
consumption become more demanding. Still 
the government has °found the necessary 
means so far, and it should-be able to con
tinue to do so, but it may well be led to 
scrutinize marginal requirements for addi
tional military outlays more closely than 
hitherto. It also goes without saying that for 
the USSR there has always been an economic 
case to join in arms control and disarmament 
measures. That should certainly still be so in 
the future. 

Then, as Prof. Joseph Berliner of 
Brandeis University stated: 

Military and space expenditures in the 
USSR, as in the United States, employ re
sources that are deflected from other highly 
pressing national needs. One class of such 
needs is the long-postponed rise in the living 
levels of the population, particularly in the 
areas of agriculture and housing. The other 
high-priority goal is the need to advance 
the long-term objective of gaining economic 
parity with the major capitalist countries, 
which requires heavy expenditures on in
vestment. The urgency of these needs is not 
such that the Soviet leaders would neglect 
the nation's defense requirements in order 
to meet them. Nor is it such as to overcome 
the pressures to expand their strategic, m111-
tary and naval forces in support of their 
longer-run foreign policy objectives. These 
pressures are likely to be dominating as long 
as the USSR maintains military inferiority 
to the United States, both in general and 
in areas of particular strategic interest like 
the Mediterranean. But it does mean that 
the Soviet leaders--perhaps one should say 
some Soviet civilian leaders-may be ex
pected to view with great alarm the prospect 
of future large increases of military and 
space expenditures for such reasons as the 
defense of the Chinese border, or war in 
the Middle East, or a major new ewalation 
in nuclear weaponry. 

This is not to say that the Soviet leaders 
are desperate for any form of arms control 
agreement. One can say, however, that be
cause of their pressing national needs the 
Soviet leaders may be expected to be seri
ously interested in the prospect of a satis
factory arms control agreement. 

NEED U.S. MILITARY STRENGTH 

Now Mr. President, none of this is to 
argue that the United States should not 
maintain sufficient military strength. We 
can do so and, of course, we must do so. 
But if we take a calm and clear look 
a-t what we are up against in the Soviet 
Union, it is clear that we can maintain 
that sufficiency without insisting that 

whatever the Soviet Union does mili
tarily we must do more in that particular 
respect. 

We have three times as many long
range bombers as the Soviet Union. We 
have 15 attack aircraft carriers, each 
carrying scores of attack aircraft, and 
surrounded by an armada of support 
vessels. We invest in any new sea-fortress 
complexes of this kind more than $1.7 
billion each, and, as I say, we have 15 
of them. How many does the Soviet 
Union have? None. Not one. 

They have some things we do not have. 
They have anti-ballistic-missile systems. 
We do not. It is my understanding that 
we can get through their ABM's without 
difficulty. 

We have far more missiles but they 
have greater megatonnage in their mis
siles. This simply means we can destroy 
them. They can destroy us. 
U.S. SECURITY, TOO, CAN BE HURT BY MILITARY 

OVEREMPHASIS 

Mr. President, all of this should pro
vide a lesson for us. Our economic options 
are far broader for the United States 
than those facing the Soviet Union. 

The United States does have some 
economic leeway. It can, if necessary, 
continue to invest $80 billion a year in 
the military-even after Vietnam-with
out a sudden or sharp deterioration in 
our marvelous economic system. 

But let there be no mistake-there 
would be some definite and serious eco
nomic attrition for such a decision on 
our part. 

I intend to address this subject before 
the Senate at a later date. But the wit
nesses before our Joint Economic Com
mittee in testifying on the military 
budget and the Nation's priorities did 
convince this Senator that the United 
States, too-in the long run-will have 
a stronger country-militarily as well as 
socially-if we not only reduce the pres
ent high level of waste in our military 
spending, but also eliminate our invest
ment in some of the marginal but enor
mously expensive weapons systems that 
contribute little to our national security. 
Such a decision would free resources to 
slow inflation and provide a stronger so
ciety as well as a sounder economy. 

Just as the Russians could enfeeble 
themselves militarily by denying re
sources to investment in industry and 
agriculture in order to secure a tempo
rary military hardware buildup, so we 
could reduce our military-I repeat, our 
military-potential by neglecting educa
tion in order to build highly questionable 
weapons systems. · 

EXHIBIT 1 

TESTIMONY BEFORE THE ECONOMY IN GOVERN
MENT SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE JOINT ECO
NOMIC COMMITTEE 

EXCERPT, TESTIMONY OF MERLE FAINS OD 

Even at the base of the Soviet social 
pyramid rank and file, peasants and workers 
are now in a position to exert greater m
fiuence on the course of elite decision-mak
ing. When collective or state farm workers 
respond to inadequate incentives by listless 
performance in the public sector, by trans
ferring their energies to private plots, or by 
abandoning their jobs to seek better paid 
work in the industrial centers, they in effect 
bargain to improve their position. They vote 
with their feet, in the absence of large-scale 

terror, there is a point beyond which they 
cannot be driven. If more production is to 
be extracted from them, improved incentives 
have to be provided. The state and party 
functionaries responsible for increasing agri
cultural output find themselves forced to 
plead the case of their peasant clients. In a 
perhaps perverted form, what takes place is 
a form of indirect representation. 

The Soviet Union is under heavy pressure 
to devote its energy and resources to domes
tic problems, to invest more heavily in agri
culture, housing, and consumer goods, sec
tors of the economy which it has historically 
stinted. But it is doubtful that it will yield 
to such pressure as long as it feels, to use 
Kosygin's words, that "to economize on de
fense would be acting against the interests 
of the Soviet state and the Soviet people." 
Both the Soviet Union and the United States 
have a mutual interest in adopting a mora
torium in the construction of antimiss-ile 
systems and in limiting the arms race in 
offensive weapons. But it is one thing to 
proclaim a mutual interest and quite an
other to embody it in arrangements and 
agreements in which both sides can have 
confidence and trust. That arduous task is 
still before us, and it will not be made eai: ier
indeed it may become infinitely more diffi
cult--if we now launch a new round in the 
arms race which can only increase insecurity 
on both sides. 

EXCERPT FROM PROF. ABRAM BERGSON'S 
TESTIMONY 

How Soviet defense expenditures will vary 
in the future, to come to this question, will 
depend on the evolving international en
vironment in which the USSR finds itself; the 
foreign policy which the USSR wishes to 
pursue within this environment and the eco
nomic potential available to support one or 
another suoh foreign policy, including the 
defense budget that it requires. Among these 
different factors, the latter must be accorded 
priority here. Turning to it, any serious ap
praisal must, I think, consider a number of 
aspects: 

(i) The total output from which the Soviet 
government must draw its defense outlays is 
still rel:atively limited by U.S. standards. 
Thus, the USSR produced in 1966 a gross na
tional product equal to but one-half of ours, 
or to but two-fifths of ours when calculated 
per capita. 

(11) The Soviet GNP continues to grow at a 
respectable rate, though not as fast as for
merly. Whereas total output grew at over 7 
percent during 1950-58, the tempo has now 
declined and during the years 1962-67 av
eraged but 5.5 percent. 

(iii) Soviet growth for long has been 
notably expensive in terms of the additional 
capital that it has required. Even in the 
fifties, rapid growth of output could be 
achieved only through decidedly more rapid 
growth of capital, and more recently the dis
proportion between the two trends has be
come still more marked. Over the ten-yea.r 
period 1950-60, the stock of Soviet capital 
per unit of output grew 22 percent. By 1965, 
or in the interval half as long, it had grown 
another 14 percent. A corollary is that in 
order to assure continued expansion of out
put, the government must plow back an ever 
larger share of that output in new invest
ment. This is necessary merely to maintain 
the tempo of growth of output, never mind 
to raise it. 

(iv) The Soviet government through the 
years promised consumers much. At long last 
it has concluded that it ls expedient to re
deem these promises in a greater degree than 
it did formerly. To a greater extent than in 
the past, therefore, consumers too must 
share in the fruits of progress, and consump
tion is no longer simply the residual seg
ment of total output that it once was. 

(v) Under the reforms in planning initi
ated by Brezhnev and Kosygin in September 
1965, the Soviet government hopes to limit 
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further increases in the capital cost of 
growth, and perhaps even to reduce such 
costs. Resources allotted to consumption are 
also to be used more effectively in meeting 
consumers' demands, particularly in respect 
of quality and assortment. These reforms are 
still in process of implementation, and wha.t 
they will achieve remains to be seen. 

In sum, the Soviet government has been 
seeking to support a m111tary establishment 
of the first-class with an economy that by 
U.S. standards has been of the second cla.ss. 
This is a difficult feat, and it is apt to be
come more d11Hcult in the future, as the 
competing claims of caipltal investment and 
consumption become more demanding. Still 
the government has found the necessary 
means so far, and it should be able to con
tinue to do so, but it may well be led to 
scrutinize marginal requirements for addi
tional military outlays more closely than 
hitherto. It also goes without saying that 
for the USSR there has always been an eco
nomic case to join in arms control and 
disarmament measures. That shoUld certain
ly &tlll be so in the future. 
EXCERPT FROM TESTIMONY OF PROF. JOSEPH S. 

BERLINER 
Military and space expenditures in the 

USSR, as in the United States, employ re
sources that are deflected from other highly 
pressing national needs. One class of such 
needs is the long-postponed rise in the living 
levels of the population, particularly in the 
areas of agriculture and housing. The other 
high-priority goal ls the need to advance the 
long-term objective of gaining economic par
ity with the major capitalist countries, which 
requires heavy expenditures on investment. 
The urgency of these needs ls not such that 
the Soviet leaders would neglect the nation's 
defense requirements in order to meet them. 
Nor ls it such as to overcome the pressures 
to expand their strategic, military and naval 
forces in support of their longer-run foreign 
policy objectives. These pressures are likely to 
be dominating as long as the USSR main talns 
military inferiority to the United States, both 
in general and in areas of particular strategic 
interest like the Mediterranean. But it does 
mean that the Soviet leaders-perhaps one 
should say some soviet civilian leaders
may be expected to view with great alarm 
the prospect of future large increases of mil
itary and space expenditures for such reasons 
as the defense of the Chinese border, or war 
in the Middle East, or a major new escala
tion in nuclear weaponry. 

This ls not to say that the Soviet leaders 
are desperate for any form of arms control 
agreement. One can say, however, that be
cause of their pressing national needs the 
Soviet leaders may be expected to be seriously 
interested in the prospect of a satisfactory 
arms control agreement. 

EXCERPT FROM TIDSTIMONY OF 
PROF. HOLLAND HUNTER 

The high rate of soviet output growth re
fieots a high share of capital investment in 
each year's GNP. Rapid future growth will 
require continuation of a high investment/ 
output ratio. This means that national secu
rity outlays compete, among major Soviet 
priorities, not only with consumption but 
also with investment. It's not just "guns 
versus butter," but "guns versus butter 
versus a larger pie in the future." During the 
1960s, in fact, the "larger pie" took about 
three times as much output as defense did. 
In the Blhort run, as a result, a marked slow
down in Soviet output growth would free 
resources either for larger defense outlays or 
for immediate consumption increases. 

United States defense outlays produce no 
net gain in national security when they are 
offset by equivalent Soviet defense outlays. 
The principle also applles in reverse: reduced 
United States arms spending would not re
duce national security if it were matched by 
verified Soviet reductions. Reduced outlays 

would, however, release resources for other 
high priority uses, which suggests that arms 
reduction negotiations should have the high
est priority oif all. 

These crude projections (of soviet out
put growth) illustrate the major trade-offs 
that confront policy makers in Moscow, 
much as similar trade-offs are confronted in 
Washington. It is clear that Soviet opportu
nities are very sensitive to the rate of out
put growth. If the Soviet GNP continues to 
grow rapidly, there wlll be room for both 
more guns and more butter. Even with re
duced growth, somewhat more butter and 
a lot more guns can be had, if the system's 
directors are willing to imperil future growth. 

If we assume that Soviet authorities will 
not abandon their high-growth objectives, 
and assume further that the Soviet public's 
morale would suffer from a sharp check to 
the rise in their living standards, several 
conclusions follow. First, it ls evident that 
an arms freeze would benefit the Soviet 
economy, and that a reduced level of de
fense outlays would be even more attractive. 

Secondly, it seems obvious that since an 
arms freeze or reduced defense outlays by 
the United States would be similarly useful 
for United States purposes, the USSR and 
the United States have a joint interest in 
halting and reversing the arms race. Arms 
outlays have a _ remarkable feature which 
distinguishes them from most other forms 
of expenditure. When the Congress appro
priates funds for national security, the re
sources utilized have value only in relation 
to the simultaneous outlays being ma.de by 
other countries. The value of American ex
penditures can be offset by the expenditures 
of other countries. The security that the 
United States tries to purchase with another 
ten b11lion dollars of defense appropriations 
can be completely nullified by equivalent 
Soviet outlays, so that neither nation is any 
more secure than before. 

EXCERPTS FROM THE TESTIMONY AND 
QUESTIONING OF MR. BERGSON 

Mr. BERGSON. The Institute of Strategic 
Studies estimates that their current expendi
tures a.re running about $50 billion overall. 
I would not rule out figures larger than this. 
I am a little uneasy at the deduction of all 
of our expenditures on Vietnam in order to 
obtain a comparable figure for the U.S., and 
clearly we have forces in being. They are 
committed at the moment. But it does seem 
somewhat dubious to deduct those expendi
tures from our budget as if they did not 
contribute any strength. I would say that the 
balance ls comparable to the Russian level. 

I do feel, though, that in the existing state 
of our knowledge this committee would not 
be well advised to try to pinpoint precisely 
the level of expenditures for Russia com
pared with the United States. I think this 
can quickly become a game. 

Senator PROXMmE. We understand that. 
But you see, Professor Bergson, we are in a 
difficult position. We have to bite the bullet 
next month. We have to decide on the m111-
tary budget. We have to vote it up or down. 
And we have far less knowledge by and large 
of the Russian economy and the Russian po
tential militarily than any of you four gen
tlemen has. I am speaking of most of us in 
the Senate and in the House. We have to 
make that decision. And we have to make 
some assumptions about our military 
strength. And the assumption that I am ask
ing ls, would it be sound in your view for 
us to feel that our present level of military 
strength is adequate, is sufficient. 

Mr. BERGSON. Senator, let me be clear, I 
feel that this is a matter which requires a 
most careful examination of extraordinarily 
complex questions. It is not a matter to be 
determined simply by looking at a defense 
budget translated in one way or another, 
from one currency to another. I repeat, I feel 
the Russians have, from all the information 
I have seen--and some of it is from such 

restricted sources as the New York Times
from all the information that I have seen, 
the Russians have established a very impres
sive military power, on the basis of an in
ferior economy. This has required a greater 
effort on their part. And in effect you have 
asked whether they could exert an additional 
effort and much surpass us in the future. I 
cannot speak in absolutes. I am rather skep
tical that this is among the realistic possi
bilities we have to reckon with. I do feel 
that the Russians will exert an effort to as
sure that they have a defense potential ap
propriate to the kind of foreign policy they 
want to conduct in the future. And I can 
see them continuing to spend vast sums of 
money, and trying to match us where this 
seems appropriate, and perhaps in one area 
or another where it seems appropriate sur
passing us. 

I don't think it ls any great secret that 
they probably have already surpassed the 
West in some areas, especially that of con
ventional power in Europe. There seems to be 
a good deal of evidence that this is so. 

But over all I think it would be a most 
ditllcult thing for them to much surpass us 
in military strength in the future with the 
kind of economy they have. They have to 
consider that the pressures of other needs 
are rising rather than declining. There are 
other matters of importance to them. 

Senator PROXMIRE. All the testimony we got 
this morning from all of you experts indi
cated that in spite of the fact that you 
indicated that the Russians may be growing 
percentagewise more rapidly, in absolute 
terms they are grossing less than we are, 
isn't that correct? Because they have one
half the size economy, and obviously if they 
grow at 7 percent and we grow at 4 percent, 
the 4 percent growth translates into a larger 
real growth than theirs. 

Mr. BERGSON. This is quite true. 
Senator PROXMIRE. So they are not gaining 

on us. 
Mr. BERGSON. It happens-I too feel that if 

you take a number of recent years, they are 
growing less rapidly than 7 percent. Accord
ing to the estimate submitted to your com
mittee, perhaps 5 to 6 is their mark. And we 
have been growing, 1t is true, above our trend 
level, but nevertheless at around 5 percent, 4 
and Y:a to 5 percent for a recent period. That 
is not a rate which we can quite maintain. 
But you are quite right, in terms of absolute 
increments, the Russians are actually falling 
behind rather than gaining. 

Now, Senator, I want to repeat, I do feel 
that the alternative claims are becoming 
more onerous rather than less onerous, the 
claims that are competing with the military 
claim. The soviet government cannot ignore 
them. Under Stalin it did ignore consumption 
to an extraordinary degree, probably un
paralleled in the history of industrialization 
of major economies. I sometimes feel that in 
this area the present government is suffering 
partly from Stalin's success. It happens that 
he was so successful in limiting consumption 
that he left very little opportunity for his 
followers to limit it more, and on the con
trary they have found, for reasons of main
taining morale and incentives, and for rea
sons of political expediency generally, they 
have found that they have to do more for 
consumers rather than less. 

Well this is limiting what ls available for 
other uses. And I repeat, investment pos
sesses a growing claim. In my judgment the 
Soviet government cannot ignore these 
claims. And this tends to limit what they 
can do, the kind of defense budget they can 
project to support one or another foreign 
policy. I think of this as a quite significant 
constraint. You can't rule out extremes, but 
nevertheless reallstically I do feel that any 
talk of a larger effort which would enable the 
Russians to go much beyond the United 
States effort over all is not very realistic. 
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Mr. BERLINER. With respect to the capacity 

to support it? 
Chairman PROXMIRE. Correct. 
Mr. BERLINER. I would guess that any rea

sonable expansion in military capacity is not 
outside the capability of the Soviet Union, 
just as it isn't outside our own capability. 
The question we have to ask is, what would 
it do to the Russians to continue to increase 
or to accelerate their military capacity? That 
is the question with which I will conclude. 

But first I would like to say that as a sort 
of semi-layman in this business, one way in 
which I would answer your question would 
be to ask, if I were a general, which military 
establishment would I like to be running? 
Suppose I were a de-nationalized, inter
national sort of amorphous war maker, and 
had my choice of military machines. I dare 
say, my hunch is that I would much rather 
be sitting across our strategic military force 
than I would across the Russians. Anybody 
who says that the Russians have a greater 
military capability than we must be saying 
in effect if he were this kind of general he 
would rather be riding on the Russian mili
tary strength. 

I think few would hold that view. If that 
is the case, then in this semi-layman way 
my answer to your question is that we could 
reduce our military appropriations. 

Secondly, the Russians are generally be
hind us militarily. They are behind us in 
nuclear submarines. And the Institute of 
Strategic Studies calculates that they are 
producing them at only the rate of one or 
two a year, which I found a rather aston
ishing figure. 

I think we have to expect that as long as 
the Russians maintain military inferiority 
to us, are going to continue to feel that 
they have got to pull abreast of us. I think 
we would do the same thing if we were in 
their position, whether we were Marxists, 
or Chinese Nationalists, or American im
perialists. I can't imagine how the Russians 
would permanently accept a state of mili
tary inferiority that no sensible nation that 
had the capacity to overcome such inferior
ity would ever maintain. From this point 
of view I would agree with those who have 
pointed out that the Soviet military build
up, particularly in their ICBMs over the 
last two years, may have created the pos
sibility for the first time of some kind of 
nuclear agreements, even with all the prob
lems of China-and I agree that these are 
going to be- different ones-with all the 
problems of China and related ones, we may 
now for the first time be in the position of 
being able to deal with the Russians, they 
dealing as equals in a sense that they never 
were before. 

My last point is directed to the question 
that was asked by Mr. Conable, how do the 
Russians feel about the need to allocate the 
increasing resources---consumer goods and 
services-for incentive purposes, resources 
which compete with military and investment 
resources? It is a good question, and the sub
stance of the answer has been given here. 
But I hope the same question is asked about 
the United States, when you make your de
cision on how to vote on the defense budget. 
The United States equivalent of Russian con
sumer goods ls the poverty problem, and the 
problem of urban blight. And I do hope that 
when the decision is taken on military ex
penditures that we think of the strength of 
the Nation not solely in military terms, but 
in general social and economic strength. 

For there is in the Federal budget this 
year, I understand, the first appropriation 
for interplanetary travel, which is a very grim 
business. When we get into the business of 
interplanetary travel I imagine the present 
space program is going to look like peanuts. 
And it is going to be defended in the same 
terms as were used by Colonel Bordenko, the 
Soviet colonel who talked like any colonel 
in any country in the world, I presume, about 

the appropriate approach to military plan
ning. 

If we get involved in this interplanetary 
travel, which would be defended on the basis 
of our national military posture and our na
tional honor, we have no guarantee today 
that the housing program, the urban pro
gram, and the poverty program will not be 
made to wait. 

EXCERPT FROM DR. WOLFE'S TESTIMONY 
I think this steady upward trend in Soviet 

military outlays represents a diversion of 
resources hardly calculated to help the 
regime meet its domestic economic goals. 
Naturally, the question arises: What haa 
prompted Khrushchev's successors to in
crease the scale of Soviet military prepara
tions? At' the risk of violating my earlier 
caveats against relying on overly facile expla
nations of Soviet behavior, let's, in conclud
ing, venture a few comments on this 
question. 

In the first instance, the Brezhnev-Kosygin 
regime was probably moved to break through 
the ceiling Khrushchev has sought to main
tain on Soviet military expenditures by the 
conviction that the USSR must provide itself 
with a wider range of military options and 
divest itself of a markedly inferior strategic 
posture in any future Soviet-U.S. confronta
tions that might occur-a liability that was 
dra.matically driven home by the Cuban mis
sile crisis tn the later days of the Khrushchev 
decade. Secondly, the war in Vietnam and an 
apparent Soviet belief that U.S. military 
power was being increasingly committed to 
the suppression of so-called "national lib
eration" movements in the· Third World 
probably served also to persuade the 
Brezhnev-Kosygin regime that further meas
ures were needed to improve the Soviet 
Union's ability to project its military presence 
into areas like the Middle East, Africa and 
the Indian Ocean in support of Soviet policy. 

But an explanation couched solely in terms 
of Soviet response to the perceived posture 
and policy of the United Staites falls short of 
the mark. The tendency of the Soviet leader
ship to seek resolution of it.s political dilem
ma in Czechoslovakia through military 
pressure-first in the form of threatened in
tervention and then by actual invasion
serves to remind us that problems like ar
resting the erosion of Moscow's authorl.ty in 
East Europe count high also in the pattern 
Of Soviet priorities. Similarly, new difficulties 
with China in the Asian borderlands point 
to another source of motivation for the 
strengthening of Soviet arms. 

In addition to such external grounds for 
a steady rise in military allocations, the in
ternal play of Soviet elite politics and espe
cially the appetite of the military bureaucracy 
for a larger slice Of resources are factors 
which deserve close attention. In this connec
tion, the likelihood that the Soviet military 
hierachy under the Brezhnev-Kosygin regime 
has sought and obtained a more influential 
voice in decisions affecting the country's se
curity should not be overlooked, although 
the outward evidence available does not-
at least in my opinion indicate that the tra
ditional hold of the Soviet political leader
ship on the machinery of decisionmaking 
has been usurped by the m1lltary. 

Finally, whatever the explanations ad
vanced for the present scale of Soviet mili
tary outlays, I think it is also well to view 
the situation in broad historical perspective. 
Seen thus, the evolution of the Soviet mili
tary posture up to this point in time can 
perhaps best be understood as part of a larger 
historical process, stlll under way, marking 
the Soviet Union's emergence as one of the 
world's two super powers and reflecting the 
aspirations of its leaders to share the global 
stage with the United States. 

EXCERPT FROM QUESTIONING 

Senator PRoxMmE. I would like to ask Pro
fessor Fainsod this. Professor, you referred to 

Soviet politics as "bureaucratic politics," and 
that one of the primary concerns of the party 
leadership is that of mediating and balanc
ing the claims of the various groups making 
up the bureaucracy. Under the present lead
ership the military appear to have the upper 
hand, or at least more dominance than they 
have had in some recent periods. You know 
they are under heavy pressure to devote more 
resources to domestic problems. Do you see 
any signs that this pressure for domestic 
commitment is growing, or can the leader
ship continue indefinitely to be subjected to 
military demands? 

Mr. FAINson. I think there are limits. If 
the leadership is prepared to turn to the kind 
of patterns that Stalin used, I am sure that 
it can put a much greater squeeze on the 
people in terms of standards of living sac
rifices. But I think in the present state of 
development of the Soviet economy this kind 
of pressure has become counterproductive, 
that essentially the case for using economic 
incentives rather than mass terror is a kind 
of productive case. If of course the leader
ship feels itself in very great danger, I have 
no doubt that it would not hesitate to use 
very repressive means. But if it sees its fu
ture in terms of increases in productive or 
increases in production against, whether it 
be on the military or non-mil1tary side, it 
seexns to me it must and has turned increas
ingly toward the use of incentives as a way 
of evoking contributions to productivity. 

So that in this sense the groups of which 
I spoke, and even just ordinary workers, ordi
nary farmers, are in a position to affect pri
orities to a degree which they weren't able 
to affect them before. 

Now, this doesn't mean that the leader
ship is at the mercy of this environment 
group activity. It can make calculated con
cessions of a rather modest sort. And I think 
on the whole its concessions can be so de
scribed. And when it feels under pressure to 
increase its m111tary budget as it has in these 
last few years, something has to give. And 
if you study what has been happening you 
will notice that what has been giving has 
been investments in agriculture. And this 
has been openly acknowledged by Brezhnev 
in a recent statement. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I am 

sorry I did not hear all the Senator had 
to say, but the information furnished to 
him by the various professors he named 
is most interesting. 

During my last visit to Russia, believe 
it or not, I found in their very large cities, 
particularly in Siberia, a shortage of 
labor-something I never found before. 

As the Senator states, the number of 
people engaging in farming is quite large 
compared to ours. As I recall, it requires 
about 40 percent of the people in Russia 
who live on the farm to produce food for 
themselves and the rest of the popu
lation. Is that about the figure that was 
testified to? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. They said seven 
times as many people as we have in this 
country in agriculture. So perhaps it 
would. I am not sure whether the per
centage would be exactly 40 percent but 
perhaps it is in that area. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Around 40 to 42 
percent. Efforts are being made to re
duce the number of people on the farms, 
but they find that cannot be done be
cause Russian agriculture is not suffi
ciently mechanized. 

I visited a huge plant in Rostov-on
the-Don which manufactures har~esters. 
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They are being made in fairly large quan
tities but in the old style-very heavy, 
and inefficient. I asked them, "Why don't 
you improve the quality of your har
vesters?" The answer was that it would 
take them too long to retool, that they 
do not have sufficient personnel they 
could put to work to do that retooling 
so that a more modern harvester could 
be manufactured. Meanwhile, much iron 
and steel m~ed in the machines was being 
needlessly wasted. The same thing holds 
true in the oil fields around Baku. 

Mr. President, I discovered, on my last 
trip, that there are only two sources of 
manpower in Russia from which they 
can draw for industry. One is on the 
farm, and unless they can mechanize 
their farms so that it will take fewer 
people to produce food, I do not see that 
they can get many from the farms. 

Another source of labor, believe it or 
not, is the colleges. As the Senator knows, 
every student in Russia is allowed a free 
education in the elementary schools, 
high schools, or colleges. Many of the 
boys and girls who go to college are 
now learning that, even though they 
spend from 3 to as many as 5 years more 
in school than those who graduated only 
from high school, they do not get more 
opportunity than the high school gradu
ate obtains. It is a peculiar situation. I 
learned that there was much dissatisfac
tion among the students. They often 
wonder why it is that they should spend 
as many as 4 or 5 years in college and 
not get a better opportunity in industry 
than they have now. This goes back a 
long way into Communist ideology, when 
it was considered an article of faith that 
intellectuals and workers would be 
placed on the same footing. 

I asked the question why they con
tinued at college. The students said: 
"Well, that is one way to make a living, 
because we can go to college, and as long 
as we stay there, the Government pays 
us to go to school." 

That was their answer. But I believe 
the leadership will, sooner or later, as I 
said in my most recent report, change 
that system and make a better selection 
of those who are eligible to go to col
lege. 

As it is now, it is optional with the 
student. I was told that not much ef
fort is made by the Government to dis
courage a high school graduate from go
ing to college. As I said, all are offered 
a monthly stipend. It may be that this 
adds to the labor shortage. 

Another deficiency from which the 
Soviet Government is suffering is in 
transportation. Russia's railroad system 
is very deficient. There seems to be no 
effort made to change it or increase its 
efficiency. I would not be at all surprised 
if, because of the distances in Russia, 
which are so great, the Russians devel
oped an air transportation system rather 
than trying to depend on railroads. 

For example, most of the fruits and 
vegetables and other products of that 
kind are produced in Asiatic Russia, 
around Tashkent in Uzbek and Alma 
Ata in Kazakh, the largest republics in 
Asiatic Russia. The distance from those 
producing areas to Moscow or Lenin
grad, or other places where fruits and 

vegetables in large quantities could be 
consumed, is so great that those prod
ucts could not be shipped by train. 

I am sure efforts will be made to 
organize some method by which those 
products can be carried by air. I may 
be in error about that, but that is my 
belief. 

I wish to compliment the Senator from 
Wisconsin for his presentation. I have 
not read all he has said, but, from what 
I have heard, I think he is on sound 
ground. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I thank the dis
tinguished Senaitor. What he has said is 
most pertinent and relevant to the point 
I make. He believes there is a manpower 
or labor shortage in Russia. That is 
exactly why agriculture is so burdened. 
It absorbs so much manpower. If Russia 
could mechanize, if it could invest more 
of its resources in agriculture, and per
haps not so much in military, or at least 
decrease the rate at which it is making 
military expenditures, Russia could 
benefit in the long run by freeing her 
manpower. 

The second point the Senator made, 
about the college students in :ij.ussia, is 
very interesting. The principal reason for 
Russian student resentment, I suppose, 
is that in a society in which there is a 
great emphasis on working with one's 
hands on the farm, for example, or which 
has a great number of what we call blue 
collar workers, there is not the oppor
tunity for college graduates which ob
tains in a country like ours or West 
Europe, where there is more efficient 
agriculture and industry. 

Finally, the Senator makes a very 
valid point which, frankly, we missed in 
our hearings and which should be 
stressed, namely, the great importance 
to Russia now of a transportation sys
tem, whether it be air, highways, or rail. 
It will require an immense amount of in
vestment, whatever system is used. We 
have a great advantage in this country 
with our superb highway system, as well 
as our rail and air transportation sys
tems. The Russians must know of this 
U.S. advantage. That fact greatly re
duces the strength and force of her econ
omy. If Russia is to have a great im
provement in her economy, she must 
develop a transportation system. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
allowed the Senator under the unani
mous-consent agreement has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have an
other 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Wisconsin 
is recognized for an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The Senator stressed 
one point, which I overlooked until now. 
It is the production of fertilizers. Even 
in that field, there is much neglect be
cause, I presume, the Russians have de
voted so much of their resources in the 
development of military hardware, mis
siles, and so forth, and the creation of a 
heavY-industry base. I can foresee that, 
unless Russia produces more fertilizer 
for the farm, and unless she mechanizes 
her farms, things will get worse instead 
of better, in my opinion. 

As I stated in my last report, there is 
no doubt in my own mind that, as time 

goes on, fewer and fewer boys and girls 
will be desirous of going on the farm. 
I am very hopeful that things will 
change there, for their own good. I am 
very hopeful we can start talking peace 
meaningfully. We cannot approach the 
Russians, speak of desiring peace with 
them, and, in the next breath, talk about 
war, such as revitalizing the alliance in 
Western Europe and the program we are 
now discussing. 

It strikes me that we ought to be very 
frank and honest with them. Mr. Llew
ellyn Thompson, when he came back, 
stressed that one of the important things 
we should do in regard to Russia is to 
be at least honest with her. If we want 
to talk peace, let us do it, and not be 
building up for a war, which, in my opin
ion, will never come. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
He not only is chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
but he is a great expert in this area. He 
is probably the most fully informed and 
aware Senator with regard to the Soviet 
Union, in terms of having traveled there, 
five times, as he says, not for merely 
overnight visits, but spending many 
weeks in many parts of that great coun
try. I think his opinions should carry 
particular weight. His reports have been 
most useful to us in getting an under
standing of Russia. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Last week I had six 
moving picture showing at the audito
rium of my recent visit to Russia. I wish 
to say to Senators and others who were 
not able to see those moving picture 
shows-I have been asked to have oth
ers-that tomorrow at 5 o'clock, at the 
auditorium, there will again be a show
ing of those pictures. Probably next week 
I will again show those pictures. So those 
who are desirous of seeing them, and 
have not had the opportunity to do so 
yet, will have that opportunity. 

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HUGHES. I ask the Senator from 
Wisconsin, in line with the t ransporta
tion problems that have been suggested 
here, the Russians seem outwardly to be 
dedicated to developing their transporta
tion by sea. They certainly have made an 
economic decision to engage in building 
sea transport and in building submarines, 
probably to catch up with or surpass our 
submarine fleet. In world trade, they are 
certainly starting out on more than a 
competitive economic basis, in an attempt 
to compete with and surpass our great 
country in this area. Does the Senator 
believe, on the basis of his research and 
studies, that this is true? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, I do, indeed, in 
certain fields. We had testimony before 
our committee that, especially in the 
merchant marine area, the Soviet Union 
is making a substantial increase in in
vestment. It would not be hard to sur
pass this country, because we just do 
not have very much in the area of 
merchant marine, in comparison with 
our great resources and the capacity we 
could have if we wished to invest in that 
area. 

But once again, if they are going to 
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build up their capacity for foreign trade, 
they have to make a choice: They cannot 
do that and also these other things they 
so urgently would like to do, and engage 
in an arms race with the United States 
at the same time. 

Mr. HUGHES. To get to the latter part 
of the Senator's speech, when he was 
talking about the excellent weapons sys
tem this country has in comparison with 
what the Russians have, does he- believe 
that we are at a level of sufficiency in 
this regard at the present time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's additional time has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask unanimous 
consent for 3 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would say' on the 
basis of what I have heard and read, that 
we are. I do agree with those who say 
we must work to maintain our military 
sufficiency. We cannot take it for 
granted. 

I do think there are many weapons 
systems of those which have been pro
posed which are not required for us to 
maintain our military sufficiency. 

:Fior instance, I feel that an addi
tional aircraft carrier, when they do not 
have any, when we have 15, and when no 
other country is building any, is redun
dant. There is also a serious question in 
my mind whether we ought to have a 
supersonic manned bomber 8 years from 
now, when 8 years ago it was stated that 
it was becoming obsolete, and Russia is a 
long way from having as many manned 
bombers as we have. 

So I think there are areas where, even 
with the most skeptical view of the 
Soviet capacity and intention-skeptical 
in the sense of avoiding underrating 
them or their capacity-I think there 
are many areas where we can reduce the 
efforts proposed to us, and still maintain 
our sufficiency. 

Mr. HUGHES. In view of that fact, 
and in view of the fact that we are hope
fully about to begin some negotiations, 
it seems to me quite obvious that if we 
upset the balance of military power now 
either way, obviously the nation that 
feels it has lost the level of equality that 
it feels ought to be maintained is going 
to have to stall in whatever negotiations 
are begun until its sufficiency is again 
at a level of equality. Would that seem 
to make sense to the Senator? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That seems very 
logical to me. The notion that because 
we might be approaching negotiations, 
therefore we should rush in with every
thing we can think of to strengthen our 
so-called bargaining position, does not 
seem logical. I would agree with the im
plication of the Senator's remarks that 
these negotiations are vital to the United 
States and to the Soviet Union, and that 
it could well be that by a military over
commitment, we could upset them, or 
make them very difficult to work out or 
to develop; and we should keep that con
stantly in mind in voting on the military 
budget. 

Mr. HUGHES. I express my apprecia
tion to the Senator from Wisconsin for 
his enlightening presentation today, 
which I believe is especially valuable 
because of his particular background, the 

committees of which he has been chair
man, and the research he has done. I 
appreciate the fact that this matter has 
been brought before the Senate. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator 
from Iowa very much. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

TAX LEGISLATION 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I will· have 

printed in the RECORD the invitation I 
received to appear at the Democratic 
policy committee luncheon and the 
statement I made before the Democratic 
policy committee luncheon with regard 
to tax reform. 

I believe that statement will make it 
clear that it has always been my point 
that to act responsibly on tax reform 
measures would require a wait until at 
least December or maybe until sometime 
next year. 

That is the reason why I felt that any 
comprehensive type of tax reform should 
not be added to the extension of the sur
tax measure. That measure is viewed by 
us as being a measure of great urgency. 

I will also have printed in the RECORD 
a statement I made before the Senate 
Committee on Finance today explain
ing the procedural problem as it appears 
to me. 

At the conclusion of that statement, 
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. WIL
LIAMS) suggested that we should have 
an executive meeting on Thursday to 
discuss the problem. 

I requested the right to invite the 
Democratic policy committee to meet 
with the St-nate Committee on Finance 
so that there could be no misunder
standing or breakdown of communica
tions between the two, hoping that we 
could agree on procedure. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
material to which I have referred. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.O., May 22, 1969. 

Hon. RUSSELL LONG, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, Washing

ton, D.O. 
DEAR RussELL: Following up our conver

sation of a few days ago, at wh'lch time I re
quested that you attend the next meeting of 
the Polley Committee, I am taking this 
means to put that oral request in written 
form. 

As I told you, the Polley Committee re
quested Mr. Stanley Surrey to meet with it 
to d:J.scuss the question of taxes in general. 
It was the unanimous opinion of the Policy 
Committee that in line with its procedure 
not to overstep the bounds of any legislative 
committee, that you, as Chairman of the 
Finance Committee, should be there to give 
us the benefit of your views, your wisdom, 
and your counsel on this most important 
matter. This will be, in effect, a round robin 
discussion which we hope will be of educa
tional value to the Polley Committee, and 
we would be most happy and honored if you 
could see your way clear to sit in with us 
on Tuesday, May 27th in Room S-221, U. S. 
Capitol. 

Must close now, Russell, but with best per
sonal wishes and looking forward to seeing 
you, I a.Ill 

Most sincerely, 
MIKE MANSFIELD. 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR LONG TO THE DEMO
CRATIC POLICY COMMITTEE TAX REFORM 
LUNCHEON, MAY 27, 1969 
I want to applaud the Democratic Policy 

Committee for taking time from its impor
tant work to discuss the matter of tax re
form and I want to report on th~ role of the 
Committee on Finance in this area. 

Before giving that report, however, let me 
state that-except in general terms-I do not 
know what will be in the tax reform bill now 
being d·rafted in the House Ways and Means 
Oommi ttee. Certainly, the rules governing 
the tax-exempt foundations are going to be 
tightened and I am optomistic that a mini
mum income tax will be enacted to do some
thing about the fellow who is financially able 
to juggle his income and deductions in such 
a way as to avoid paying any Federal income 
tax--or perhaps only a token tax. Tha.t sort 
o.f exploitation of the tax law is a direct con
sequence of wealth. It creates an unfair 
preference in favor of the man who is for
tunate enough to make his money from the 
ownership of property as contrasted to peo
ple who earn their living with their hands. 

Thanks to hard work by people like Stanley 
Surrey a minimum tax, which I have long 
advocated, is close to enactment in thlls 91st 
Congress. It will do much to bolster taxpayer 
morale and confidence in our v.oluntary self
assessmen t tax syste:In. 

Now, in exploring the role of the Finance 
Committee in tax matt&s I want to point 
out that the Senate must operate under 
a constitutional · infirmity which reserves to 
the House of Representatives the power to 
originate tax measures. We 'can't act in the 
tax area until we have received a bill from 
the House and then we can only amend the 
House bill. 

Thus, if an idea develops in the Sena.te for 
a major tax change the chances are the·House 
is going to get first crack at that suggestion 
and if its a good one they are going to get 
credit for it. If it's a bad one the Senate is 
going to get the blame for not taking it out 
of the House bill. 

The suspension of the investment tax 
credit in 1966 ls a good example of the first 
point. I offeTed an amendment to suspend it 
in August. In September, the President sub
mitted a recommendation to Congress that 
it be suspended. In OctobeT, the House passed 
a bill to do it, and was widely hailed for eas
ing the pressures on the money markets and 
slowing inflation. But the fact rema.ins that 
the impetus for that legislation came from 
the Senate. 

Now, the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
and the Revenue Acts of 1962 and 1964 all 
represent great tax reform efforts. 

But in talking about tax reform, we have 
to understand what we mean. To some peo
ple, tax reform is a process of simplifica
tion-getting the law to a state where com
mon ordinary people and businessmen can 
read the statutes and determine how much 
tax they owe. Unfortunately, our tax law is 
too complicated, and we are always in need 
of this type of tax reform. 

To other people, tax reform is a means of 
achieving equity between tax payers with 
similar inconle. Generally, what we mean 
here is tha.t tax payers in similar lines of 
business or with similar types of income 
should pay similar amounts of tax. Equity 
can also mean bringing persons with differ
ent incomes into a better tax paying bal
ance with each other-relating the tax 
schedules to ability to pay. To yet another 
group, tax reform means additional revenues 
to the Federal Government-revenues tha.t 
can be put to work to better the lives of all 
our citizens. But, before anyone gets the im
pression that tax reform invariably means 
higher taxes, let me stress that some of the 
more significant reforms have actually 
brought tax reductions, and tax increases. 
The investment tax credit in 1962 is one. The 
dividend credit in 1954 is another. It was 
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subsequently repealed and the repeal, too, 
was viewed as a tax reform. The tax reduc
tions in the Revenue Act of 1964 totaling 
more than $13 billion was a ml!-jor tax re
form. And so was the repeal of most excise 
taxes in 1965. 

Let me make this simple observation about 
tax reform. Nearly every provision of the 
tax law that is the target of today's tax 
reform was looked on as a tax reform itself 
when it was written into the law. The "rea
sonable allowance" for depletion first grant
ed in 1916 reformed the 1913 law which pre
vented a recovery of costs. "Discovery value" 
depletion was a reform when it came along in 
1918. "Percentage depletion" in 1926 was a 
tax reform in the nature of simplification of 
discovery depletiton. Now, tax reform of 
percentage depletion is being discussed by 
those who do not understand the minerals 
industry. 

Now the significant point about this is that 
the first tax reform was in the name of 
equity. So was the 1918 reform. It recog
nized that what was being depleted was the 
mineral in the ground. The third tax re
form-percentage depletion-involved tax 
simplification. The tax reform now being dis
cussed is raised in the name of revenue. 

Capital gains was a major reform when 
this liberal tax rule was first enacted in 
1921. It recognized that some income accrues 
over a period longer than the taxable year, 
and it should not be taxed at the high gradu
ated rates generally applicable to income 
earned in a single year. Since 1921 a great 
many features have been added to the capital 
gains provision broadening its scope and re
ducing the tax on a host of different types 
of income where some lower rate seemed ap
propriate. The income averaging rules con
stituted a tax reform when they came into 
law---but they were not very compre
hensive. Congress reformed the averaging 
rules again in 1964 with an overall rule 
which applies all sorts of situations, except 
where gambling gains are involved. Our ef
forts since 1964 have been to discourage fur
ther enlargement of the capital gain rule, and 
I might say we have been quite successful. 

The divident credit enacted the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 was looked on as a 
tax reform responding to the argument that 
corporation income was subject to double 
taxation. Its repeal in 1964 was a tax reform 
move also. 

Accelerated depreciation dating from 1954 
was a tax ret:orm and the special rules for 
recapturing excess accelerated depreciation 
deductions at ordinary income rates-with 
respect to personal property in 1962 and with 
respect to real property in 1964-were also 
tax reforms. They stopped the conversion of 
ordinary income into tax-favored capital 
gains. 

The investment tax credit was considered 
a major tax reform by President Kennedy in 
1962 when it was enacted. It was the back
bone of the Revenue Act of that year. Today, 
in a different climate and with a new set of 
priorities tax reform dictates that the invest
ment credit be repealed. I might point out 
that once again the impetus for its repeal 
came from the Senate. 

In another area it was tax refdrm motiva
tions which prompted amendments to foster 
the development of private charitable 
foundations. Witness the unlimited charita
ble contribution deduction and the tax ex
emption for these institutions. Today, tax 
reform demands that foundations be severely 
restricted in their operations and that the 
unlimited charitable contribution deduc
tion-a favorite device for avoiding Federal 
income tax-be repealed. 

The system of private pension plans we 
have in this country developed under favor
able tax amendments specifically designed 
to encourage employers to look after the 
retirement needs of their employees. Indeed 
social security itself rests on a tax base. 

Here tax reform has been adapted to mold 
and shape a socially desirable system of pen
sion and retirement benefits, easing the 
financial burden on those whose working 
days are past. Today, the tax purist looks at 
the tax benefits associated with pension 
plans, concludes they are too generous and 
calls for reform. 

These illustrations demonstrate, I believe, 
that tax reform is not a phenomenon of 1968 
and 1969. It is a part of the never-ending 
process of legislating in the light of changing 
situations. 

While a great deal of attention 1s presently 
focused on the closing of "loopholes" I can 
point to countless provisions of the tax law 
which prior Congresses put there to close 
the loopholes of their time. The personal 
holding company tax 1s one. The wash sale 
provision which prevents the creation of 
artificial losses in securities transactions is 
another. So are the provisions which deny 
capital gains treatment--or prevent the de
duction of losses--in the case of sales be
tween spouses or between a man and his 
controlled corporation. The tax on improp
erly accelerated surplus of corporations and 
the provision ignoring the corporate entity 
when tax gimmickry is involved are still 
others. 

As a matter of fact one of the principal 
reasons the tax law is so complicated is be
cause we have gone to great lengths to pre
vent loopholes in the new tax concessions 
Congress enacts. A look at the investment 
credit provisions with special recapture rules 
for early disposition of the property, reduced 
credits for short-lived prope.rty and for prop
erty acquired by tax favored organizations, 
and denial of credits for property used out
side the United States-all these restraints 
attest to our efforts to close loopholes before 
they really develop. 

Examine the election in Subchapter S for 
small corporations to have their income taxed 
directly to their shareholders, thus avoiding 
the corporate income tax, and you will see 
the same pattern of concern. 

As a matter of fact, we have done such 
a good job of closing possible loopholes in new 
legislation that few of the suggestions for 
tax reform are aimed at recent amendments. 
Most of them are directed at provisions which 
came into the law prior to the Intern.al 
Revenue Code of 1954. And many of them go 
back to the period before the depression. 

These are the tough ones. As I have al
ready observed most of them were looked on 
as desirable tax objectives when they came 
into the law. For many of them a strong case 
can be made that they are still desirable ob
jectives. For instance the cash method ac
counting that farmers use dates from an 
Internal Revenue Ruling of 1916 designed to 
simplify tax reporting since most farmers 
could not understand accrued method ac
counting. Although we have fewer farmers 
now than we had then, and our farmers to
day are more sophisticated, simplicity of tax 
reporting is still a desirable objective. I'd 
like to offer every taxpayer a simplified meth
od of reporting his income and paying his 
tax. 

Unfortunately, the extension of capital 
gains treatment to livestock in 1951, com
bined with the favorable accounting rules of 
1916, have created a very generous tax pref
erence that has attracted non-farmers into 
the farm economy for tax reasons rather 
than good business reasons. At the present 
time there are at least four separate and dif
ferent solutions before Congress to modify 
this situation in varying degrees and each 
one of them is heralded as a tax reform. 

Now we'll take this farm loss issue and all 
the suggested solutions in the Fina.nee Com
mittee and we will study them and come to 
a decision as to what we think we should 
recommend to the Senate. We'll do the same 
thing with every other issue involved in 
tax reform. If we find loopholes in the law 

I am confident we will close them, and 
in the process we will probably also tighten 
up on a lot of tax concessions that are not 
loopholes. 

At this point let me offeT some comments 
on the question of timing of a tax reform 
bill and then I want to demonstrate why 
I believe the Finance Committee is beooming 
a more dynamic and significant force in the 
legislative process of enacting a tax bill. 

It is a matter of fact that the Senate acts 
on major tax legislation in about one-half 
the time 1't takes for the House to prepare 
a bill and send it to us. And we are able to 
do this despite the fact that they act on 
tax bllls under a closed rule which generally 
prohibits floor amendments and which 
usually limits debate to only four hours. 
Oontrast that with the rule of unlimited de
bate under which we operate in the Senate 
and note that printed amendments to major 
tax bills now run over 100--and I mean the 
substantive amendments that Senators want 
to offer from the Floor. It becomes truly 
amazing that we are able to act as expedi
tiously as we do. 

Let me relaite the time span for considera
tion of the last three major income tax 
bills-the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 
and the Revenue Acts of 1962 and 1964. 

We received the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1965 nine and one-half months after the 
House Ways and Means Committee started 
to work on it. Five months later the Senate 
passed the bill and sent it to Conference. 

Turning now to the Revenue Act of 1962, 
we find that the President submitted his 
recommendations to Congress in April o:t 
1961. One year later, in April 1962, the bill 
passed the House and oame before the Fi
nance Committee. We began public hearings 
the same day we got the bill. The hearings 
lasted 29 days, covering 5000 pages of testi
mony in 12 printed volumes. Despite this 
lengthy hearing and the consideration of 
more than 200 amendments the Senate 
passed the 1962 Act and sent it to conference 
in just four and one-half months--0nly 
slightly more than one-third of the time 
the bill was under coPiSidemtion in the 
House. 

The legislative history of the Revenue Act 
of 1964 reflects the same pattern. The House 
worked on it for 10 months before they sent 
it to the Senate in September of 1963. Thirty
two days of hearings were held on the bill 
in the Finance Committee. Nevertheless, 
only four months elapsed before the Senate 
passed the bill and sent it to conference. 

Two significant facts emerge from this 
examination of the past. First, it takes longer 
than a single year to complete the legisla
tive enactment of a major tax bill. Work on 
the 1954 Code began in June, 1953; the law 
was enacted in August 1954. The Revenue 
Act of 1962 was initiated in April, 1961, but 
enactment did not come until October, 
1962. The Revenue Act of 1964 began with 
President Kennedy's message of January 24, 
1963. It was completed in February, 1964 
and I might say that the assassination of 
President Kennedy in the fall of 1963 with 
the resultant surge of sentiment to enact 
the measure for which -he labored the last 
year of his life probably spurred Congress to 
pass the bill several months sooner than 
would otherwise be the case. There was a lot 
of reluctance to cutting individual income 
taxes-and revenues-in the face of the 
budget deficits we were experiencing. 

The second fact is that the Senate invari
ably acts more swiftly on major tax legisla
tion than the House of Representatives. 

Applying this history to the present situa
tion we observe that the House Ways and 
Means Committee has already devoted four 
months to tax reform. 

The most optimistic predictions are that 
they will send us a bill in August--three 
months away. Assuming they meet that 
schedule and that we begin hearings in the 

. 
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Finance Committee right after Labor Day 
(Congress will be in recess from August 13 
until after Labor Day) it would probably be 
December before the Senate passes the bill. 
Even so it would be a tremendous accom
plishment to pass a major tax bill in less than 
one year. 

Now, as I have mentioned, the Committee 
on Finance and the Senate are becoming 
more innovative and effective in the tax 
legislative processes. For instance, when 
other approaches had failed, a tax amend
ment assured the legality of the merger of 
the two major professional football leagues 
and fostered the single player draft, thereby 
reducing a tremendous financial strain on 
that industry. The tax check-off amendment, 
by which a taxpayer could direct the use of 
$1 of his tax payment for presidential cam
paign purposes, is another illustration of 
Senate innovation in the tax area. Although 
the tax check-off was suspended a few 
months after it was enacted-and the sus
pension itself was Senate motivated-it has 
focused the attention of the nation on a 
problem we are going to have to deal with, 
probably before the next presidential election 
in 1972. 

Indeed the 10 percent tax surcharge and 
the restraint on Federal spending in this 
fiscal year-which has made possible the 
first budget surpl~ in a good many years-
was enacted as a Senate amendment. I would 
have preferred a change in the tax rates 
to the surcharge and my own amendment to 
provide an increase in the tax rates was at 
the desk when the surcharge amendment 
was agreed to. The many, many complaints 
we have had about the surcharge suggest 
to me that we would have done better from 
the standpoint of the public relations if we 
had taken the rate increase route. 

In the Revenue Act of 1962 a Senate 
amendment (which I offered) assured en
actment of the investment tax credit. It re
quired that the depreciable basis for the 
property involved be decreased by the amount 
of the investment credit so that there wo'llld 
be no pyramiding of tax benefits. A Senate 
amendment calling for reporting to the 
tax collector of interest and dividend pay
ments made to depositors and shareholders 
closed off a massive "leakage" in the tax 
system. This amendment was offered after it 
became clear that withholding of tax on 
this sort of income would not be passed. 

The tie-breaking vote I cast in the Com
mittee on the question of taxing foreign in
come of United States corporations and 
their subsidiaries probably saved those pro
visions. I cast that vote by telephone from 
Louisiallla after the case for and against 
the amendment had been explained to me 
by Senators calling from the executive session 
of the Committee. 

In the Revenue Act of 1964 a move in the 
Finance Committee to substitute an in
crease in the personal exemption for the 
rate reductions provided by the House bill 
was successfully resisted, guaranteeing that 
American taxpayers would realize their first 
tax rate reduction since the Korean War. 

In another area, one of the important Sen
ate amendments to the 1964 Aot deleted a 
series of House provisions which would have 
substantially liberalized the capital gains 
treatment for property held longer than 
three years. This liberalization had been 
linked to a proposal to tax unrealized appre
ciation in value of property held at death, 
but in a last-minute maneuver the House 
Ways and Means Committee decided not to 
change the law with respect to property held 
at death. However, it left the provision low
ering the capital gains tax in the bill. 

We deleted those provisions in the Finance 
Committee a,nd during the debates on the 
bill we demonstrated for the Senate how 
capital gains have permitted many high in
come individuals to ::,ay inordinately low 
taxes. I have observed that in terms of sheer 

size capital gains is the "granddaddy" of all 
the tax preferences, and we just could not 
justify making capital gains still more re
warding and we made this attitude stick in 
conference. 

More currently, the present move for tax 
reform really got its start as a Senate amend
ment which we prevailed upon the House to 
accept, calling on the President to submit 
recommendations for tax reform to Congress 
by December 31, 1968. Those recommenda
tions, actually submitted by Treasury tech
nicians in February of this year are now the 
backbone of the tax reform effort underway 
in the House Ways and Means Committee. 

So in a large measure the present tax re
form move owes its momentum to two sig
nificant developments, both of which oc
curred in the Senate. First, the enactment 
of the surtax, which has created a great un
rest among taxpayers across the land, caus
ing a public demand for tax reform. Second
ly, was the advance work on tax reform done 
by the Treasury Department in response to 
the Senate amendment calling for tax re
form suggestions. When the call came much 
Of the work was already done. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE SURTAX BY THE SENATE 

(Press release of Committee on Finance, U.S. 
Senate) 

Before ending this phase of hearings on 
the surtax bill, the Chairman would like to 
make his position on this bill clear, if that 
is possible. To begin with, I am thoroughly 
confused about whatever it ls that the 
Democratic Policy Committee wants this 
Committee to do. I have been a member of 
the Senate for more than 20 years and a 
member of the Committee on Finance for 
more than 16. During those years I have 
managed major revenue bills recommended 
by former President, John F. Kennedy and 
Lyndon B. Johnson. 

But unfortunately, I had no such expe
rience with the present policy of the Demo
cratic Policy Committee, because at that time 
the Democratic Policy Committee did not 
seek to provide guidance to Committees and 
Committee Chairman about House revenue 
bills much less provide such guidance even 
before the bills reached the Senate. The pro
cedure is completely new to me and there
fore, I find myself groping for an answer just 
as the Policy Committee itself is groping for 
an answer to its own policy. 

Before this bill came to the Senate, the 
Democratic Polley Committee requested me 
to meet with that Committee and discuss 
tax reform s.uggestions. The Democratic 
Polley Committee had one expert with them, 
a fair, distinguished and able man who is a 
former high government official. I was invited 
back again two weeks later without any prior 
knowledge of the subject to be discussed. At 
that meeting th-e Democratic Policy Commit
tee agreed to a resoluiton as follows: 

"Whereas, the Senate Majority Policy Com
mittee, having met and considered the mat
ter of the extension of the income tax sur
charge, hereby resolves: 

"That meaningful tax reforms should be 
adopted as a means of achieving an equitable 
national income tax policy, and further 
resolves, 

"That any proposal to extend the income 
tax surcharge be considered simultaneously 
with recommendations on meaningful tax 
reform and further resolves, 

"That the present income tax withholding 
rates be continued after June 30, 1969 for a 
period of one quarter to permit full con
sideration and disposition of the reform and 
extension of the surtax." 

The original text of this resolution used the 
words "full and comprehensive tax reform" 
instead of "meaningful" as was in the pub
lished resolution. It is because I pointed out 
to the Policy Committee that lt could take 
many months or even years to draft a full 
and comprehensive tax reform measure that 

the word "meaningful" was substituted for 
"full and comprehensive" in its resolution. 

I explained to the Policy Committee that 
tax reform meant different things to different 
people. It was my suggestion that the Com
mittee on Finance should report whatever 
bill the Committee could agree upon, and 
Senators could offer any amendment they 
chose when the bill reached the fioor. 

It was my thought that the Senate would 
approve those amendments that a majority 
of the Senators favored and vote down those 
amendments which a majority of the Senate 
did not favor. We have proceeded that way 
with revenue bills for the twenty years that 
I have served here. 

This important measure has been of major 
concern to the President of the United States 
and to the Secretary of the Treasury. Both 
of them have expressed fear of the utter 
chaos that could discend upon this nation, 
if this bill-which is the only Administra
tion measure at this point seeking to main
tain a stable economic and fl.seal condition 
in our land-should fail to be enacted. 

Their concern has been shared by public 
expression of every living ex-Secretary of the 
Treasury, including such men as Joe Barr, 
Henry Fowler, Douglas Dillon, Bob Anderson, 
George Humphrey and John Snyder. All of 
these financial leaders have deplored the 
present situation which jeopardizes the abil
ity of the Federal government to pay its 
debts currently. They deplore the plight of 
the President and they deplore the plight 
of the nation if this bill should fail. It would 
be of the utmost concern to all of them and 
to the President if the present surtax should 
not be expeditiously extended. Therefore, as 
Chairman of this Committee, I undertook to 
set up a schedule which would bring this 
bill before the Senate prior to the expira
tion date set by law-July 31. That is the 
basis upon which this Committee is pro
ceeding. 

Now, it has been suggested that two bills 
should be reported by the Committee on Fi
nance before the first bill is considered. That 
came as a surprise to me when it was first 
suggested, just as it surprised Senator 
Muskie who was a member of the Policy 
COmmittee. His remarks on the Floor yester
day suggested that he felt the two bills ap
proach was contrary to the resolution of the 
Democratic Policy Committee. 

Fortunately for us, the task today is 
simple--we will now conclude the hearings 
of the public witnesses testifying on the 
suspension of the investment tax credit. I 
would hope that we can hear Senators next 
week who desire to testify on the tax reform 
proposals they plan to offer to this bill. 
Then I will seek to obtain for the Commit
tee the benefit of further guidance, after 
Which the Committee can then decide if it 
wishes to hear further testimony or com
mence voting. 

As Chairman of this Committee I regret 
that there has been a misunderstanding of 
how I intend to proceed with this bill. It 
was my intention to satisfy the views of the 
President, Secretary of the Treasury as well 
as the Democratic Policy Committee by 
promptly reporting to the Senate a bill which 
would improve upon the House-passed meas
ure and add some meaningful tax reform in 
addition to that which is already in the 
House bill. 

I might say that I have often been ad
vised by a President or a Secretary of the 
Treasury or even by my Majority Leader 
that a bill was important or that it had 
something in it that should not be there 
or that it lacked a feature which should be 
in it. That is nothing new to me. If I had 
not received the guidance of the Democratic 
Policy Committee I would not have known 
what to do with this bill. Major revenue 
measures are no novelty to the Committee on 
Finance. 

I do not presume to speak for the Demo-
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crats on this Committee nor do I presume 
to speak for the Republicans except as they 
authorize me to speak for them. But in pro
ceeding with the consideration of the sur
tax bill I am not unmindful of the major 
tax reform measure being readied for House 
action by the Committee on Ways and Means. 
That Committee has dedicated Ltself to tax 
reform and the President and the Secretary 
of the Treasury has committed the Admin
istration to tax reform. The Senate itself is 
gripped with tax reform fever. 

But the pressing business now is to main
tain the fiscal integrity of the Federal gov
ernment and give the President the tools he 
says are needed to contain inflation. 

As Chairman of the Committee on Finance 
it is my purpose to try and bring men of good 
will rogether so that the dual goals of fiscal 
policy and tax reform can be achieved in the 
best interest of the nation. I thought that 
was also the purpose of the resolution of the 
Democratic Policy Committee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I appreciate the statement the 
Senator from LouisianR. has made. I ap
preciate his willingness to call the com
mittee into executive session on Thurs
day in order that we can consider the 
Possibility of taking action on reporting 
the surtax bill from the committee. 

I think it is very important that we do 
consider in our committee major tax re
form proposals, and I agree completely 
with the chairman that to do so properly 
will take rather extended hearings. 

I do not think it is good for the country 
or for the economy of the country to 
postpone action on the surtax or the 
question of repeal of investment credit 
until after the hearings have been com
pleted on major tax refo1·ms and the 
committee can act. That could take until 
October. 

I was hoping that we could proceed in 
an orderly manner. I was hoping that 
we could act on the surtax bill, which 
came from the House, and then, as the 
chairman has already announced, pro
ceed next week to the hearing of any re
form proposal of any Senator. By hold
ing these hearings now we would be 
ready to mark up the bill soon after it 
is received from the House. Perhaps the 
House would have included their amend
ments as a part of the House bill; if not 
we could consider their suggestions. 

I think we need major tax reform. The 
country is desirous of it. I have a strong 
interest in it; however, if we try to com
bine the two the delay will do a great 
disservice to the country. 

I appreciate the fact that the chair
man is willing to call the committee into 
executive session later this week and give 
us a chance to decide on rePorting the 
surtax bill. 

I would welcome the presence of the 
Democratic policy committee if they 
want oo appear before the Finance Com
mittee and express their views. 

However, in all due respect to the Dem
ocratic policy committee, as I have 

· pointed out, this is a measure that af
fects the country as a whole. It is a 
measure on which the Senate as a whole, 
both Republican and Democratic Sena
tors, have a vital decision to make. I do 
not think the decision as to what we 
should not do is one that we can delegate 
to either the Republican policy commit
tee or the Democratic Policy committee. 

I think that this is something we should 
sit down together and work out. 

I most respectfully point out to my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
that when the tax bill was passed last 
year it was enacted in a bipartisan man
ner. It was cosponsored by Senator 
Smathers of Florida and me, and while 
President Johnson was in the White 
House. 

I think the question of an extension 
of this topic now merits that same bi
partisan approach at this time. And I 
hope that we can get it. 

Again I want to express my apprecia
tion to the chairman of our committee 
for his courtesy in extending to the mi
nority members an opportunity to ex
press their views by cialling this executive 
session for later this week. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished chairman of the 
Finance Committee, who is always fair 
and always considerate to members of 
his committee and Members of the 
Senate. 

The Senator keeps in mind the inter
est of our total economy. We are faced 
with very definite problems. We need 
more revenue. The financial situation is 
acute. 

It is easy to have a lot of talk about 
tax reform, and there should be tax 
reform. 

Many of the provisions about which 
there is discussion of having reform have 
been in the Internal Revenue Code for 
30, 40, or 50 years. We cannot strike 
them out either in the committee or on 
the floor without giving people a hearing. 

I will give an illustration. One of the 
proposals relates to gifts that have an 
appreciated value to churches, hospitals, 
and colleges. 

It would be unthinkable to change 
the status of that until we had heard 
from all parties involved. And to insist 
on combining the proposals for reform 
in the revenue bill may result in having 
neither reform nor a revenue bill. 

Mr. President, I thank the Senator. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR 
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS
SILE TEST FACILITIES AT KW A
JALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair lays before the Senate the unfin
ished business, which will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 2546) 
to authorize app\t'opriations during the 
fiscal year 1970 for procurement of 
aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and 
tracked combat vehicles, and research, 
development, test, and evaluation for 
the Armed Forces, and to authorize 
the construction of test facilities at Kwa
jalein Missile Range, and to prescribe 
the authorized personnel strength of the 
Selected Reserve of each reserve compo
nent of the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS) is recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, one of the 
major responsibilities of our Government 
is to maintain the peace and avoid the 
involvement in war. It is when the United 
States is strong-spiritually, economi
cally, and militarily-that we will have 
the greatest success in preventing both 
large wars and small wars. Strength and 
firmness on the part of the United States 
are instruments of peace. Vacillation and 
appeasement are invitations to war. Such 
is the verdict of history. 

I shall support the anti-ballistic-mis
sile proPQsal because I am convinced that 
to do so enhances the cause of peace. I 
am convinced that to fail to provide for 
this defensive weapon will lessen our 
chances for peace. At a time like this, we 
should give to the President of the United 
States our unified support and every in
strument that strengthens his Position in 
dealing with the Communist world. 

An awesome responsibility rests on the 
President of the United States. He is 
committed to the task of carrying on dis
cussions with the Soviet leaders. I appeal 
to my colleagues to do all that is within 
their power to strengthen the position of 
the United States in these momentous 
times. 

We should all realize the gravity of the 
situation. This is one issue where the out
come may rest upon one Senator. Theo
retically, at least, it is possible for one 
Senator to bring into being an anti-bal
listic-missile system to add to the 
strength of our Nation, or for that same 
Senator, by his vote, to tip the scales so 
that the measure is defeated. We should 
approach this not as a popularity contest. 
Fifty-one votes will authorize the ABM, 
which will bring protection to our coun
try, add to its strength, and give us some
thing that will deter aggression. A mere 
49 votes for the ABM, assuming all Mem
bers of the Senate are present and vot
ing, will deny this protection, not to the 
President personally but rather to our 
country. 

Today there is a movement afoot to 
downgrade those who are charged with 
the defense of our country. There are 
those who preach disarmament and 
stress rapproachment with a potential 
enemy that understands only strength. 
There are some who view our relations 
with the Communist world by a double 
standard. When the Communists develop 
a new nuclear weapon system it is not 
destabilizing. When the United States 
proposes a defensive nuclear system it is 
an escalation. 

The international graveyards of his
tory are full of the corpses of those who 
believed that appeasement and weakness 
would not be challenged by an aggressor. 

Today, America stands at a cross
roads. While we debate whether or not 
a defensive system is needed to protect 
our retaliatory capability, the Soviet 
Union is expanding its offensive on all 
fronts. 

Ad hoc committees against the ABM 
are being formed. Anti-ABM books are 
being written and leaflets are being dis
tributed. The propaganda mills of the 
unilateral disarmers are going full tilt. 

It is interesting to note that those 
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groups who stress that the Safeguard 
ABM system will not work because it 
has not been tested in the environment 
in which it must be used are some of 
the same groups who pleaded so elo
quently for the limited test ban treaty. 
This treaty prevents the United States 
from testing in the atmosphere or outer 
space. I voted against the limited test 
ban treaty, and I well remember dur
ing the debate that we were all assured 
that we could accomplish whatever nu
clear tests were needed for our defense 
underground. Would those opponents of 
the ABM now suggest that we abrogate 
the limited test ban treaty in order to 
test the ABM? I think not. 

I believe those who t0ld us then and 
tell us now that the ABM can be suc
cessfully tested without the resumption 
of atmospheric testing. I am concerned 
when I hear those who do not have the 
awesome responsibility of decision criti
cize and carp. I wonder about those who, 
when they were in government, raised no 
objection to ABM concepts, but now 
without the responsibility of command 
speak so eloquently in opposition from 
their ivory towers. 

I believe Dr. John Foster, Director of 
Research and Engineering for the De
fense Department, when he stated be
fore the Armed Services Committee that 
the ABM will perform the task assigned 
to it. 

Let me point out some of the reasons 
the Ull!ited States needs an ABM sys
tem. 

The Soviet Union has one and possibly 
two ABM systems-the first around Mos
cow, and the second, the so-called Tal
linn system, spread throughout the So
viet Union. These systems are already 
deployed. We, on the other hand, have 
none. 

The Soviets have greatly increased 
their offensive capability. Former Sec
retary of Defense Clark Clifford in his 
prepared statement of January 16, 1969, 
said: 

We estimate that as of September 1, 1968, 
the Soviets had approximately 900 ICBM 
launchers operational, compared with 570 in 
mid-1967, and 250 in mid-1966, an increase 
of well over threefold in a period of little 
more than two years. 

According to Adm. H. G. Rickover, the 
Soviet Union has greatly increased its 
offensive ballistic missile submarines. In 
a letter to the Senator from Rhode Island 
<Mr. PASTORE), vice chairman of the 
joint committee, Admiral Rickover said: 

In the single year 1968, the Soviets put to 
sea a new type ballistic missile submarine 
as well as several new types of nuclear attack 
submarines-a feat far exceeding anything we 
have ever done .... 

In November 1967, former Secretary of 
Defense McNamara revealed that the 
Soviet Union had developed a fractional 
orbital bombardment system-FOBS. 
This FOBS target cannot be determined 
until 3 minutes and 500 miles from the 
target. 

Secretary of Defense Laird revealed in 
testimony before the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee that the Soviet arsenal 
contains over 200 SS-9 missiles, each one 
capable of delivering up to 25 megatons 
on our Minuteman missiles. 

Despite overwhelming evidence of a re
cent increase in the Soviet offensive as 
well as defensive capability, we still hesi
tate to defend ourselves. 

The anti-ballistic-missile system pro
posed by President Nixon on March 14, 
1969, is a defensive system to protect 
U.S. retaliatory capability. It has been 
suggested by some that this defensive 
move on our part constitutes an escala
tion of the East-West arms race. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. Rather 
than escalation, a defensive ABM sys
tem is a stabilizing factor. Even oppo
nents of the ABM system concede that it 
is not another round in the arms race. 

In an exchange with the Senator from 
Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON) during hear
ings before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee, Dr. Wolfgang Panofsky discussed 
this point: 

Senator SYMINGTON. Dr. Panofsky, I would 
ask this question: If we a.re successful in 
defending Minuteman bases in this way, and 
if they desire to maintain parity, would they 
not increase their ICBMs? 

Dr. PANOFSKY. Only if they were genuinely 
interested in a first strike postlM'e. If they 
were satisfied by a second strike posture, 
then, if we increased the defense of our Min
uteman bases by ABMs, they would not have 
to increase their ICBM force. (Page 341, 
March 28, 1969) 

Dr. Hans Bethe, professor of physics, 
Oornell University, then opposing the 
Sentinel ABM system, stated: 

A completely different concept of ABM is 
to deploy it around Minuteman silos and 
command and oonrtrol centers. This applica
tion hais gone in and out of Defense Depart
ment plranning. I am in favor cxf such a 
scheme at the appropriate time. My ma.in 
reason for being in favor is that such a de
ployment would stabilize the strategdc situa
tion rather than the opposite. (Page 39) 

Dr. Bethe's statement was made on 
March 6, 8 days before President Nixon 
announced the Safeguard system which 
would accomplish precisely what Dr. 
Bethe advocated. 

I have been discussing Soviet strength 
and capability to wage war. Let me re
view Soviet past behavior. 

Less than a year ago, in August 1968, 
the Soviet Union ruthlessly invaded the 
territory of an ally-Czechoslovakia. If 
the Soviet Union would do this to an 
ally, what would it do to a potential foe? 

In 1962 the Soviet Union placed of
fensive nuclear missiles in Cuba, 90 miles 
from our shores. 

In 1956 the Soviets brutally stamped 
out the freedom fighters of Hungary. 

And for those who prefer long-range 
history, who can forget that in 1940 the 
Soviet Union joined with Nazi Germany 
in a nonaggression pact? 

In America today, our problem is to 
alert the people to the threat of the in
ternational Communist conspiracy. We 
have to reach the heartland of America. 
We have to avoid the siren calls of the 
disgruntled intellectuals. We must alert 
the people to the problems around us as 
President Eisenhower did in his farewell 
speech given on January 17, 1961. It is 
interesting that one sentence-no, really 
three words, "military-industrial com
plex"-is almost solely quoted from that 
speech. How many have read the speech 
in its entirety? President Eisenhower 

referred to the Communists in that 
speech when he said: 

We face a hostile ideology-global in scope, 
atheistic in character, ruthless in purpose, 
and insidious in method. Unhiappily the 
danger it poses promises to be of indefinite 
duration. 

In another part of his excellent ad
dress, President Eisenhower said: 

In holding scientific resea.rc!h and discovery 
in respect, as we should, we must also be alert 
to the equal and opposite danger that public 
policy could itself become the captive of a 
scientific-technological ell te. 

I have rarely seen these Portions 
quoted in our news media and, therefore, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD the entire speech by Pres
ident Eisenhower to follow my state
ment. 

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

(See exhibit U 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the choice 

today is ours. Communist nations are on 
the march. Our leaders, both Democrats 
and Re_µublicans, urge us to def end our
selves. The last three Secretaries of De
fense urged the development of an anti
ballistic-missile system. There is no par
tisanship in this cry for defense. I re
gret that some members of my own party 
may not see the dangers of taking first 
one step, then another, and still another 
toward peace at any price. 

What is past is prologue. I only hope 
we will remember it was the Soviet Union 
that broke the informal atmospheric 
testing moraitorium in 1961. During that 
test series, the Soviets detonated a 60-
megaton terror weapon. They broke that 
informal moratorium while their repre
sentatives sat with ours in peaceful dis
cussions in Geneva. If we do not learn 
from the past, we are doomed in the 
future. 

I strongly urge thait every Member of 
the Senate vote for the defensive Safe
guard system. To do otherwise is an invi
tation to disaster. 

EXHIBIT 1 
FAREWELL RADIO AND TELEVISION ADDRESS TO 

THE AMERICAN PEOPLE,_ JANUARY 17, 1961 
[Delivered from the President's Office at 

8:30 p.m.] 
My fellow Americans: 

Three days from now, after half a century 
in the service of our.country, I shall lay down 
the responsibilities of office as, in traditional 
and solemn ceremony, the authority of the 
Presidency is vested in my successor. 

This evening I come to you with a message 
of leave-taking and farewell, and to share a 
few final thoughts with you, my countrymen. 

Like every other citizen, I wish the new 
President, and all who will labor with him, 
Godspeed. I pray that the coming years will 
be blessed with peace and prosperity for all. 

Our people expect their President and the 
Congress to find essential agreement on issues 
of great moment, the wise resolution of 
which will better shape the future of the 
Nation. 

My own relations with the Congress, which 
began on a remote and tenuous basis when, 
long ago, a member of the Senate appointed 
me to West Point, have since ranged to the 
intimate during the war and immediate post
war period, and, finally, to the mutually in
terdependent during these past eight years. 

In this final relationship, the Congress and 
the Administration have, on most vital issues, 
cooperated well, to serve the national good 

' 
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ra.ther than mere partisanship, and so have 
assured that the business cxf the Nation 
should go forward. So, my official relation
ship with the Congress ends in a feeling, on 
my part, of gratitude that we have been able 
to do so much togeth&. 

II 

we now stand ten yee.rs past the midpoint 
of a century that has witnessed four major 
wars among great nations. Three of these in
volved our own country. Despite these holo
causts America is today the strongest, the 
most infiuential and most productive nation 
in the world. Understandably proud of this 
pre-eminence, we yet realize that America's 
leadership and prestige depend, not merely 
upon our unmatched material progress, 
riches and military strength, but on how we 
use our power in the interests of world peace 
and human betterment. 

m 
Throughout America's adventure in free 

~vernmen t, our basic purposes have been to 
keep the peace; to foster progress in human 
achievement, and to enhance liberty, dignity 
and integrity among people and among na
tions. To strive for less would be unworthy 
of a free and religious people. Any failure 
traceable to arrogance, or our lack of com
prehension or readiness to sacrifice would 
inflict upon us grievous hurt both at home 
and abroad. 

Progress toward these noble goals is per
sistently threatened by the conflict now en
gulfing the world. It commands our whole 
attention, absorbs our very beings. We face 
a hostile ideology-global in scope, atheistic 
in character, ruthless in purpose, and insid
ious in method. Unhappily the danger it 
poses promises to be of indefinite duration. 
Tc meet it successfully, there is called for, 
not so much the emotional and transitory 
sacrifices of crisis, but rather those which 
enable us to oarry forward steadily, surely, 
and without complaint the burdens of a 
prolonged and complex struggle-with liberty 
the stake. Only thus shall we remain, despite 
every provocation, on our charted course 
toward permanent peace and human better
ment. 

Crises there will continue to be. In meet
ing them, whether foreign or dom·estic, great 
or small, there is a recurring temptation to 
feel that some spectacular and costly action 
could become the miraculous solution to all 
current difficulties. A huge increase in newer 
elements of our defense; development of 
unrealistic programs to cure every 111 in agri
culture; a dramatic expansion in basic and 
applied research-these and many other pos
s1b1lities, each possibly promising in itself, 
may be suggested as the only way to the road 
we wish to travel. 

But each proposal must be weighed in the 
light of a broader consideration: the need 
to maintain balance in and among national 
programs-balance between the private and 
the public economy, balance between cost 
and hoped for advantage-balance between 
the clearly necessary and the comfortably 
desirable; balance between our essential re
quirements as a nation and the duties im
posed by the nation upon the individual; 
balance between actions of the moment and 
the national welfare of the future. Good 
judgment seeks balance and progress; lack 
of it eventually finds imbalance and frustra
tion. 

The recorc. of many decades stands as proof 
that our people and their government have, 
in the main, understood these truths and 
have responded to them well, in the face of 
stress and threat. But threats, new in kind 
or degree, constantly arise. I mention two 
only. 

IV 

A vital element in keeping the peace is our 
military establishment. Our arms must be 
mighty, ready for instant action, so that no 

potential aggressor may be tempted to risk 
his own destruction. 

Our military organization today bears little 
relation to ~hat known by any of my prede
cessors in peacetime, or indeed by the fight
ing men of World War II or Korea. 

Until the latest of our world conflicts, the 
United States had no armaments industry. 
American makers of plowshares could, with 
tim'CJ and as required, make swords as well. 
But now we can no longer risk emergency 
improvisation of national defense; we have 
been compelled to create a permanent arma
ments industry of vast proportions. Added 
to this, three and a half million men and 
women are directly engaged in the defense 
establishment. We annually spend on mili
tary security more than the net income of 
all United Staites corporations. 

This conjunction of an immense military 
establishment and a large arms industry is 
new in the American experience. The total 
infiuence--economic, political, even spirit
ual-is felt in every city, every State house, 
every office of the Federal government. We 
recognize the imperative need for this devel
opment. Yet we must not fail to compre
hend its grave implications. Our toil, re
sources and livelihood are all involved; so is 
the very structure of our socdety. 

In the councils of government, we must 
guard against the acqu1sltion of unwar
ranted influence, whether sought or un
sought, by the military-industrial complex. 
The potential for the disastrous rise of mis
placed power exists and will persist. 

We must never let the weight of this com
bination endanger our liberties or demo
cratic processes. We should take nothing for 
granted. Only an alert and knowledgeable 
citizenry can compel the proper meshing of 
the huge industrial and military machinery 
of defense with our peaceful methods and 
goals, so that security and liberty may pros
per together. 

Akin to, and largely responsible for the 
sweeping changes in our industrial-military 
posture, has been the technological revolu
tion during recent decades. 

In this revolution, research has become 
central; it also becomes more formalized, 
oomplex, and costly. A steadily increasing 
share is conducted for, by, or at the direc
td.on of, the Federal government. 

Today, the solitary inventor, td.nkering in 
hds shop, has been overshadowed by task 
forces of scientists in laboratories and test
ing fields. In the same fash1on, the free uni
versity, historically the fountainhead of free 
ideas and scientific discovery, has experi
enced a revolution in the conduct of research. 
Partly because of the huge cost involved, a 
government contract becomes virtually a 
substitute for intellectual curiosity. For 
every old blackboard there are now hun
dreds of new electronic computers. 

The prospect of domination of the na
tion's scholars by Federal employment, proj
ect allocations, and the power of money is 
ever present--and is gravely to be reg.arded. 

Yet, in holding scientific research and dis
covery in respect, as we should, we must 
also be alert to the equal and opposdte dan
ger that public policy could itself become 
the captive of a scdentific-technological elite. 

It is the task of s·tatesmanship to mold, to 
balance, and to integrate these and other 
forces, new and old, within the principles of 
our democratic system--ever aiming toward 
the supreme goals Of our free society. 

v 
Another factor in maintaining balance 

involves the element of time. As we peer into 
society's future, we-you and I, and our gov
ernment--must avoid the impulse to live 
only for today, plundering, for own ease 
and convenience, the precious resources of 
tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the mate
rial assets of our grandchildren without risk
ing the loss also of their political and spirit
ual heritage. We want democracy to survive 

for all generations to come, not to become 
the insolvent phantom of tomorrow. 

VI 

Down the long lane of the history yet to be 
written America knows that this world of 
ours, ever growing smaller, must avoid be
-coming a community of dreadful fear and 
hate, and be, instead, a proud oonfed.erat:Aon 
of mutual trust and respect. 

Sucll a confederation must be one of 
equals. The weakest must come to the con
ference table with the same confidence as 
do we, protected as we are by our moral, 
economic, and military strength. That table, 
though scarred by many past frustra.tions, 
oannot be abandoned for the certain agony 
of the battlefield. 

Disarmament, with mutual honor and 
confidence, is a continuing imperative. To
gether we must learn how to compose differ
ences, not with arms, but with intellect and 
decent purpose. Because this need is so sharp 
and apparent I confess that I lay down my 
official responsibilities in this field with a 
definite sense of disappointment. As one 
who has witnessed the horror and the l·in
gering sadness of war-as one who knows 
that another war could utterly destroy this 
civ111zation which has been so slowly and 
painfully built over thousands of years--! 
wish I could say tonight that a lasting peace 
is in sight. 

Happily, I oan say that war has been 
avoided. Steady progress toward our ultimate 
goal has been made. But, so mucll remrul.ns 
to be done. As a private citizen, I shall never 
cease to do what little I can to help the 
world advance along that road. 

VII 

So--in this my last good night to y.ou as 
y-0ur President--! thank you for the many 
opportunities you have given me for public 
service in war and peace. I trust tha.t in that 
service you find some things worthy; as for 
the rest of it, I know you will find ways to 
improve performance in the future. 

You and I-my fellow citizens--need to be 
strong in our faith that all nations, under 
God, will reach the goal of peace with jus
tice. May we be ever unswerving in de
votion to principle, confident but humble 
with power, diligent in pursuit of the Na
tion's great goals. 

To all the peoples of the world, I once 
more give expression to America's prayerful 
and continuing aspiration: 

We pray that peoples of all faiths, all 
races, all nations, may have their great hu
man needs satisfied; that those now denied 
opportunity shall come to enjoy it to the 
full; that all who yearn for freedom may ex
perience its spiritual blessings; that those 
who have freedom will understand, also, its 
heavy responsib1litiies; that all who are in
sensitive to the needs of others W'l.ll learn 
charity; that the scourges of poverty, dis
ease and ignorance will be made to disappear 
from the earth, and thait, in the goodness of 
time, all peoples will come to live together 
in a peace guaranteed by the binding force 
of mutual respect and love. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I yield the 
ftoor, and I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. DOMINICK obtained the ftoor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield, without losing his right 
to the ftoor? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 



July 15, 1.969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19523 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 

will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me, briefly? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 16, UNTIL 
THURSDAY, JULY 17, 1969 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 
the information of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business tomorrow, it stand 
in adjournment until 12 o'clock noon on 
Thursday next. 

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

PROGRAM 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, for 

the informat~on of the Senate, after the 
prayer and possibly the reading of the 
Journal on Thursday next, it is the in
tention of the distinguished Sena tor 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) to move 
that the Senate ·go into closed session. 
There will be no morning hour that day. 
There will be a live quorum call as soon 
as the request is made and granted, 
which is automatic; and all Senators 
should be on notice that this will take 
place on that day, and they should be 
prepared accordingly. 

One more thing: It is my understand
ing that no attaches of the Senate will 
be permitted in the Chamber except 
those designated under rule XXXVI and 
those who the Presiding Officer thinks 
are necessary. In other words, it is my 
understanding that there will be no 
officials or staff members attached to 
Senators or to the committee itself. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for one comment on the 
situation? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. At a conference with 

the Senator from Kentucky, who is in 
opposition to the ABM, we were in agree
ment that we should try-and we 
thought we could-to finish that ses
sion in 1 day, and that we should go into 
it in that spirit. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed. 
Mr. STENNIS. I expect to be fairly 

brief, and I think others will, and I hope 
we can conclude within that time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am wholeheart
edly in accord with the statement just 
made by the Senator from Mississippi, 
the manager of the bill under considera
tion. Frankly, I see no reason why the 
closed session should not be completed in 
1 day, and I devoutly hope it would be 
so that we could go on with the business 
and perhaps begin voting on amend
ments. 

Mr. STENNIS. May I commend and 
also thank the majority leader for agree-

ing to cooperate to have this all done in 
1 day, if possible, and to have no other 
business on that day, so that the session 
can move along. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
I hope that Senators who are not pres

ent in the Chamber at this time will read 
the RECORD and will be aware of the fact 
that there will be no morning business on 
Thursday next; that the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) will move for 
a closed session; that the motion will be 
seconded-its acceptance is automatic-
and that there will be no staff members 
in the Chamber, either for individual 
Senators or for the Committee on Armed 
Services itself. 

That is all I have to say, unless there 
are further questions. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. MURPHY. I understand that the 

Senator from Missouri will ask for a 
closed session. How long will that last, or 
is there a limit, or what do the rules 
provide? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. There is no limit 
that I know of, but I hope we would get 
through within 4, 5, or 6 hours at the 
most, and complete the closed session 
that day. I would say offhand that the 
chances are fairly good that such could 
be done. 

Mr. MURPHY. Does the majority 
leader control the limitation on that, or 
does the Senaitor from Missouri control 
the limitation? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Any control, I 
would imagine, would have to be under 
unanimous agreement, in closed session, 
and that would be a matter for the sen
ators most interested-the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON), the 
Senator from Kentucky (Mr. CooPER)
and others to discuss. Whaitever they 
would desire to do, the leadership would 
be glad to comply wi·th their request. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, as has 

already been said, we talked about the 
possibility of completing the closed ses
sion in this one meeting. I have con
sulted with the Senator from Missouri 
<Mr. SYMINGTON), who will move for a 
closed session, and I have spoken with 
other Senators who oppose the deploy
ment of the anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem, and all have agreed to make a de
termined effort to conclude all the busi
ness of the closed sessi-on on Thursday. 
However, of oourse, we cannot bind any
one who may laiter desire to move for a 
closed session from so doing. At least, it 
is our intention to move as quickly as we 
can on Thursday. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it should 

be made clear that any Senator can move 
for a closed session, and if we get one 
second, it beoomes automa.tic. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is correct. 
If later on any Senator felt he needed 
more information or anything that was 

from claissified inform a ti on that we 
should have access to, it is not only his 
right but his duty to request a closed 
session. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Prnsident, will 
the Senator yield briefly? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, as 

l'ong as the Bena tor from Missouri is 
now present in the Chamber, I wish to 
say that the Senator from Missouri has 
informed me that it is his intention, 
after reading of the Journal on Thurs
day next, to move that the Senate go 
into executive session. I have informed 
the Senate that there will be no attaches 
on the fi.oor of the Senate, either for in
dividual Senators or for the Committee 
on Armed Services; and the Bena tor 
from Kentucky and the Senator from 
Mississippi, and a number of other sen
ators, along with the joint leadership, 
have expressed the hope that it may be 
possible to oomplete that closed session 
that day so that it will not g·o over to 
the next day, but we cannot guaran
tee it. 

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield to the Senator 
from Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It would not be my 
intention to take extended time when 
presenting matters in closed session on 
this particular issue. However, from what 
I understand, there may be other closed 
sessions on other weapons systems later. 
I do not know what the distinguished 
chairman, the Senator from Mississippi 
has in mind, but I do not intend to take 
much time. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado for his graciousness and 
courtesy in allowing us to proceed. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
on July 11, 1969, the President had ap
proved and signed the following acts: 

S. 1010. An act for the relief of Mrs. A111 
Kallio; and 

S. 1011. An act to authorize appropriations 
for the saline water conversion program for 
fiscal year 1970, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed, without amendment, 
the bill <S. 648) for the relief of Ernesto 
Alunday. 
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 3166. An act for the relief of Alek
sandar Zambeli; 

H.R. 3172. An act for the relief of Yolanda 
Fulgencio Hunter; and 

H.R. 3376. An act for the relief of Maria 
da Conceicao Evaristo. 

SAFEGUARD IN PERSPECTIVE 
Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on 

March 14, 1969, President Nixon an
nounced that he had decided to proceed 
with the development, construction, and 
positioning oJ the Safeguard ballistic 
missile defense system in a carefully 
phased program. He stated his belief that 
we must act now to buy options to help 
counter the growing capability of poten
tial adversaries of this country. A delay 
would mean a significant lag before such 
a defense could become operational. This 
delay could in turn expose the country to 
dangerous risks in the mid-1970's. 

In the debate which has ensued over 
this system, four key questions appear to 
have been raised. 

First. Why do we need such a system? 
Second. What exactly is the system? 
Third. What does it do to prospects for 

arms control? 
Fourth. Will Safeguard work? 
I would like to explore these four prin

cipal points in some depth. 
WHY DO WE NEED SUCH A SYSTEM? 

The President stated that the objec
tives of this program are: 

First, protection of our land-based re
taliatory forces against a direct attack 
by the Soviet Union. 

Second, defense of the American peo
ple against any kind of primitive nuclear 
attack or nuclear blackmail which coun
tries such as Communist China may 
threaten in the 1970's. 

Third, protection against accidental 
ballistic launches from any source in the 
mid- to late-1970's. 

The following facts underscore the 
committee's decision to proceed with a 
program to meet these objectives. 

First, the Soviet Union is engaged in a 
buildup of its strategic forces significant
ly larger than was envisaged in 1967 
when the previous administration de
cided to go ahead with the Sentinel. For 
example: 

The Soviet Union is continuing the de
ployment of very large missiles. Whether 
these missiles are armed with 25-mega
ton nuclear warheads or with multiple, 
independently targetable warheads, con
tinued production and deployment of 
these missiles will give the Soviets the 
capability to destroy our own land-based 
missile force. 

The Soviet Union has been substan
tially increasing the size of its submarine 
force. As noted on page 7 of the com
mittee report, the Soviets now have a new 
submarine force of about 375, whereas 
we have 143--of which 61 are diesel sub
marines of World War II vintage. Thus 
the Soviets have a numerical advantage 
of about 230 submarines. Parenthetically, 
I might say this is extremely interesting 
when one considers that in World War 

II, when the Nazis almost cut off all com
merce with European countries, they 
started tha·t fight with 97 submarines. 
The Soviet Union now has about 230 
submarines over our forces. 

At least 65 of the Soviet subs are nu
clear powered, and many are equipped 
with ballistic launched missiles. They 
are continuing to produce these and have 
the capability of striking with virtually 
no warnng against our bomber bases or 
elsewhere. 

The Soviets have been developing a 
semiorbital nuclear weapon system, 
known as FOBS, which poses a new and 
different threat to our people and to our 
bomber bases. 

The Soviet Union has already deployed 
an ABM system designed to afford pro
tection to its western industrialized area 
and is continuing its research and devel
opment in this field. 

Second, the Red Chinese capability to 
launch a weak nuclear attack against the 
U.S. population in the middle 1970's 
formed the announced basis for President 
Johnson's decision to proceed with the 
Sen tin el system, a far more costly and 
controversial system than the Safeguard. 
Red China's capability still remains a real 
threat. 

Third, an accidental or unauthorized 
launch targeted on our country would 
leave any President in a horrible dilemma 
if we had no ABM with which to inter
cept it. In such a case would the Presi
dent--any President--assume that it was 
accidental and watch the death of mil
lions of Americans without retaliating, or 
should he push the command button to 
unleash our own nuclear forces? Should 
we not for that reason alone commence 
work to give us another alternative? 

By going ahead with the Safeguard 
system, it is believed possible to: provide 
for local defense of selected Minuteman 
missile sites, provide an area defense to 
protect our bomber bases and our com
mand and control authorities, defend the 
continental United States against an ac
cidental or unauthorized attack, and re
duce U.S. fatalities to a minimal level in 
the event of a Chinese nuclear attack in 
the 1970's. 

We do not now know who will be Presi
dent of the United States in 1970's. Re
gardless of whom he may be or to which 
party he may belong, it seems apparent 
that the administration then in power 
will be responsible for the lives and 
security of the American people. It seems 
equally apparent that steps must be 
taken now to start the system which may 
be needed for this protection. 

WHAT IS THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM? 

The second issue which has arisen is, 
what is the Safeguard system? A great 
number of people in this country are 
still unaware or misguided about it. I 
think it is worthwhile to point out that 
the components of the system consist 
of first, radars for long-range detection 
of any kind of nuclear attack and for 
accurate guidance of the defense missiles 
to the incoming weapons; second, Spar
tan missiles, for high-altitude intercep
tion of attacking weapons; and third, 
Sprint missiles, for lower altitude inter
ception in the atmosphere to provide 
local protection. It will not be necessary 

to place missiles and radar sites close 
to our major cities. Total investment 
costs for initial deployment will be $2.1 
billion for phase I, and between $6 and 
$7 billion through phase II exclusive of 
R.D.T. & E. and AEC costs. However, 
budgetary requests for next year involve 
$400.9 million for R.D.T. & E.; $12.7 mil
lion for test facilities at Kwajalein; and 
$345.5 million for procurement. These 
amounts are significantly less than the 
amounts granted by Congress and the 
previous administration for the Sentinel 
system. The only amount in controversy 
in this debate under the bill appears to 
be the $345.5 million, as everyone on the 
other side appear to support continued 
research and testing in the ABM field. 

The initial phase, as authorized in this 
bill, will involve the following steps: 

First. Continuation of research and 
development. 

Second. Beginning of construction for 
defense of two of our Minuteman fields: 
Malmstrom Air Force Base, Mont., and 
Grand Forks Air Force Base, N. Dak. At 
the present time, construction of radars 
and deployment of missiles at these sites 
is scheduled to be completed in 4 years. 

Third. Acquisition or' the remaining 
sites needed for subsequent phases of 
Safeguard, but no construction. 

The ,exact expenditures authorized are 
shown on page 25 of the committee re
port, and it should be noted that no 
funds are presently authorized for pro
duction model missiles. 

Each subsequent phase of the deploy
ment will be reviewed to insure that we 
are doing as much as necessary but no 
more than is required at that time. The 
President announced his intention to re
view the program annually from the 
point of view of technical developments; 
the potential threat; the diplomatic con
text, including any talks on arms limita
tion with the Soviet Union. I think this 
is a point which has not been brought 
out. He has also asked his Foreign Intel
ligence Advisory Board-a nonpartisan 
group of distinguished private citizens
to make a yearly assessment of the 
threat to supplement regular intelligence · 
assessments. Moreover, maximum ad
vantage will be taken of the information 
gathered from the initial deployment in 
designing the later phases of the pro
gram. 

The President noted: 
Since our deployment is to be closely re

lated t;o the threat, it is subject to modifi
cation as the threat changes, either through 
negotiations or through unilateral actions 
by the Soviet Union or Communist China. 

It would seem to me, therefore, that 
the system itself is explained, the amount 
we are dealing with is explained; yet the 
position of some opponents of this sys
tem is that it will cost hundreds of bil
lions of dollars and go on forever. That 
is simply not factual in the light of de
bate in the Senate, in the light of the 
President's sta·tement, and in the light 
of the purpose of the particular system. 
WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP OF THE SAFEGUARD 

PROGRAM TO PROSPECTS FOR ARMS CONTROL? 

The Safeguard program is the least 
provocative way to assist survival of a 
significant portion of our retaliatory 
forces. As an alternative, we could buy 
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more Polaris type submarines and land
based missiles and bombers, or we could 
begin construction of new missile silos 
in hard rock. But, aside from providing 
only marginal improvements in our de
terrent-if we should do any one of those 
things-such programs could be mis
interpreted by the Soviets as an attempt 
to threaten their deterrent. This would 
be true because they are offensive weap
ons, or in the case of nuclear missile silos 
in hard rock, it would be an effort to 
show that we are going to prevent any 
kind of attack by them from doing us 
any damage at all. 

ThU:S, they would stimulate further 
the costly competition in strategic arma
ments that we seek to restrain. 

At the present time, as some oppo
nents of the ABM have said-and I agree 
with them-we have enough deliverable 
nuclear weapons to decimate any coun
try which attacks us. Neither I nor any
one else wants to increase this offensive 
capability unless absolutely necessary. 
We must, however, insure that the weap
ons which we do have can be delivered if 
we are to prevent a nuclear holocaust in 
the first place. 

That is the purpose and design of the 
Safeguard system. 

If the Soviet force buildup is designed 
to strengthen further their own deter
rent, our Safeguard program is clearly 
not a threat to them. If, on the other 
hand, the Soviets have more aggressive 
purposes, the Safeguard program demon
strates our determination to maintain 
our pawerful deterrent to nuclear at
tacks on the United States or its allies. 

The careful phasing of the Safeguard 
deployment insures maximum fiexibility 
to adjust the program if arms limitation 
talks or unilateral actions by the Soviet 
Union or China result in a reduced threat 
to our deterrent. If the Soviet Union 
slows down or stops its deployment of the 
large payload SS-9 missile, or if the like
lihood that these missiles will be armed 
with accurate MIRV warheads is mate
rially reduced, we can readily limit that 
part of the Safeguard program which is 
designed to defencl our land-based mis
siles. Even more favorable reductions in 
the Soviet offensive and defensive threat 
could be matched by fUrther restraints in 
our ABM deployment. However, those 
parts of the Safeguard program designed 
for defense against Communist China, 
small countries with a strategic delivery 
capability, or accidental or unauthorized 
attacks from any source, would not be 
affected by arms control agreements 
with the Soviet Union, nor do we ex
pect the Soviet Union to forgo deploy
ment of offensive or defensive weapons 
designed for similar purposes. 

WILL THE SAFEGUARD SYSTEM WORK? 

The last question which has arisen is, 
Will the Safeguard system work? Rep
utable scientists are in disagreement 
on this, as they were on the A-bomb, the 
H-bomb, the Polaris submarine, the 
moonshot and many other phases of our 
scientific breakthroughs. However, al
most all companents of the Safeguard 
System have been tested individually, 
and the computer, which is the only non
tested component, is within current tech
nological knowledge. Moreover, because 

of the measured pace of the deployment, 
later phases of the program can benefit 
from technical progress during the early 
phases. 

Furthermore, as Senator TOWER aptly 
pointed out, the deployment will com
plicate greatly any plan for an aggres
sive nuclear attack on this country. 

It will do that because the oppanents 
must assume that it will work, at least 
in part. Therefore, if they are going to 
plan an attack, they would have to con
centrate on that area to try to get a 
knockout blow if they are really going 
to cripple our deterrent forces. 

The President has summarized his Po
sition as follows: 

The question of ABM involves a complex 
combination of many factors: numerous, 
highly technical, often conflicting judg
ments; the costs; the relationship to pros
pects for reaching an agreement on limiting 
nuclear arms; the moral implications which 
the deployment of a ballistic missile defense 
system has for many Americans; the impact 
of the decision on the security of the United 
States in this perilous age of nuclear arms. 

I have weighed all these factors. I am 
deeply sympathetic to the concerns of pri
vate citizens and Members of Congress that 
we do only that which is necessary for na
tional security. This is why I am recom
mending a minimum program essential for 
our security. It is my duty as President to 
make certain that we do no less. 

I just want to ask the membership: 
Can we in Congress afford to do less? 
Can we in Congress afford to take the 
chance of putting the President-any 
President-in a position where he has 
to make a horrendous decision of letting 
an unauthorized or accidental launch, 
or even a deliberate one, hit our country 
without retaliation, murdering millions 
of American people, or push the button 
which would almost guarantee a world
wide nuclear holocaust? I do not think 
we in Congress should make a decision 
which would put any President under 
that kind of handicap. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator has just 

referred, very adequately, to the words 
of the President. Is it not a fact that the 
duty of individual Members of the Sen
ate with respect to our security is no 
less than that of the President himself? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I would certainly 
agree with my distinguished colleague. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I wish to compliment 
my colleague on his very plain and sim
ple evaluation of the facts. They are put 
forward in such a way that I think any 
reasonable person reading them can 
comprehend them and understand the 
very excellent reasons by which the Sen
ator has arrived at his decision, reasons 
with which I must say I agree 100 per
cent. 

I do not have a copy of the Senator's 
statement, but as I came on the floor 
he was speaking, in the forepart of it, 
about the development of Soviet capa
bility. He mentioned, for example, the 
increase in submarines and naval capa
bility. The report talks also in relation 
to our F-14 and Russia's great increases 
and advancements in fighters and bomb
ers. I want to ask the distinguished Sen
ator if, in his studies, as a distinguished 

member and a very understanding and 
knowledgeable member of the Armed 
Services Committee, he has seen any 
signs of diminishment of Soviet land
based ordinary forces in Western Europe 
and western Russia during this period. 

Mr. DOMINICK. No; I would say to 
my distinguished colleague from Colo
rado that it is quite to the contrary. 
Although we have limited further pro
duction of our land-based missiles, the 
Soviets, quite to the contrary, have not 
followed our example. They have con
tinued to produce, at a much higher 
level, both their intermediate range mis
siles and their SS--9 missiles. 

If that production continues, it poses 
a threat not only to our country but 
also a very major one to our allies in the 
European theater. Of course, for their 
air force, the Russians have developed 
13 new fighter aircraft in the last 8 
years. We have not developed any. We 
are well behind. 

Mr. ALLOTT. As a matter of fact, our 
most modern fighter really is 15 years 
old in its concept, is it not? I refer to the 
F-4. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is approxi
mately correct. I think our first design 
of the F-4 was in 1956. I think it was 
first put into semiproduction in about 
1959. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Since we are talking 
about the Soviet Union going ahead with 
her ICBM's, ABM's, fighters, and subma
rines, I want to speak to the subject of 
conventional land forces. Within the 
realm of security, can the Senator tell 
me-and I know he can, because the 
newspapers are full of it-whether he 
has seen any diminishment in the con
ventional ground forces of the Russians 
and/ or the satellite countries of Europe 
in the last year or 2 years? 

Mr. DOMINICK. There has been no 
diminution to any considerable extent, 
but there has been, in part, some rede
ployment of her forces from the western 
portion of Russia to the eastern portion, 
because of the Chinese problem. But in 
terms of overall manpawer, in terms of 
her conventional potential in Western 
Europe, she is just as strong in fighters, 
bombers, and medium-range missiles, 
and probably even more threatening in 
her capability than she was before be
cause of her increased production in 
those categories. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator. 
One other question. There seems to be 

an assumption on the part of those who 
are opposed to the Safeguard system 
that we can wait another year or 2 or 3 
years. It has been repeatedly stated on 
the floor of that there is a possibility 
of a Chinese delivery capability in the 
middle 1970's. No one, of course, can tell 
exactly what date that will be, which 
would be -about the time the Safeguard 
system would be implemented. My ques
tion to my distinguished colleague is 
this: We do not have much knowledge 
of the inscrutable Chinese mind, nor of 
China's intention under the present sit
uation. 

What else could protect this country 
against an accidental-let us be kind 
and call it accidental-pushing of the 
button in Red China in the mid-1970's 
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except to let loose a significant portion 
of our ICBM system to destroy that por
tion of China which we thought to be of 
significance? What other choice would 
we have than the ABM in such a situa
tion? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I totally agree with 
the question the Senator poses. It is a 
problem. As a matter of fact, in order to 
give us any protection, we would have to 
strike first, because we would have to 
wipe out their potential of sending a 
missile in, unless we had an ABM. I do 
not think any President would ever do 
that. I would hope that he would not. Our 
country is not built that way. Our people 
do not want to do that. I know I do not 
want to see us do it. 

That is another graphic example of 
the danger, it seems to me, of not deploy
ing our system now. As the Senator so 
well points out, if we do not start now, 
we will not have a first phase deployed 
system in from 18 months to 3 years 
after the time for which it has been 
scheduled, which would be about 1974 
for the first phase. 

So in 1975-let us just pick a year at 
random-if the Chinese launched a mis
sile against us, and if we did not have an 
ABM, the President would have to de
cide whether to let that missile, assuming 
it was accidentally launched, kill millions 
of people in this country, and do noth
ing, or he would have to retaliate, which 
still would not alter the fact that that 
missile would hit and kill us. 

Mr. ALLOTT. If the President re
taliated, it would result in the wholesale 
destruction of at least hundreds of 
thousands of lives. That would be in
consistent with our own philosophy of 
government and our humanistic motives. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is 
absolutely correct. 

I said yesterday, and I think it is 
worthwhile repeating, that those who 
read the book "On the Beach," written 
by Nevil Shute, will recall that the plot 
of the novel was based on a Middle East
ern country having one nuclear weapon 
which was launched against the United 
States under false colors. The United 
States, in turn, attacked the country we 
thought had created the problem. That 
country, in turn, thought some other 
country had attacked. Before we knew 
it, the world was in a total holocaust. 

An ABM system, if it had been in 
effect and had worked properly, would 
have been able to intercept that missile 
and knock it down. Then the whole plot 
of the story would have fallen apart. 
We did not have an ABM technology 
then-at least in any kind of per
fected form-and it is not perfected now. 
But it is certainly far better than it 
was in the days when that book was 
written. If that technology had been 
available in those days, I doubt very much 
whether Mr. Shute would have written 
a book based on that premise. 

Mr. ALLOT!'. I thank my distin
guished colleague again. He has per-
formed an outstanding service. His state
menit is a model of clarity, and I know 
it will have a greait deal of influence and 
be listened to by a greast many people. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank my distin-
gulshed friend. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senr81tor yield? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I am ha;ppy to yield 
to the Seruvtor from Arirona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I ask the Senator 
from Colorado what, in his opinion, is 
the alternastive open to Congress ·rund the 
Americian people, through Congress and 
the President, if the ABM is denied the 
Commander in Chief? Would I be right 
in aissuming thait the only alterniaitive 
we would have would be the immecli.ate 
building of many moTe ICBM's than we 
DJOW have? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The only alternative 
that has been proposed by the oppo
nents of the Senator's position and mine 
is continuation with research and test
illlg, but no deployment. 

As I say, this would suootantially de
lay eventual deployment. If we decided 
ag·ainst and v·oted agail1Slt any continua
tion of this system rut all, which I do not 
think is the type of question that we will 
be presented with, but we might, then 
we would have no alternative except t;o 
start increasing our own offensive capac
ity, in the event the Russians continued 
theirs, and we would have an ever-esca
lating arms race. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. If the Senate, by 
its vote, turns down the request of the 
Commander in Chief, is an escalation of 
the arms race, for ce:rt1aiin? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Well, it would seem 
to me that it is, because if we once turn 
down deployment, are we ever going to 
be able to get the missile? We are going 
to have some votes on it, I am sure, any 
time the question oomes up, until we are 
finally convinced that there is no other 
way to handle it. I do not see any other 
alternative, I am frank to admit. 

I would think that a large amount of 
money would be put into the develop
ment of larger missiles. I think we would 
have to have bigger nuclear warheads. 
I would think "we would have to start de
veloping an enormously expensive sys
tem on movable-type mi&Sile sites, 
whether on trucks or rails, underwater, 
or whatever it might be. All this would 
be enormously expensive. 

I think this Safeguard system is the 
least provocative and least expensive way 
to proceed. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator. 

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. I was very glad thast I 
have heard the Senator's speech. I do 
not intend to go over aga,.in questtons we 
have already discussed several times on 
this floor. I was glad to hear the Senaitor 
say that he had no doubt about our re
taliatory capacity at present. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. And it is correct, is it 

not, that Secretary Laird and the ad
ministration now concede that our re
taliatory capacity will be effective until 
the mid-1970's? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I did not understand 
them to say that. I think whalt they said 
was that our retaliatory capability would 
be steadily declining in relation to that 
of the Soviets and our other potential 
adversaries. 

Mr. COOPER. That is somewhat dif
ferent from saying whether we would 
have a retaliatory capacity. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Well, the retaUaitory 
capacity, if I may say so, must be based 
on two things if it is to be an effective 
deterrent. Perhaps we are playing on 
words. 

Mr. COOPER. I think not. 
Mr. DOMINICK. "Retaliastory" means 

that you have weapons that you can 
strike them with. "Deterrent" means 
that they know you have the weapons, 
and they believe they can be fired. 

Now, if they do nort know this, or do 
not believe it, whether we have them or 
not, it is not a deterrent; and that is a 
major part of the psychologioal problem 
involved here. 

If one looks at the situation from a 
potential enemy's paint of view, let us 
say that potentially the Soviets are our 
enemies-but let us say potentially, be
cause we have had a lot of discussion on 
that-let us say that they are increasing 
their missile production substantially; 
they have a very big submarine fleet; 
they have the FOBS system, which we 
do not have at all; they watch the Con
gress of the United States refuse to de
ploy an ABM system, while they have one 
for their industrialized area; and they 
are going ahead with research and de
ployment on new systems-when you 
put all this together, the question of 
whether or not we have a reliable de
terrent is going to determine the credi
bility of this to the planners in the other 
country. 

That, it seems to me, is a tremendous 
risk as far as our country is concerned. 

Mr. COOPER. I raise the issue of re
taliatory capability because of the 
differing positions which it seems to me 
the Secretary of Defense has taken dur
ing this debate; and I shall enumerate. 

I was present in the committee, under 
the chairmanship of the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. GORE), when Secretary 
Laird first was a witness. While he did 
not say so explicity, it was implied that 
the Soviets intended a first strike, and 
would have the capability of a first strike. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Those are two 
different things. 

Mr. COOPER. Let me proceed; I 
understand the difference. 

Mr. DOMINICK. All right. 
Mr. COOPER. They retreated from 

that position. He assures us that the 
United States has the capability of in
flicting a retaliatory strike, defined as the 
ability to inflict upon the Soviet Union 
assured destruction, even though the 
United States were first the subject of 
a strike. 

The Senator will agree, will he not? 
Mr. DOMINICK. "Unacceptable dam

age," I think, is the word I remember, 
but that is all right. 

Mr. COOPER. All right; some say "as
sured destruction," others "unacceptable 
damage." 

Later, if I may call it to the Senator's 
attention, that he believes the Secretary 
has said we can maintain that capability 
until the mid-1970's. 

To suggest that we cannot maintain 
the capability-the deterrent-is based 
upon the assumption that during the 
critical period from today until the mid-



July 15, 1.969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19527 
1970's the United States would do noth
ing to protect itself, if the threat should 
develop. 

During the debate 1t has been said 
that those of us who oppose the ABM 
system offer, as an alternative, the de
velopment of more offensive weapons 
now. Of course, that is not correct, as I 
said a few days ago in an exchange with 
my friend. We have only said that is 
what we should do if the threat does de
velop as the Secretary of Defense pro
jected. Our country would not leave itself 
defenseless. If the projected threat de
velops we would take every means we 
could to protect this country. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Let me be the first to 
assure my friend from Kentucky that I 
know he has no intentions of advocating 
unilateral disarmament. 

Mr. COOPER. Of course not. 
Mr. DOMINICK. I know he has no 

intentions of pooh-poohing any possible 
threat there may be to us, and the Sena
tor will note that I very carefully said 
that I know that the Senator from Ken
tucky, at least, and others who have op
posed deployment, I am sure, have indi
cated that they want to go ahead with 
research and testing on the ABM system. 

Mr. COOPER. I am talking about of
fensive capacity. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The point I want to 
make, if I may make this last comment, 
is that I do not think that any of those 
things are contradictions. 

What the Secretary of Defense has 
said is that the growing potential of the 
Soviet Union, if they are an adversary 
of ours, will be a threat to our country 
by the 1970's. 

Mr-. COOPER. That ls correct. 
Mr. DOMINICK. They have the poten

tial of being a first-strike force by that 
time and could annihilate our land-based 
missiles. They are at the same time de
veloping the attack submarine which has 
the capability again of shadowing and 
following the limited number of sub
marines that we have, anywhere at any 
time. 

It is not an easy task to do. But by 
the potential of their antisubmarine 
warfare, 1t is perfectly possible within 
their technology to get increasing abil
ity to accomplish this. 

So, if we are going to have a continued 
mixed force which wlll act as a credible 
deterrent-and I think those two words 
are all important-then it seems to me 
we must take steps to make this more 
reliable within that time frame by put
ting in a defensive system around our 
ICBM. 

Mr. COOPER. There is anothe:t point 
I want to raise. I do not think it has been 
brought out as yet in the debate. 

Very little advice is given to the Senate 
in the report on the debate about the 
measures we are now taking to increase 
our offensive strength. 

I would like to point to the report and 
the hearings for the facts. 

There is an impression in some quar
ters that nothing ls being done or should 
be done, in the field of offensive weapons 
to meet the projected threat. 

Very little emphasis, if any, has been 
given to the measure, now being taken 
by the administration to meet the pro-
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jected threat by the development of 
offensive weapons. 

A few moments ago, my good friend 
from Arizona, Senator GOLDWATER, meas
ured the ICBM in terms of numbers 
alone. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, is the 
Senator referring to me? I did not try 
to number the ICBM's. 

Mr. COOPER. In the exchange be
tween the Senator from Colorado and 
the Senator from Arizona, the number 
of ICBM's was argued upon the question 
of relative strength. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. It cannot be measured 

only upon numbers-1,054 as against 
1,000 or 1,100. We have to measure also 
ICBM's in terms of warheads. 

It is correct, is it not, that the Depart
ment of Defense is now proceeding with 
its Minuteman III program which would 
be armed with several warheads--prob
ably three MIRV warheads? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. That is correct. 
Mr. DOMINICK. We are proceeding 

with the research and development on it. 
Mr. COOPER. On page 1783 of the 

hearings, Mr. Foster stated, when re
porting on the program: 

August 16, 1968, was a doubly slgndficant 
day in the development of strategic missiles. 
The first flight tests of both the Poseidon 
and Minuteman III were held on that day, 
and both tests [deleted] were successful. 
Since then we have had [deleted) additional 
successful flight tests of each of these mis
siles. [Deleted.] 

Our overall evaluation ls that both Min
uteman III and Poseidon have demonstrated 
feaslbllity adequately and we expect to meet 
our development goals. We have (deleted) 
more Minuteman III tests this fiscal year and 
[deleted] in fiscal year 1970. Poseidon has 
[deleted] more tests this fiscal year and 
[deleted], in flscaJ. year 1970. Both programs 
will deploy on schedule: (deleted) for Min
uteman III and (deleted], for Poseidon. 

The firat submarine equipped with the 
modified Polaris A3T missile was deployed on 
schedule [deleted]. Approximately (deleted] 
percent of the Atlantic Fleet Wlll have been 
modified by the end of this calendar year. 

Is it not correct that the Defense De
partment and our administration is 
proceeding to improve offensive weap
ons--the Poseidon for the Polaris as well 
as the Minuteman III? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes. It is correct to 
the point the Senator takes it. However, 
I think where the Senator and I agree in 
disagreement can be put this plainly. We 
still have a limited number of ICBM's. 

Mr. COOPER. My question is about the 
Polaris. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Second, we have a 
limited number of Polaris and Pooeidon, 
because the Poseidon goes on the same 
ship as the Polaris. It is not a new ship. 
So, if we have that limited number of po
sitions and a first-strike capab1Uty of an 
adversary which will threaten any num
ber, it does not make any difference what 
they are armed with. If they are knocked 
out, they are no longer credible. 

Mr. COOPER. It is a gloomy picture 
presented of the Soviet threat. It sur
prises me that the Secretary will predict 
such great eapabllities for the Soviet 
Union and derogate our own. 

Is it not correct that a program has 

been authorized to refit 31 of our 41 Po
laris submarines with the Poseidon? 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correc.t. 
Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct that 

money is contained in the bill to proceed 
with the refitting? 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. COOPER. We are on the program 
and have begun to deploy. 

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor
rect. However, we still have a limited 
number of submarines. 

Mr. COOPER. How many warheads 
will the 31 bear when the refitting is 
completed? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I do not know 
whether that information is classified. 
However, it ls a fairly large number. 

Mr. COOPER. Much larger than the 
656 they now carry. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. How
ever, they only have a limited number of 
those on station at any one time. 

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. Would 
~t not be safe to say without declassify
ing that when the Polaris is refitted and 
becomes armed with the Poseidon mis
siles, the warheads, which are now 656 on 
the Polaris, would be at least tripled and 
could be increased by a factor of 5 to 10? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I would not think 
that the strength of the Polaris fleet 
would be tripled in terms of warheads. 
However, it would be just under that 
Iw~d~~ ' 

Let me say, if I may once again, that 
these ~rguments are all fine. We are try
ing to improve the capability of what we 
have. That is correct. However, if we 
have a finite number of submarines and 
those submarines get sunk, we do not 
have anything to shoot off. And in the 
same way, if we have a finite number of 
missiles and they can be hit with a pat
tern, they will be knocked out. It does 
not then make any difference what we 
have on them. 

In the third place, even assuming that 
we have all of the offensive power-and 
I do not want to increase it much more 
than we have now-it does not do us a 
bit of good against an accidental or an 
unauthorized launch-not a bit. 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator has af
firmed my position that our country has 
now embarked upon programs which 
will increase greatly our offensive 
strength and the number of warheads 
that we could deliver upon the Soviet 
Union, by means of our Polaris fleet and 
our land-based ICBM fleet. I know that 
it has been argued that the Polaris fleet 
could be rendered useless because the 
attack submarines of the Soviet Union 
might be able to hunt them down. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I hope this will not 
be true. 

Mr. COOPER. Is it not correct that 
in this bill the Senator's committee has 
authorized the construction of attack 
submarines? 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is totally cor
rect. Those are attack submarines. Those 
are not Polaris submarines. 

Mr. COOPER. I am simply making 
the point that while the supporters of 
ABM give the grim picture, that in the 
next 4 or 5 years we will become increas
ingly subject to a first strike, we are 1n 
fact increasing our offensive capab111ties 
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through these programs to meet such a 
threat. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I think this is a mat
ter of the glasses one looks through to 
see what the picture is. One can look 
through pink glasses and everything 
seems rosy, but, if he does not look 
through pink glasses, it does not look so 
rosy. 

Let me say once again what I was try
ing to point out before: We are trying 
to stay abreast of new technology so 
that our weaponry will not deteriorate. 
If you once lock on to a position and do 
not move from it at all, sooner or later 
you find yourself behind, both 1n terms 
of scientists and ability, to be able to de
f end the country with modern, up-to
date equipment. I do not think any of us 
wants that, including the Senator from 
Kentucky. So we are continuing these 
things. 

But in terms of finite numbers, we are 
now spending on offensive and defensive 
strategic weapons, on a constant dollar 
basis, 50 percent of what we spent in 
1952. This seems to me to be an example 
of the degree to which we have tried to 
cut back on strategic and offensive sys
tems for this country. This particular one 
is one in which two Presidents, three 
Secretaries of Defense, and the Joint 
Chiefs of staff have said we wanted an 
ABM system of one sort or another. The 
one they have is, to me, as recommended 
by President Nixon, far sounder than the 
Sentinel system. To me, it makes a lot 
more sense, because it preserves the 
credibility of our deterrent so that there 
will not be a nuclear attack, to begin 
with. 

Mr. COOPER. One more point. The 
flrsrt strike, of course, implies a capa
bility to strike and destroy all our re
taliatory forces-synchronized and sim
ultaneously to strike our ICBM's, to 
strike our bombers, to destroy our Po
laris. This is an assumption, that from 
most of the expert testimony I have 
read, seems impossible to do. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Let me just reply, 
and I will be brief in replying to that. 
This, again, is the question of how one 
looks art it. If they knock out our 
ICBM's, we have a limited number of 
Polaris or Poseidon around with refitted 
equipment. They are subject to attack 
by the attack submarines. About all we 
have left is our bomber attack, and Sec
retary McNamara pretty well ruined 
that. We do not have much left of our 
bomber capability, or will not have by the 
1970's, anyhow. 

Mr. COOPER. I have found the follow
ing deficiencies in the presentation in 
support of the ABM. First the implica
tion that we are in grave danger now, and 
that the danger could develop by the 
mid-1970's. There has been a failure to 
make clear to the country and to Con
gress that we are now making great 
efforts to meet such a thr,eat with in
creased offensive capability. I have noted 
to the Senator from Colorado, and he 
has agreed, they include the arming of 
Minuteman m and Polaris with Posei
don, and attack submarines. If these pro
grams go forward, in the next 3 or 4 
years, instead of 4,200 warheads in our 
arsenal at present, we will have double 

that amount, and perhaps triple that 
number. 

We are proceeding with the deploy
ment of MIRV. I do not think anyone 
believes that we are behind the Soviets 
with MIRV. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I do not want to 
interrupt the Senator, but I do want to 
comment on this. 

Let us suppose that everything the 
Senator has said is correct, which I do 
not agree with, as he knows. Let us just 
suppose it. There is not a single thing in 
this country's hardware, now or pro
posed, which would def end this country 
against a ballistic missile coming in-not 
a single thing. Until we get something 
that can do it, we are wide open for 
any kind of attack, and the only alter
nativ·e we have is to push a button and 
send some of our ICBM's, which neither 
the Senator from Kentucky nor I want 
to do. 

Mr. COOPER. May I say, in response, 
this argument, made again and again in 
the last few days, illustrates the changes 
in position, supporting ABM. 

Last year we were considering the 
Sentinel system, designed to protect the 
population as an area defense. The very 
arguments are being made today for the 
Safeguard system which were made last 
year for the Sentinel system. 

Mr. DOMINICK. And the same argu
ment is still valid. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not agree. 
Since that time, the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, who last year were saying cate
gorically we should build the Sentinel 
system, now support the Safeguard sys
tem. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Let me correct that. 
The Joint Chiefs of Staff, for 3 years, and 
the heads of all the services have been 
recommending an ABM system. The 
method of deployment of it has been 
determined by either the Secretary of 
Defense or the President, depending 
upon who it might be at the particular 
time. Even some of the funds that Con
gress authorized in the earlier days--I 
am talking about 3 or 4 years ago--the 
then Secretary of Defense would not use. 

Mr. COOPER. I do not think the Sen
ator can say there is no distinction be
tween the two systems. The Sentinel area 
system, is a population protector. The 
Safeguard, as the Senator has said, is for 
protection of the Minuteman missiles. 

Then we have heard the argument that 
the decision to deploy the Safeguard is to 
strengthen the President's hand in ne
gotiations. That has been a constant 
theme in the debate. 

Then, I note in the last 2 days a chief 
argument has been made that we must 
have this system to protect against an 
accidental launch or a deliberate small 
attack. If this is correct-if this is the 
position-then I believe that the admin
istration should come out strongly for 
an area defense, one which would cover 
the country and blanket it against an 
accidental launch. 

Because Safeguard is not an eff ecliive 
enough system, the cities could not be 
protected by the area defense provided 
by Safeguard. But if this is the purpose, 
or one of the chief purposes, then the 
administration should ask for an ade-

quate area defense, one that would give 
greater protection against accidental 
launching. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Let me comment on 
that. I brought up the subject of an 
accidental launch or an unauthorized 
launch as long as 3 years ago. I made 
speeches last year on the floor about 
it, so it is not anything new, and it is not 
necessarily an administration argument. 
It is one that I think has deep validity, 
which is why I have been repeating it 
over and over again. 

I certainly would not want the Senator 
from Kentucky or the Sena tor from 
Arizona or myself to be President of the 
United States and be faced with that 
kind of alternative in the middle 1970's. I 
think it is a totally untenable position to 
put any President in, regardless of who 
he maybe. 

Second, I think we have to say that if 
we go forward with the Safeguard sys
tem, in its 12-site selection, that system, 
when we have the long-range Spartans 
and Sprints installed, will give us pretty 
good protection 'Jn over-the-pole threats. 

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

think in the colloquy that has just trans
pired we have seen some doubts raised, or 
some reasons raised to have doubts, par
ticularly if we get into the numbers game. 

Five years ago I said that the missile 
force was not reliable. I am not sure to
day how reliable it is. The manned bomb
er is much more reliable and it is a much 
more dependable system than a missile 
system. We have never tested one of our 
missiles with a warhead on it. The po
tential enemy of whom we are speaking 
has done this. 

Therefore, when my good friend from 
Kentucky talks about the fact that this 
administration is increasing the number 
of warheads, is increasing the capa
bility of the Minuteman, through Min
uteman III, and talks about numbers, 
I do not think any one of us can say 
these numbers are adequate because we 
do not know with any degree of certainty 
the percentage of these missiles that will 
fly when the button has to be pushed 
or that can live through a nuclear en
vironment. But the Russians, I must say, 
back in 1961 thoroughly tested all their 
weapons through. We are not sure, even 
with navigation and guidance systems if 
these missiles can survive a nuclear en
vironment. So I do not think anybody 
can say with any degree of certainty that 
1,000 warheads are enough, that 2,000 
warheads are enough or that 500 war
heads are enough. This weapon is not a 
lot different in that respect than any 
other weapon we have used throughout 
history. Until we have actual combat 
experience we cannot say it will require x 
number of weapons, x number of tons, 
or x number of pounds to diminish a 
target. 

I wanted to make that statement be
cause as we consider the basic fact that 
this request for an ABM or Safeguard 
system has come from the one man in 
this country charged with the respon
sibility of making recommendations, I 
think we must also recognize-and I find 
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no quarrel up to now with the opposition 
to the ABM-that the President was not 
wrong in going along with the improve
ment of Minureman, in going along with 
MIRV, in going along with new advanced 
manned aircraft, or any of the other 
weapons in the bill. I think we must get 
back to the fact that while those who 
oppose the ABM will probably approve 
other pa.rts of this bill, that this entire 
package is from the Commander in 
Chief, backed up by his military advisers. 

I cannot conceive of any country, and 
particularly the United States, saying 
that we are not going to provide a defense 
against any weapon. 

With respect to retaliatory capability, 
yes, there is truth to that and we have 
been able to maintain-not stability, but 
we have not had a world war III since 
we had the worldwide retaliatory con
cept of Foster Dulles, a theory which 
proved right. But what is going to hap
pen if potential enemies see that the 
United States has no protection except 
a retaliatory strike? I shudder to think 
of the blackmail that will be heaped 
upon the United States if that day ever 
comes. 

I am happy that the Senator from 
Kentucky, in his brilliant way, has got
ten into this matter, because out of it we 
will have a better understanding. 

I will say that there have been 
changes, but not from the standpoint of 
the administration. I observed the other 
day when this matter first came up that 
the opposition was totally against the 
ABM. Then, sensing that there might 
not be success in that area, they changed 
to opposition to MIRV. 

Let us say the ABM section of the bill 
passes, and let us say that MffiV is 
denied, the very thing the Senator from 
Kentucky sees as hopeful, the growth of 
warheads, will be denied this country so 
we will be saying we have an ABM but 
we have no way to equal the strength of 
the other, or say we have no ABM and 
no MmV, there is no possible way in 
the world of showing strength to a po
tential enemy. 

Now, we see the struggle of the op
position in several amendments. One 
would do what this bill proposes to do, 
namely, not deploy. We could not deploy 
any of these until 1974, even if the Lord 
were down here running the show. 

The change has been made in the op
position to the ABM. We see it fluctuat
ing day after day as it totals the vote 
which now seems to favor those who are 
for the ABM. Frankly, I watch this de
bate with great interest to see what the 
next development on the part of the op
ponents will be because I think so far 
they are running around loosely-I will 
not say like sheep because they are not 
sheep-but there has been no pattern 
established that the proponents of this 
measure have not been able to stamp 
out. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Sena
tor from Arizona. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I thank the Senator for 

his counseling. I want to make it clear 
to the Senator that there has been no 

change in our position. It was in April 
a year ago that I introduced an amend
ment to delay the deployment for two 
purposes : one purpose was to first deter
mine whether it would be effective. A 
year has passed and we still do not know 
i.f it is effective. Integrated testing will 
not be done until 1973 or later. 

But that was not the only reason. We 
have urged again and again and there 
is no change-that we use this year in 
an effort to stop the arms race or at 
least control it. 

We know that additional nuclear 
weapons systems have not brought us 
security, and they may eventually les
sen our security. We are trying to see, 
while there is an opportunity through 
talks, to determine if the arms race can 
be brought under control rather than to 
continue it, by new weapons systems. 

Mr. DOMINICK. I hope we can con
trol the arms race by putting in the 
ABM and not with more offensive 
weapons. 

I yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I asked 

the Senator to yield to me only briefly. I 
know there are other Senators who wish 
to speak. The Senator from Virginia 
asked for time yesterday afternoon. 

I wish to commend the Senator highly 
for what I think is a solid and construc
tive analysis of this problem. I know per
sonally how much dedication, time, and 
work he has given to this matter, par
ticularly since January 1. 

One point the Senator makes on the 
last page of the copy of his address 
which I have deals with the reputable 
scientists in disagreement. We found 
that all the way through, as the Senator 
pointed out. One thing they are not in 
disagreement about, as I understand it, 
is that this is the most advanced and 
best anti-ballistic-missile system by far 
that we have. When we assembled here 
in January there was talk about other 
systems that were involved and the rumor 
was that the Air Force had something to 
propose. But when we come right down 
to the testimony, the ABM was the one. 
As to the four scientists we had before 
the committ.ee, as the Senator will recall, 
in open session, two opposed it and two 
were in favor of it. All four said that it 
was the most advanced and the best 
system. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That is absolutely 
correct. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator re
member that clearly? 

Mr. DOMINICK. Very well. 
Mr. STENNIS. So the question now is, 

if we are going to have an ABM, this is 
the one within present knowledge. The 
Senator thinks, too, does he not, that of 
all the research and development we 
have had, bringing this along slowly 
over the years, that we have now reached 
the point, as a practical matter, that if 
we are going to go on to the next stage, 
now is the time to do it? 

Mr. DOMINICK. I certainly do. I 
completely agree. As a matter of fact, as 
the Senator may recall, I think it was in 
1963 when the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina called a closed ses
sion to discuss this question. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 

Mr. DOMINICK. After that session, 
most of us, I might say, gained some 
knowledge. Many Senators had it al
ready, but many did not. Thus, it was a 
constructive session. I voted against de
ployment at that time. I think the Sen
ator from Mississippi did also. 

Mr. STENNIS. I did, too. The Senator 
is correct. 

Mr. DOMINICK. That was because it 
was not ready, so f~r as we could see. 
Now I think it is, and I think we should 
go ahead with it. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado very much for his fine 
contribution. 

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. KENNEDY obtained the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Massachusetts yield for a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Mississippi, pro
vided that I do not lose my right to the 
floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, yester
day afternoon, the Senator from Vir
ginia (Mr. BYRD) saw me about, if pos
sible, getting some time this afternoon 
to speak. 

Today, the Senate was not in session 
when I had in mind asking for this re
quest. Now we are back in session, and I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that 
after the Senator from Massachusetts 
has completed his remarks, the special 
order of business be that the Senator 
from Virginia--

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President-
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I have 

the floor. I yielded to the Senator from 
Mississippi with the understanding that 
I would not lose my right to the floor. 
I think the Senator from Mississippi has 
propounded a unanimous-consent re
quest. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I understood 
that I was scheduled to follow the Sen
ator from Massachusetts. In fact, there 
was some question as to who would come 
first. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from South Carolina is correct. 

Mr. THURMOND. I do not wish to re
linquish any more of my time because 
I have another commitment to meet and 
I have already been waiting a long time 
to gain the floor. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President. I knew 
nothing about the time that the Senator 
from South Carolina would have to 
speak. I did not know that. I know the 
Senator mentoned yesterday afternoon 
that he might wish to speak today or the 
next day. However, I hope that some
thing can be done to meet the situation so 
that the Senator from Virginia <Mr. 
BYRD) may speak, especially in view of 
the fact that I promised to see that he 
would be placed on the schedule. When I 
got in today, the Senate had recessed and 
I did not get back to it. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my unani
mous-consent request, since the Senator 
from South Carolina objects. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts has the floor. 

THE SURCHARGE AND THE NEED 
FOR TAX REFORM 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
extraordinary discussions that took 
place yesterday on the Senate floor, par
ticularly the discussion between the dis
tinguished majority leade·r and the 
distinguished chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, have set the stage 
for what will almost certainly become 
one of the most significant debates of 
the current session of the 91st Con
gress-the debate over the income tax 
surcharge and tax reform. 

In part, of course, the debate will be 
important because the surcharge is a 
major tool of Federal fiscal policy for 
combating the strong inflationary pres
sures now gripping the economy. In ad
dition, however, the debate will be 
important for another reason, a reason 
that has vast significance for all tax
payers in the Nation. For the first time 
in many years, Congress now has the 
opportunity to enact comprehensive tax 
reform. These two areas-the tax sur
charge and tax reform--are closely tied 
to one another, and it is entirely appro
priate that Congress should consider 
them together, as the resolution of the 
Senate majority policy committee has so 
clearly stated. 

There can be no question that our first 
duty is to carry out a responsible fiscal 
policy that brings maximum feasible 
pressure to bear in our increasingly dif
ficult battle against inflation. At the 
same time, however, I believe we must 
keep the strongest ~ible pressure on 
the administration and Congress to take 
the responsibility for seeking compre
hensive tax reform. 

At the present time, there is strong 
and rising pressure for tax reform in all 
parts of the country. Each of our Senate 
offices is being deluged with communi
cations from outraged citizens demand
ing reform. One of the most important 
aspects of the national sentiment for 
tax reform is the realization by millions 
of taxpayers that the income tax sur
charge itself is unfair. It aggravates the 
serious inequities in our existing tax laws. 
It applies only to those who already pay 
taxes on their income, and it requires no 
contribution whatever from those who 
escape their fair share of taxes. At a 
time, therefore, when the administra
tion is asking that the surcharge be ex
tended, it is fair-indeed essential-to 
insist that the administration also dem
onstrate its commitment to prompt and 
meaningful tax reform. 

At the present stage of the legislative 
debate on the surcharge and tax reform, 
I believe that the resolution of the policy 
committee fully achieves our twin goals 
of controlling inflation and accelerating 
the enactment of comprehensive tax re
form. By extending the current with
holding tax rates, we have taken the only 
step we need take at the present time to 
maintain a completely responsible fiscal 
policy in the fight against inflation. It is 
not necessary to extend the surcharge 
provisions themselves. All that is e~sen-

tial at this time is to continue the sur
charge withholding rates, which by 
themselves are sufficient to preserve 
Government receipts for the summer 
months at the same level that would 
have existed had the surcharge itself 
been extended. 

The length of the period of extension 
of the withholding rates will depend on 
our progress toward meaningful tax re
form. Congress has already acted to ex
tend the rates through July 31 of this 
year. I agree with the resolution of the 
policy committee that the rates should 
be extended through the end of the pre
sent quarter-that is until September 30. 
In light of the announcement last week 
by Chairman WILBUR MILLS of the House 
Ways and Means Committee, it is be
coming increasingly likely that a signifi
cant tax reform bill may be passed by the 
House before Congress adjourns for the 
August recess. In light of the announce
ment last week by Chairman RussELL 
LoNG, of the Finance Committee, it now 
seems likely that the Finance Committee 
will have completed a major portion of 
its own hearings on tax reform before the 
recess. As a result, the September 30 date 
for extension of the withholding rates 
would seem to off er both the Senate and 
the House a reasonable opportunity to 
enact a comprehensive tax reform bill in 
this session of the Congress. Of course, 
if action on tax reform is not completed 
by that time, the withholding rates could 
be extended for another appropriate 
period. 

Thus, I believe that any action on the 
surcharge itself and the other provisions 
of the House-passed bill, as opposed to 
the mere extension of the withholding 
rates, should await the action by Con
gress on tax reform. If, as seems possible 
in light of recent developments, · a down
turn in the economy has begun, or 
major revenue-raising tax reforms are 
adopted, it would be wise to reconsider 
both the amount and the duration of the 
surcharge. Any excess amount withheld 
from taxpayers under the higher with
holding rates during the extension period 
could be returned to the taxpayers 
through the usual yearend refund 
procedure. 

In sum, the policy committee resolution 
offers us the very real opportunity to 
carry out a thoroughly adequate fiscal 
policy. I do not accept the proposition 
that extension of the withholding rates 
contributes in some vague psychological 
way to the pressures of inflaitioii. It is 
widely accepted among economists that 
take-home pay is the major determinant 
of consumer expenditures, and take
home pay is the same today as it would 
be if the surcharge had been extended. 
Those who argue otherwise are them
selves contributing to the inflationary 
psychology. 

The vital link between the surcharge 
and tax reform was recognized by Con
gress more than a year ago. On the floor 
of the Senate in June 1968, the surcharge 
legislation was amended to require Pres
ident Johnson to submit proposals for 
comprehensive tax reform to Congress. 
The floor amendment was adopted in 
clear recognition of the feeling abroad 
in the Nation that when taxes increase, 

strong efforts should be made to elimi
nate the existing inequities and discrimi
nations in our tax laws. 

The case for tax reform has a dual 
basis. First, the genius and guiding prin
ciple of our Federal income tax system 
is that the tax a person bears is deter
mined by his ability to pay. As Justice 
Oliver Wendell Holmes once said: 

Truces a.re the price we pay !or clvlllza.tlon. 

Those with the greatest ability to pay 
should contribute the most to meet the 
costs of Government. Those who are sit
uated in similar economic circumstances 
should bear similar tax burdens. For the 
tax system to function properly, each 
citizen must have confidence that he is 
paying a fair portion of the price of our 
society. 

Second, and equally important, the 
fair and effective operation of our tax 
system is vital to our entire competitive 
free enterprise system, and therefore to 
our democratic society itself. Under the 
proper working of the system, resources 
must be guided to their most efficient use 
by the free working of the marketplace. 
What the market rewards with high re
turns will and should attract an opti
mum level of financial and real resources. 
This is the hallmark of our competitive 
market system. If we permit unreason
able tax privileges to divert resources 
away from their best uses, away from 
the point of greatest natural profit to 
the point of greatest tax advantage, we 
distort our profit system and lose many 
of the benefits of the free market. As 
President Kennedy stated, the full bene
fits of the market system can only be felt 
when all of our people and all of our 
resources are used as wisely and effec
tively as possible. 

Our present tax laws fall far short 
of these goals. Unfairness and discrimi
nation abound. Privileges designed for 
another era linger on to distort the eco
nomy, long after the logic for their use 
has disappeared. 

The most glaring defect of our tax laws 
is their inequity. Although our proce
dures for administering the tax laws are 
the most advanced of any nation in the 
world, the laws themselves are unfair. We 
know that some taxpayers pay a bargain 
basement price while others, especially 
the poor, are required to bear far more 
than their fair share. Millions of Ameri
cans below the poverty level pay taxes 
they cannot afford on their meager year
ly incomes. Many of our wealthiest citi
zens, with million of dollars in income 
each year, pay little tax or no tax at all. 
Often taxpayers with the same real eco
nomic income are taxed at widely differ
ent rates, depending on the source of 
their income. 

In 1967, for example, in what has now 
become the most famous statistic in 
American tax lore, 15•5 Americans filed 
tax returns with adjusted gross incomes 
in excess of $200,000, but paid no taxes 
whatever. Twenty-one of these citizens 
had incomes in excess of $1 m1111on. Al
though the maximum tax rate is 70 
percent, the effective tax rates are far 
lower. Indeed, the average effective tax 
rate rises to only about 30 percent for 
persons with annual incomes in the 
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range of $50,000 to $200,000, then 
gradually declines for those earning over 
$1 million a year. 

Even these dramatic figures, however, 
do not adequately measure the break
down in fairness of our current tax struc
ture. Clearly, in our tax laws, some types 
of income are more equal than others. 
Thus, salaries and many kinds of busi
ness income are taxed at ordinary income 
rates, but other income is not taxed at 
all-such as interest on municipal 
bonds-or is taxed at lower capital gain 
rates. And taxable income from any 
source can be off set by artificially large 
deductions for oil and gas properties, 
such as intangible drilling costs, the re
curring percentage depletion allowance, 
and the foreign tax credit. 

Even beyond the grave, the inequities 
in our tax laws continue. The estates of 
some people are subject to substantial 
Federal taxes when they pass to the 
next generation. Others-usually the 
wealthy-are able to avoid a large por
tion of such taxes. At death, vast ac
cumulations of capital gains pass un
touched by the income tax laws. 

These disparities in tax treatment are 
not isolated. The loopholes and escapes 
in the laws are widespread, and are 
known to be widespread. They seriously 
erode our progressive rate structure. With 
good reason, it has said, our tax system 
delves with a sieve. 

Compounding the unfairness, privi
leged classes of income can be reached 
most easily only by the wealthiest citi
zens. To paraphrase a famous aphorism, 
our tax laws in their majestic equality 
allow the poor as well as the rich to in
vest in State and local bonds, to reap 
long-term capital gains, to search for 
oil, and to charter their own f ounda
tions. But, middle and lower income tax
payers cannot afford the substantial in
vestments required to generate tax-free 
income, capital gains, and large deduc
tions. The more income an individual 
has, the easier it becomes to reduce his 
taxes or escape them altogether. Accord
ing to one estimate, the threshold level 
of income required for profligate use 
of tax preferences is $5,000 a year. 

Meanwhile, milllons of law-abiding 
American citizens faithfully pay the Fed
eral tax collector b111ions of dollars each 
year from their hard-earned salaries. 
More than half of the $80 b11lion 
collected annually from our individ
ual citizens come from taxpayers with 
adjusted gross income in the range of 
$7,000 to $20,000. These are the citizens 
who must carry the burden of our un
fair Federal tax structure. These are 
the citizens on whom the tax demands 
of the Federal Government-and State 
and local governments as well-fall most 
heavily. These are the citizens for whom 
we must provide basic tax relief. 

We cannot tolerate the inequities of 
our Federal tax laws. We must make 
our progressive tax structure a reality, 
not a fiction. When the highest officials 
of the administration begin to speak of 
the danger of a "taxpayers' revolt," it 
is time for Congress to listen. 

The unsheltered taxpayer is losing his 
patience. Our entire tax system is based 
upon voluntary compliance, and we can 
boast a record of such compliance un-

equaled by any other nation in the 
world. Yet, 1f -we continue to permit 
the few to maintain the lucrative es
capes they now enjoy, we can hardly 
expect willing compliance by the many 
who are unable to take advantage of 
such special benefits. 

I believe, therefore, that the time has 
come to enact meaningful tax reforms, 
and that, as the policy committee has 
recommended, basic tax reform should 
be considered simultaneously with any 
bill extending the surcharge. By taking 
such action; we gain a double benefit. 
We lay the groundwork for comprehen
sive tax reform by eliminating some of 
the most :flagrant inequities in the exist
ing system. And we insure that the sur
charge falls more evenly on all our 
citizens. 

In addition, to the extent we gener
ate new revenues from tax reform, funds 
will become available for other important 
programs. Indeed, by adopting immedi
ate reforms to close tax loopholes in 
particularly fiagrant areas, it may be 
possible to produce a substantial tax re
form dividend in fiscal year 1970. 

If the proper timing can ·be worked 
out, the revenue gained from tax re
form can be used to provide an even 
greater reduction in the surcharge rate 
beyond that already proposed by the 
administration. By closing loopholes 
for the few, we could provide lower taxes 
for the many, without sacrificing any 
of the anti-inflationary impact the sur
charge is intended to exert on the econ
omy. 

This is not the occasion for a tech
nical discussion of the various proposals 
for tax reform that have been put for
ward by Members of the Senate and 
others in recent weeks and months. The· 
examination I have made of many of 
these proposals leads me to believe, how
ever, that a number of them have al
ready been widely discussed and are 
now ripe for enactment. 

First, as one of the most immediate 
and basic reforms, we should adopt 
ttle minimum income tax. The minimum 
tax is an idea whose time has come. Sev
eral years ago, the Senator from Loui
siana (Mr. LoNG), chairman of the 
Finance Committee, helped launch the 
concept of such a tax. In recent months, 
the concept of the minimum tax has re
ceived increasing support from tax ex
perts as a reform that can and should 
be enacted immediately, independent of 
other reforms in specific provisions of 
the tax code. It was endorsed in the 
Treasury study prepared under the 
Johnson administration, and it has been 
recommended-albeit in diluted form
by the present administration. 

The minimum tax would require many 
citizens with substantial income, even 
those whose income is derived from 
sources that are currently tax exempt, 
to pay at least a modest tax. I believe 
that the base upon which the minimum 
tax is calculated should be as compre
hensive as possible. At the present time, 
five sources of tax-exempt income con
tribute substantially to the present in
equity of our tax laws: 

The portion of long-term capital gains 
that is now excluded from income; 

Interest on State and local govern
ment bonds; 

The excess of percentage depletion over 
capital investment in oil and minerals, 
and the current expensing of intangible 
dr1lling and development costs; 

Excess depreciation on real property 
and certain leasing arrangements on 
personal property produced by accelerat
ed depreciation deductions available even 
for highly leveraged property; and 

The appreciation in value of property 
donated to charity. 

In the version of the minimum tax I 
favor, each of these categories of exempt 
income would be included in a new and 
expanded tax base. The indiivdual would 
be required to pay tax in an amount equal 
at least to the amount he would pay if 
the full tax rates were applied to half 
his total income. In other words, the 
minimum tax would be applicable only if 
the individual's tax-exempt income ex
ceeds his taxable income. In effect, it 
would place a limit of 50 percent on the 
amount of a person's total income that 
can be excluded from tax. 

It is clear, of course, that in enacting 
the minimum tax, we will not be dealing 
with the merits of the various tax pref
erences that are used to produce tax
exempt income under present law. All we 
must decide is th&t a citizen should not 
be entitled to use these preferences so 
extensively and in such combination that 
more than half his total income goes un
taxed. I believe there is already wide
spread acceptance of this underlying 
principle. 

Success in enacting the minimum tax 
must not, however, become the excuse 
for abandoning the struggle for compre
hensive tax reform. In particular adop
tion of the minimum tax must not reduce 
the momentum of our drive for other re
forms. We must recognize that enact
ment of the minimum tax is a partial 
reform at best. It does not mean that real 
reform has taken place, or that the loop
holes are closed, or that the tax dodgers 
have become taxpayers. Rather, by 
demonstrating how large a gap there is 
between the total income and the tax
able income of some individuals, the 
minimum tax is a reform we can use as 
an incentive for further efforts toward 
overall reform. 

Second, we should build on the com
prehensive income philosophy of the 
minimum tax by requiring taxpayers to 
allocate their personal deductions be
tween nontaxable and taxable sources. 
For example, an individual who is tax
able on only two-thirds of his total in
come should be allowed to subtract only 
two-thirds of his total personal deduc
tions in calculating his taxable income. 
This principle is a matter of simple 
equity, since an individual's personal 
deductions are paid out of his total in
come, and not solely out of his taxable in
come as currently defined by the reve
nue code. 

Third, we must adopt tax reform to 
help our poor and middle income citizens. 
For too long, we have imposed an oner
ous tax burden on tens of millions of 
these citizens. To alleviate the burden 
on the poor, the Treasury study under 
the Johnson administration recom
mended a substantial increase in the 
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minimum standard deduction. This pro
posal would eliminate Federal income 
taxes on half of the 2 million families 
now living below the poverty level. It 
would provide major tax reductions for 
the others. This proposal was a start in 
the right direction. The recent low in
come allowance o:ff ered by the present 
administration and adopted by the 
House as part of the surcharge leg
islation would go even farther in some 
respects, and would remove virtually all 
of the poor from the income tax rolls. 

I believe we can do even better. Our 
goal must be to insure not only that in
dividuals living in poverty are not re
quired to pay tax on their income, but 
also that the tax relief made available 
is not phased out so rapidly that serious 
tax burdens continue to be placed on 
those who live above the poverty level. 
The National Committee on Tax Justice 
has urged that all taxpayers be given 
a minimum standard deduction of $1,100, 
thereby expanding the benefits of the 
administration's "low income allow
ance" to include over 20 million addition
al low- and middle-income taxpayers. 
Alternatively, the Treasury proposals 
under the Johnson administration would 
have provided similar relief for such 
taxpayers by substantially increasing 
both the percentage and the maximum 
amount of the standard deduction. I sup
port these proposals. I am confident that 
the Senate will give close attention to 
each of these proposals, in order to pro
vide the most effective possible relief to 
large numbers of our taxpayers. 

Fourth, we must reform the tax treat
ment of the petroleum industry. In re
cent months, increasing numbers of Sen
ators have become aware of the tax in
equities that exist because of the per
centage depletion allowance and other 
special income tax preferences available 
to that industry. 

In many respects, the 27%-percent 
depletion allowance for oil is the most 
fiagrant single loophole in our entire tax 
system. Although other special benefits 
for the industry are less well known, 
they are almost of equal significance. 
These include, for example, the current 
deduction allowed for the so-called in
tangible costs of exploration and devel
opment; the credit allowed for foreign 
taxes, even though such taxes are fre
quently in the nature of royalty pay
ments to foreign governments; and, the 
favorable capital gains treatment al
lowed for mineral production payments. 

Largely as a result of the immense 
benefits available from the depletion al
lowance and other tax preferences, the 
petroleum industry is consistently taxed 
at effective rates much lower than those 
paid by most other industries. According 
to recent Treasury estimates, the over
whelming proportion of the depletion al
lowance and the deduction for intangi
ble costs is far in excess of what would 
be allowed if strict financial accounting 
principles were followed. Indeed, the an
nual revenue loss alone from excess de
pletion over cost is almost $1% billion. 

For too long, we have failed to recog
nize that the Nation's economy is pay
ing an enormous public subsidy to the 
petroleum industry. The mere fact that 

the subsidy is through the tax system 
makes it no different in principle from 
a subsidy provided through direct ap
propriations. For too long, we have failed 
to give tax expenditures the same in
tense examination we have regularly 
given to our domestic social programs, 
and more recently, to our defense pro
grams. 

In these circumstances, it is ironic that 
the percentage depletion allowance is to
day so widely regarded as an immutable 
benefit to which the petroleum industry 
is entitled as of right. The administra
tion's recent tax reform proposals are 
notoriously silent on the issue of the de
pletion allowance and almost all the 
other tax advantages available to the oil 
industry. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, would the 
Senator pref er to yield to me now, or 
would he rather complete his statement? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would rather com
plete the statement. I have a CoPY of my 
statement, which I hope will be made 
available to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Reduction of the depletion allowance 
will be accomplished only after lengthy 
debates in Oongress. Nevertheless, I be
lieve that we will be shirking ouT respon
sibility if we fail to act now to bring the 
depletion allowance and the other special 
benefits available to the oil industry into 
line with the economic and tax realities 
of other industries. The present value of 
27% percent for the depletion allowance 
originated more than 40 years ago in a 
relatively arbitrary compromise, in which 
a Senate-House conference split the dif
ference between the 25-percent figure 
proposed by one House and the 30-pe·r
cent figure proPQsed by the other. The 
year was 1927, a time when tax rates 
were far lower than they are today and 
the tax benefits were correspondingly 
smaller. 

Extensive studies by economists in both 
Government and private industry suggest 
that the impact of reduci:r;ig the foreign 
and domestic depletion allowances may 
be far smaller than has previously been 
thought. Acoording to a major recent 
study sponsored by the Treasury, the de
pletion allowance contributes only a 
small amount to the Nation's petroleum 
reserves. Instead, it encourages excessive 
drilling and inefficient production meth
ods and discourages research into other 
potential fuel sources. 

The studies that have been conducted 
have carried us as far as we can reas·on
ably go by economic and statistical anal
ysis. The time is ripe to begin the fight 
for reform. Once the issues are clearly 
raised, I am corifident that a majority of 
Congress will agree that the depletion 
allowance under present law is excessive, 
and that the cause of reform will prevail. 

Moreover, the American people will not 
believe that genuine tax reform has been 
achieved until there is a thorough in
vestigation of the tax advantages avail
able to the petroleum industry. Indeed, 
in many parts of the country the per
centage depletion allowance has become 
the symbol of the need for tax reform, 
and other oil tax shelters are being in
creasingly challenged. I believe that a 
reasonable reform package in this area 
should include the following: 

For the largest producers, reduction of 

the percentage depletion allowance for 
domestic production from 27 Y2 percent 
to 15 percent and elimination of the al
lowance for foreign production, while 
still maintaining appropriate incentives 
for small producers. 

Adoption of a requirement that the 
intangible costs of exploration, drilling 
and development be capitalized, rather 
thari deducted as current expenses. 

Elimination of the present loophole 
which allows a tax credit for payments to 
foreign governments, even though such 
payments are in the nature of royalties, 
not taxes. 

Elimination of the favorable capital 
gains treatment available for certain 
types of mineral production payments. 

Fifth, we must reform the tax treat
ment of capital gains. Most important we 
should increase the holding period for 
long-term capital gains from its present 
level of 6 months to 1 year. We should 
also abolish the current 25 percent maxi
mum alternative tax rate on such gains. 
In addition, unrealized capital gains 
transferred by gift or at death should · 
be taxed at the prevailing capital gains 
rates. 

Sixth, we must reform the tax treat
ment of interest on State and local gov
ernment bonds. A number of major pro
posals have recently been offered in this 
area, ranging from a Federal interest 
subsidy to the establishment of an urban 
development bank. I believe that a 
positive Federal incentive is necessary to 
encourage State and local governments to 
seek new and more efficient methods of 
financing. I commend the House Ways 
and Means Committee for the imagi
native approach it suggested in its tenta
tive proposals announced last week, and 
I urge the Senate to consider similar 
alternatives. 

Seventh, we must reform the tax treat
ment of real estate transactions. At the 
present time, there are a variety of tax 
shelters widely used for profiteering in 
this area. Our goal should be the elim
ination of the accelerated depreciation 
deduction for buildings, and the recap
ture of the profits on the sale of depreci
ated property as ordinary income, with
out impairing the construction of hous
ing that is desperately needed for low
and middle-income groups throughout 
the Nation. 

Elghth, we must reform the tax treat
ment of the farm loss deduction. There is 
already broad popular support for this 
reform. Surely it is time to eliminate the 
bizarre abuses that exist for city dwellers 
who engage in tax farming. The escapes 
available under present law are the prod
uct of simplified accounting procedures 
intended for small farmers. Over the 
years, however, these procedures have 
spawned a generation of wealthy absen
tee cowboys--hobby farmers more inter
ested in farming the Internal Revenue 
Code for tax benefits than in legitimate 
farm operations. 

The absurdity of the situation is indi
cated by the coincidence that the tax
payers with the highest farm losses also 
happen to be the taxpayers with the 
highest nonfarm incomes. No one believes 
that taxpayers who are extremely suc
cessful in their other enterprises sud-
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denly become incompetent when they 
turn to farming. Obviously, they are 
using their farm losses to obtain sub
stantial tax windfalls through reductions 
in their income from other sources. 

The Senator from Montana (Mr. 
Metcalf) has introduced a bill to limit 
the amount of farm losses that can be 
deducted from nonfarm income. A com
panion bill is being sponsored in the 
House by Representative JOHN CULVER, 
and a somewhat similar proposal has 
been made by the administration. I have 
strongly endorsed Senator METCALF's bill. 
Each of the bills has wide bipartisan 
support in Congress. They also have the 
support of a growing number of farm 
organizations and others concerned 
about the destructive competition of tax 
farmers, whose most pressing interest is 
to preside over a losing farm operation. 
As a result, the price of farmland is bid 
abnormally high, and legitimate farmers 
find themselves unable to compete. 

The eight reforms that I have pro
posed do not in any sense exhaust the 
demand for tax reform that is wide
spread throughout the country. I believe, 
however, that they are representatives of 
the areas of our revenue laws where basic 
reforms are most needed. I support and 
endorse many of the reforms that have 
been proposed in other areas, such as the 
tax treatment of foundations and chari
table contributions, the multiple corpo
rate exemption, the liberalization of the 
deduction for moving expenses, with
holding of income on dividends and in
terest at the source, repeal of the 7-per
cent investment credit, and so on. 

In addition, we must also make every 
possible effort to lighten the tax burden 
on all our citizens. A number of signifi
cant reforms have been proposed but 
their unfortunate hallmark is that' they 
produce substantial Federal revenue 
losses at the very time when demands on 
the Treasury are enormous. This applies 
especially to proposals to increase the 
$600 personal exemption, and to allow 
a deduction for the expenses of educa
tion. Nevertheless, in the weeks to come 
I believe we must make every effort t~ 
explore whether meaningful reforms can 
be enacted in these and other areas, such 
as more favorable tax treatment for sin
gle persons, expanding the income aver
aging system, a more generous allowance 
for child care expenses of working moth
ers, and revising the overall tax struc
ture to provide lower rates for all. 

In the course of the coming debate on 
t?e surcharge and tax reform, it is quite 
hkely that new areas will be identified 
in which tax reforms should be carried 
out, and that more imaginative solutions 
will be proposed for the areas of present 
controversy. I therefore welcome the 
current discussion as a fertile opportu
nity to achieve the goal for which we 
have waited so long-the enactment of 
comprehensive tax reform. 

Perhaps · the most valuable result of 
our effort for tax reform is that it pro
motes a greater sense of national pur
pase for all Americans. If we are to suc
ceed in the effort to rebuild our cities, to 
develop and preserve our rural areas, and 
to maintain our national security at 
home and abmad, the funds to finance 

these programs must be raised fairly Does the Senator from Massachusetts 
from all. Only when each citizen knows recognize that possibility? 
that all citizens share equitably in the Mr. KENNEDY. I think it is very dif
tax burden will we achieve the sense of ft.cult to try to predict exactly what the 
national commitment that is essential House of Representatives would do with 
if we are to reach our goals. particular items of tax reform includ-

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the ing some of my suggestions, and perhaps 
Senator yield? a number of others. As I stated, my sug-

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. gestions are an all-inclusive group. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, permit me Many of the suggestions are merely for 

to compliment the Senator on his speech. the purpose of identifying broad ·areas 
It is a courageous statement, whether for consideration. 
one agrees with it or not. I am sure I do know, both from reading through 
that the Senator will find he has alien- the RECORD of the House debates and 
ated a number of people in various busi- from conversations with a number of 
ness endeavors by the suggestions he has the Members who voted on the House 
made, but he is not the only one to make bill, that when the matter of extension 
those suggestions. I think he will find of the surcharge came up, many of them 
that a considerable number of people in voted in opposition to the bill, because 
the revenue field, certainly a number of they did not feel there was meaningful 
academicians, and many people who tax reform in the legislation. 
serve the Government would agree with It would be extremely difficult for me 
his suggestions. to predict how the House vote would 

As far as I am concerned, I find a have changed, if there had been some 
number of things in the Senator's speech riders on that horse representing what 
that I think could be agreed to by the reasonable men of good will felt was suit
Senate. I think if we had a major rev- able tax reform. I am sure that some 
enue bill before us, we could agree to a Members would have had reservations, 
number of them. Offhand, I heard the and might have voted in opposition. But 
Senator tick off about four or five items I think that other Members would have 
for which I would enthusiastically vote if supported an extension of the surcharge 
we were voting on the Senate floor, and if they felt it included some meaningful 
I expect I would also vote for them as a tax reform. 
member of the committee. I doubt that we can say, from the 

What confuses me is how we are to closeness of the vote in the House of 
proceed. I have been accused of bringing Representatives, that we will have less 
out a Christmas-tree bill, an Easter- opportunity to pass the surcharge if we 
basket bill, and bills with other names, have a more extensive kx reform provi
with a number of new amendments. The sion than was included in the House bill. 
reason we do that is that we do not Mr. LONG. The House of Representa
have the power to initiate revenue meas- tives passed a bill which was opposed by 
ures. Under the Constitution, the House the American Federation of Labor and 
of Representatives must initiate them, the National Association of Manufac
but the Senate may amend. turers. I congratulate Chairman MILLS, 

With all due respect to a very consist- Representative HALE BOGGS, and Repre
ent statesman, some people, like former sentative JOHN BYRNES, as well as the 
Representative Tom Curtis, on the House leadership on both sides of the aisle in 
side, have contended down through the the House of Representatives, for pass
years that we had no right to amend ing a bill opposed by that combination 
their bills except in ways relevant to of powers-manufacturers and labor 
something they included in the bill. I do alike. That is a very difficult thing to do, 
not agree with that, and I know the and the fact that they could pass it at 
Senator from Massachusetts does not. all is a monument to their fiscal respon
Nor, fortunately for us, do the chairman sibility, in the eyes of this Senator. 
of the House Committee on Ways and That took a lot of courage. Every one 
Means, the ranking members on the Re- of those men have to run for office next 
publican side, nor the House of Repre- year. A fellow can be a real statesman 
sentatives itself, based upon its votes. about a matter of that sort if he has 5 

One thing that I have learned about or 6 years before the public passes on his 
revenue bills is that if you are going to qualifications. However, if a fellow has to 
put a rider on a bill, it is something like submit himself· for reelection next year, 
putting a rider on a horse; if the rider it takes a lot of courage when both labor 
is too heavy, the horse goes nowhere. and management are against it. 
You have to pick a strong enough horse When the House passes a bill and sends 
to carry the rider you seek to put on it. it to us, how should we proceed? Ordi-

I believe the Senator realizes that if narily my approach is that the Finance 
we put the amendments he suggests on Committee should consider the bill. It is 
the surtax b111 as passed by the House roughly a $10 billion tax increase. That 
of Representatives, the bill might fall . is not popular to begin with. 
of passage. We are voting on a bill that I thought we would include in the bill 
passed the House by five votes. If we some of the same suggestions that the 
vote for the reforms the Senator has in Senator has made here, perhaps three or 
mind, would it not seem likely that that four which are important recommenda
five-vote margin in the House of Rep- tions. 
resentatives would be even lower and Having done that, we would bring to 
smaller, if first one group and then an- the Senate floor a bill, and I would cheer
other were to say to their Representa- fully propose to vote on every suggestion 
tive or their Senator, as the case may the Senator has made in his speech. 
be, "That is not tax reform; that is un- Having voted on the suggestions, any 
fair; you are crucifying me with that one of them that could muster a major
amendment"? ity vote would be taken to a conference 
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with the House. We would ask them to 
accept it. 

The Senator knows that when one does 
that, he cannot expect them to accept 
all of them. However, if one has good for
tune, they will accept some of them. We 
will have made a substantial and worth
while contribution by having improved 
on what the House has sent us. And the 
House bill has some reform to it. 

I was pleased to advocate the tax in
vestment credit. It was a recommenda
tion of the Senator's brother, the late 
President Kennedy. 

I became convinced then that with 
the country in the doldrums, this would 
provide employment. It would help to 
reverse a recession and give us prosper
ity. The entire record under Presidents 
Kennedy and Johnson indicated that we 
had a constant increase in prosperity 
throughout the entire period. There was 
never a slump at any time. So one can
not say that this provision failed to do 
what it was propased to do, because the 
facts would indicate otherwise. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In fact, there was a 
period of inflation. 

Mr. LONG. With a war on and with 
pressure on the money market and things 
of that sort, one would think that, with 
business absorbing most of the credit 
and money available for business expan
sion and things of that sort and with 
a very great shortage of money for hous
ing and with very high interest rates, 
if one wants to take the pressure oft' the 
money supply, he should now vote to 
repeal or take oft' the tax investment 
credit. 

The Senator may or may not know it, 
but I strongly advocated that. 

The Senator from Delaware was 
against it to begin with. He said recently 
that the time had come to repeal it. 

I commended him and said I agreed. 
I had voted to put it on. I voted to sus
pend it. I voted to put it back on again. 
He said that should not be done. Yet, 
when it was time to take it oft' the second 
time I was happy to recommend it. 

Under the present circumstances I 
would think that inasmuch as it was 
serving more of a negative purpose than 
a Positive purpose at that paint, it would 
be well to suspend or repeal it. That is in 
the bill. 

I commend the House for approving 
the proposal for low-income people. I 
think that is correct. I doubt that it goes 
far enough. Perhaps we should do more 
for taxpayers in that category and for 
those who are only a little better oft'. 

All I say is that it would seem to me 
as a matter of procedure that when there 
is a $10 billion revenue bill, people are 
entitled to know the answers. Business 
is entitled to know whether they get the 
investment credit or not. Labor is en
titled to know with respect to the with
holding of the money by the employer
whether it belong to the workingman or 
to the Government. 

If the workingman is to get the 
money and if the bill is delayed until 
September, we will have $3 billion sitting 
there assuming we extend the withhold
ing rates. Who does the money belong to? 
Does it belong to the Government or to 
the workingman? 

Furthermore, the whole world is look
ing at us. Are we going to have a sound 
fiscal policy with a balanced budget or a 
badly unbalanced budget with runaway 
inflation? Are we going to be responsible 
to our economic and fiscal needs and 
try to stabilize the economy, or are we 
going to postpone the matter in
definitely? 

That is why it seemed to me that we 
should bring the big revenue bill before 
the Senate and let the Senate begin 
voting. 

The committee is willing to vote on 
every suggestion the Senator has made 
right now. To be fair, it would seem that 
those who favor the amendments should 
have the opportunity to address them
selves to them. However, when we re
port the bill, it would seem to me that 
we ought to move to it as the next item 
of business, so that everyone around 
the world, as well as those inside our 
country, would know where they stand. 

The House is working on a tax re
form bill that is going to be a shocker 
when business sees it. My impression is 
that they will go far beyond what the 
Senator has in his speech. 

If they can pass it, it will be one 
more monument in the courageous and 
forceful leadership of the committee 
chairman, Representative MILLS and the 
other members of that committee, Rep
resentative BOGGS and Representative 
BYRNES and the rest of them. 

If they can pass it, we will consider 
the matter and those suggestions. Some 
of those which were dropped by the way
side for further study will be up again 
and will be considered. 

It would seem to me that the best 
procedure would be to take up the first 
bill with such suggestions as the com
mittee might make and then proceed to 
move on to the next bill when we get 
it. To do otherwise I think would delay 
this bill quite a while. 

The Democratic Policy CommJttee in
vi.:,ed me to attend its meeting and ex
press my views. I had a prepared text 
which I read and which I had printed in 
the RECORD today. 

I was under the impression that to 
have comprehensive tax reform, we 
would be waiting for the House-passed 
bill. 

I have always been prepared on a ma
jor revenue bill-and certainly one in
volving $10 billion 1n taxes-4io expect 
100 amendments to a bill. It is the feel
ing that it is a very big horse and can 
carry riders. 

Senators make their greatest efforts on 
a revenue bill of that sort. If they failed, 
I would not be surprised to see them try 
again on another big revenue bill. 

I feel that this bill is of such impor
tance that it should move ahead wi·thout 
regard for the House reform bill, regard
less of what is done with that bill. 

There will be a great number of peo
ple who want to be heard on the House 
bill. And they have every right to be 
heard. 

The House did not hear witnesses in 
opposition to repealing the tax credit. 
They did not do so for a good reason. 
After they closed their hearing on tax 
reform, they wrote their bill. 

The industry has been before our hear
ings for 2 weeks now on the investment 
tax credit. They have pointed out be
yond any peradventure of a doubt that 
the House bill contains inequities. 

Many Senators want to vote on the 
matter. 

We will hold hearings, if we proceed 
as I have it scheduled, in which Sena
tors will explain the amendments they 
would like to offer. And the Senator is 
welcome to appear before the committee 
and testify for every one of his amend
ments. 

We ask only that he present his 
amendments. They do not have to be let
ter perfect. If we agree, we will proceed 
with them. 

I heard a chuckle somewhere. 
However, if the thing is troublesome, 

but the committee agrees with the point 
of view expressed, it will correct the 
language. It is a very, very technical 
thing. It requires some expert drafting. 
We have a good staff to help us, but it. is 
a difficult thing to do. Put the amend
ment in, testify for it, and if the Senator 
is not satisfied with what the commit
tee does, then let us vote again on the 
floor. That is how I feel we should pro
ceed. 

But there is some misunderstanding 
about the matter. I thought I had made 
it clear to the Policy Committee that 
it seemed to me that to proceed in an 
orderly fashion, in a comprehensive tax 
bill-I mean voting on 50 amendments 
or a hundred-to proceed in a fair way 
in that respect, would require that busi
ness be accorded an opportunity to be 
heard. 

For example, the Senator thinks we 
should increase taxes on the oil industry. 
That is a subject of debate. That is the 
biggest industry in Louisiana. 

I make the Senator a fair proposition 
right now. What is the biggest industry 
in Massachusetts? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Electrical machinery 
and electronics. 

Mr. LONG. I make the Senator this 
proJ)OS1tion: If the Senator will modify 
his stMiem.ent to reduce or remove the 
deple.tion allowance and accept an 
amendment that would require that the 
electronics industry carry as heaVY a 
·tax burden as does the oil industry, I will 
suPPort his amendment. 

When I s·ay that, the Senait.or should 
understand that I am talking about all 
truces. I am not just talking about the 
Federal income tax. I am talking about 
State taxes, rubowt the production taxes, 
and I am talking about the burden on 
the product in term.s of excise taxes. In 
other words, one thing the Senato·r would 
have t.o put in his amendment would be 
th.at when tt comes to selling those 
things, we put a 50-percent excise tax 
on them; because one may think that, 
with respect to the petroleum industry a 
gallon oostJS 39 cents, but the oil com
pany is getting only 20 cents for that. 
The other 19 cents goes to the retailer 
and into production taxes, excise taxes, 
and things of that sort. 

So 1f the Senator will modify his 
amendment in that fashion, I will sup
port l1t, just on this theory: If he could 
incur thait much wrath from the elec
tronics industry, and impose ·that big a 

. 
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burden on them, I would be willing to has a time-consuming responsibility to 
impose that burden on the oil in- perform in its efforts to obtain compre
dustry. It is a matter of debate. It de- hensive tax reform. As the Senator has 
pends on how one looks at it. pointed out the House of Representa-

In any event, when the Senaitor test!- tives has had several months to work 
fies to reduce the depletion allowance, I out a tax-reform package. I under
think he would be the first one to admit stand the Ways and Means Committee 
that the oil industry is entitled to re- will report a reform bill in early August. 
spond to .his argument. We do not have I agree that it puts a serious strain on 
the tune to hear them now. If we heard the Finance Committee to expect it to re
them for 2 weeks def end themselves on spond expeditiously by coming up with 
depletion allowances, as we have heard meaningful tax reform. 
other industries defend them.selves on At the same time, however, I think the 
the investment tax credit, or even 2 or 3 American people have become increas
diays, this bill would not be ready for ac- ingly aware of the kinds of tax loopholes 
tion any time soon. that exist. There are a large number of 

Therefore, I am today inviting the such preferences, many of which were 
Democratic Policy Committee to meet mentioned in my brief remarks today. 
with the Committee on Finance. We will But we are beginning to recognize that 
meet, if it is convenient to the Demo- they exist. I think the pressure for tax 
cratic Policy Committee, on Thursday, at reform should be taken very seriously by 
10 o'clock, and we will discuss proce- those of us who represent the people, and 
dure-how we shall proceed with these I know that the Senator from Louisiana 
bills. This is not on the merits. So far as believes this. 
I am concerned, it is the procedure. How At a time when we are asked to ex
do we handle this? Do we move the bill, tend the tax surcharge in a system which 
which the President of the United States, has a number of inequities, it is not im
the Secretary of the Treasury, and every proper to ask that before the surcharge 
Secretary of the Treasury who served in is extended, we should modify the tax 
the administrations of John F. Kennedy, system to provide a more equitable dis
Lyndon Johnson, Harry Truman, and tribution of the tax burden. 
Dwight Eisenhower think must be I have heard the arguments by the 
passed, and passed soon, to protect the distinguished Senator from Louisiana, 
stability of this country? Do we proceed that if we delay action on the surcharge, 
forthwith with this bill, as expeditiously the workingman will not know the terms 
as possible, or do we permit the taxes to of the withholding tax, and that he wm 
expire and permit this country to fall not know whether he is going to receive 
into economic chaos? the funds which have been withheld 

That is the kind of problem with which from his paycheck. The distinguished 
we are confronted, as responsible mem- Senator from Louisiana, the leadership, 
bers of that committee. we would hope the majority leader, and many others 
that when we meet together and discuss have expressed strong sentiments about 
it, all men of good will-to use the Sena- their interest in supporting a tax sur
tor's term, which appeals to me, also- charge, because of the fiscal exigencies 
we can agree on procedure. If we can of the Nation. These expressions are a 
agree on what we are going to try to do, clear mandate that an extension of the 
then it seems to me that we have a fair surcharge will be forthcoming, and over
chance of achieving that objective. whelmingly so. But I think the senti-

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I wish ment for the surcharge will be more over-
whelming when we have assurances that 

to express my appreciation for the com- the basic structure of the tax code will 
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana. On many occasions, when the be improved to the extent that reform is 
Policy committee has met, he has at- possible. At least, the Members of the 

Senate should have an opportunity to 
tended and expressed the views he is express themselves with respect to pro-
stating on the floor today. vi.ding meaningful tax reform. 

I cannot speak for the majority leader Let me also say on this point that the 
wi.th respect to meeting ~ith the Com- statements made by the administration 
mittee on Finance. I belleve, however, with respect to wage-price guidelines 
that such an invitation would be wel- - and doubts as to the extension of the 
corned by the members of the . Policy surcharge are the kind of talk which I 
Co~mittee. I think the meeting might be fear may be adding to the insecurity of 
of significant value. I thin~ t~e inquiry many of our businessmen in the current 
should be ~ade to the maJority leader, condition of the economy, and may ac
and I. belleve he would be extremely tually be contributing to inflation. 
receptive, as he has been i~ the past. Mr. LONG. I wish to make one further 

The chairman of the Fmance Com- point In my judgment the greatest fiscal 
mittee has been extremely fair in out- tribute to the senator's brother, the late 
lining the procedure for those who have John Kennedy was the Revenue Act of 
recommendations and suggestions for 1964. John Kei:inedy made a speech at 
tax reform. He has outlined the pro- the Economic Club of New York the year 
c~dure in detail on the ftoor and has before that bill was introduced. I believe 
given clear notice as to how the amend- 1 spoke to the F.conomic Club of New 
ments of Senators would be considered by York after that bill became law. That was 
the committee. He obviously respects the almost 3 years after the day John Ken
right of a Senator to submit such amend- nedy made his speech saying that was 
ments on the floor, and he has outlined what we should do and laying out the 
an appropriate procedure, which I think general pattern for his bill. He intro
is eminently fair. duced that bill and fought for it for 1 

As the Senator from Louisiana has long, hard year without seeing it enacted. 
pointed out, the Committee on Finance I recall that when we went to con-
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ference on that bill the first amendment 
between the Senate and the House of 
Representatives which the House agreed 
to was to change the title from the Reve
nue Act of 1963 to the Revenue Act of 
1964. 

The Senator will recall when President 
Johnson made his first speech before 
Congress he recommended that one of the 
first things we should do was to pass that 
revenue bill for which John Kennedy 
had labored the last year of his life try
ing to pass into law, with all the frustra
tions involved in something that com
prehensive. 

That measure involved the entire In
ternal Revenue Code, as well as literally 
hundreds of suggested amendments with 
which we were confronted. It was a good 
bill and it contained much tax reform 
and many tax reductions. the statement 
which I placed in the RECORD today, 
which I delivered before the policy com
mittee, describes how long it took from a 
Treasury study to final enactment. I 
think it was almost 2 years. It must be 
borne in mind that they had all the tech
nical help down at the Treasury to put 
those recommendations together and to 
hear all the pros a.nd cons in the Treasury 
before they brought the bill here. Then, 
we took more than a year working on 
that bill. 

Therefore, comprehensive tax reform, 
such as the Senator has in mind, is diffi
cult to do without the help of the Treas
ury. The Senator can have available re
tired Treasury employees who will go 
before committees and testify what 
they think about matters. But the 
men who have the responsibility to 
recommend, to suggest, and to help 
get support on both sides of the aisle 
are now with the Nixon administra
tion and those people would like to 
look at some of the proposed tax re
forms and suggestions before they draft 
their own tax reforms, as I understand it. 

It takes most administrations about 
a year to recommend a comprehensive 
package. That is about par for the 
course under all Presidents. It would 
seem to me that we must recognize we 
have one big revenue bill, a $10 billion 
bill, on which bold immediate action is 
needed. 

In connection with tax reform there 
are a number of things mentioned in the 
Senator's speech that we would be ready 
to vote on; and there are a number of 
things we would not be ready to vote 
on. Y am ready to take to con
ference any amendment that can mus
ter 51 votes on the floor, with both sides 
being heard. As to those about which 
Senators agree that it requires further 
study, those which should have more 
mature consideration, those about which 
Senators say we must wait for the House 
bill, I am prepared to vote up or down, 
or to table, as the case may be. It would 
certainly be best to proceed with the 
bill which the House sends us, and when 
they send a reform package we can 
proceed on that measure. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in con
clusion I would like to mention to the 
distinguished Senator that I think the 
members of the Committee on Finance 
have a very broad background and un-
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derstanding of the items which I dis
cussed today, and the broad· areas of 
each of the major recommendations on 
tax reform. 

The situation is somewhat different 
this year compared with previous years, 
since we now have the results of the 
very comprehensive tax reform work of 
the last administration. Although I rec
ognize that different administrations 
look at things in different ways, it seems 
to me that the recommendations of the 
Johnson administration can serve as a 
very important starting point for con
sideration. 

A great deal of that work was done, 
and it has not been done in a partisan 
way. The past administration made a 
broad attempt to reach many of the ex
cesses that are found in the tax struc
ture. 

S. 2631-INTRODUCTION OF A BILL 
RELATING TO INCOME TAX 
TREATMENT OF TREBLE DAMAGE 
PAYMENTS UNDER THE ANTI
TRUST LAWS 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, if the Sena

tor will yield further, I would like to in
troduce my own tax reform proposal 
which would say that corporations which 
are convicted of antitrust violations 
cannot deduct treble damages as ordi
nary business expenses. As I understand 
the matter, such damages are in the na
ture of fines for committing crimes and 
are not business expenses. Such a pro
posal would not be popular with business 
but it should be part of any tax reform 
measure we pass. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill <S. 2631) relating to the in
come tax treatment of treble damage 
payments under the antitrust laws and 
certain other payments, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I am con
cerned, as are all Senators with the need 
for achieving greater equity and balance 
in our tax laws. 

Toward that end the bill I introduce 
today prohibits a business from deduct
ing the punitive portion of a treble dam
ages award arising out of a suit following 
a conviction or a plea of nolo contendere 
to a criminal action for violation of the 
antitrust laws. 

This bill is identical with S. 2963 which 
I offered in the 90th Congress. 

So that Senators may review again the 
basis for this legislation, I ask unani
mous consent that pertinent portions 
of my remarks at the introduction of 
S. 2963 appear at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the re
marks were ordered to be prinrted in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

In the 89th Congress, I introduced leg
isla.tion designed to prohibit the deduction 
as a normal business expense of the puni
tive portion, two-thirds of the da.tnages 
a.warded following a criminal conviction for 
the violation of the antitrust laws. 

It is inconceivable to me that illegal busi
ness conduct of this n ature should be rec
ognized as "ordinary and necessary ex-

pense." Public policy simply cannot be 
twisted into that crippled a posture. How 
can we ask the millions of taxpayers of this 
country to pick up half the tab for the pen
alty imposed upon someone else? 

The legislation I now proposed basically 
says that the purpose of treble damages 
is to deter 1llegal conduct and that a party 
guilty of such conduct must suffer an eco
nomic loss. This bill is essentially the same 
as S. 3650 of the 89th Congress. I think 
it is time we acted to take the tax favoritism 
out of this sort of price fixing. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President, I 
yield, but first may I point out that the 
distinguished Senator from Michigan intro
duced a bill which, although not quite iden
tioal with mine, seeks to correct the same 
loophole in the law under which innocent 
taxpayers are required to pick up 50 per
cent of the tab for the unlawful conduct of 
those who have victimized and exploited the 
American people. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I am delighted 
that the Senator from Louisiana introduced 
the bill. It is very kind of the Senator to 
make the comment that he has made on 
the bill which I introduced. 

As a matter of fact, several years ago a 
bill looking to this end-namely, to prevent 
the deduction of such sums by corporations 
convicted of violating the antitrust laws 
by virtue of allowing them to claim the de
duction as a business expense was intro
duced by me. A companion bill was intro
duced in the House by Representative CEL
LER, chairman of the Judiciary Committee. 

The Senate Antitrust Subcommittee held 
hearings for several days on the b111 I in
troduced. Following that, we reexamined 
the matter and introduced a second, refined 
b111 on the subject matter. 

The staff of the Antitrust and Monopoly 
Subcommittee was then instructed to see 
if, together with the staff of the majority 
whip in his role as chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, we could not develop 
an approach that would respond effectively 
to the problem and prevent the Government 
in effect, from paying for the cost of the 
illegal conduct. 

I would hope that, with the introduc
tion of this b111 by the Senator from 
Louisiana, and the pendency of my bill and 
the hearings record made in the Subcom
mittee on Antitrust and Monopoly, that Con
gress in this session will be able to do 
what is right and certainly-whatever the 
proper composition of the statutory lan
guage is-<lorrect an obvious and gross in
equity in the tax structure-namely, the 
provision of taxpayers' money to reimburse 
for criminal fines. It does not happen when 
one rup.s a traffic light, and it should not 
happen when one runs the antitrust light. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator is 
correct. 

I had indicated that I was going to seek 
to move a measure along this line after the 
big electrical contractors were convicted of 
conspiracy and were given a favorable rul
ing by the executive branch of Government. 

It seems to me that there is no basis and 
no excuse whatever for the Treasury De
partment or those who were consulted about 
it, to give these people a ruling thait they 
could deduct as a necessary and ordinary 
business expense, the treble damages they 
paid for violating the criminal law of the 
country. To me, it was utterly fantastic that 
there would be such a ruling. It would al
most be the same as saying that a criminal 
who had stolen from the public could be 
required to give back what he stole but 
could then deduct the cost of his fine. 

But once the horse was out of the barn, 
it was generally agreed by Senators and Rep
resentatives, especially those who were the 
senior members of the committees, not to 

make an effort to attempt to collect retro
actively what the Government lost because 
of letting these people get away with this 
deduction. It was felt that this was done 
and that was the end of it. We would just 
let it go at that. It was wrong, but it was too 
late to correct it. I regret that we did not 
push immediaely at that time to correct 
that improper ruling. 

Now the drug companies will undoubt
edly contend that they should have the 
benefit of the same ruling after their con
viction. In my judgment, the fact that you 
have to pay treble damages and cannot de
duct it as a business expense should be part 
of the deterrent that would cause one not 
to commit a crime such as t his. 

Mr. President, I have indicated how high 
some of those drug costs are. I made refer
ence to tetracycline, which sells under the 
name 0f Achromycin and other names. It is 
interesting to note that patients at one time 
were payin~ 50 cen ts a pill for tetra cycline, 
as a result of the conspiracy to which I have 
made reference, when it was estimated that 
the maximum cost to the manUl.facturers was 
1.5 cents per pill. So now, when citizens 
guess that they are paying approximately 
three times the manufacturer's cost, it is 
interesting to note that with regard to the 
wonder drug tetracycline, they were badly in 
error-if they had that pill in mind-be
cause they were paying appJ:oximately 30 
times the cost of the company to man
ufacture it. 

Mr. President, I do not blame the pharma
cists in this matter. I am happy to say that 
representatives of the 45,000 pharmacists 
who are members of the Ame~ican Pharma
ceutical Association have come before our 
committee and urged us to pass effective leg
islation to help them protect the public by 
helping them to do business in a way that 
would permit them to make a decent profit, 
and at the same time protect the public 
against the exhorbitant prices they have 
been charged as a result of conspiracies and 
as a result of other much criticized practices 
in the drug industry designed to extort from 
the public a much greater price than is 
justifiable. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I did not get an opportunity to 
hear all of the Senator's statement, but 
I do recognize that he is recommending 
certain revisions or amendments to the 
Internal Revenue Code. 

I notice the Senator refers to interest 
on State and local government bonds. 
Do I understand the Senator is recom
mending that this tax exemption be re
pealed or partially repealed? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The matters I hoped 
the Finance Committee would consider 
were the possibility of providing a Fed
eral interest-rate subsidy for municipal 
bonds, the possibility of creating an ur
ban development bank. I believe that 
additional Federal incentives may be 
useful in encouraging State and local 
governments to seek more efficient meth
ods of financing their operations. 

I hope that this is an area to which 
the Senate will give consideration. I ap
preciate the fact that many localities 
now depend on the issuance of tax-free 
municipal bonds and that we must pro
ceed carefully with any changes we make. 
But I think there are important ques
tions here that we must explore. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree 
that it is a problem. That was dealt with 
in the Ways and Means Committee, and 
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it is on the agenda to be considered by 
our own committee. 

Nevertheless, being realistic, when one 
speaks of minimum income tax, regard
less of the source of income, we are in · 
effect speaking about repealing, to acer
tain extent, the tax-exempt status of 
State and municipal bonds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The minimum tax 
proposal would apply only if an indi
vidual's tax-exempt income exceeds 50 
percent of his total income. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That still 
has the mathematical effect to a certain 
extent of repealing the tax-exempt status 
of State and municipal bonds. I am not 
saying that that should not be done, but 
that is the result of the suggested mini
mum tax. 

Mr. KENNEDY. It is my understand
ing, in the preliminary work t have done 
on this, that this would tend to affect 
only the highest brackets of taxpayers 
because they are the taxpayers who have 
the largest proportion of tax-exempt 
income. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. To a 
large extent, but it would affect low
income taxpayers as well. I am not de
bating the merits of this proposal. I am 
speaking of the mathematics of it--

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If it hits 

only one taxpayer regardless of size, 
under this proposal we would be re
pealing a portion of the tax-exempt 
status of State bonds. Would the Sen
ator propose that we make that retro
active on the bonds that the taxpayer 
owns at this time and bought hereto
fore or only on the ones purchased here
after? 

Mr. KENNEDY. At the present time, 
I lean toward the view that the tax 
should be retroactive. However, I would 
be very strongly guided by what the com
mittee feels is the fairest way to proceed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I notice 
one other proposal, one in which I, too, 
have had a great interest. I have intro
duced bills dealing with this subject, and 
I was wondering how close we were to
gether on that. I refer to the Senator's 
discussion as to adequate controls on 
the deductions allowed for farm losses. 
One approach would be to repeal the 
capital gains status on livestock, and 
I was wondering whether the Senator 
would go along with that or just what he 
hadin mind. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The proposal I men
tioned in my statement is really an in
corporation of the approach suggested 
by Senator METCALF. I am a cosponsor of 
his bill, which is quite comprehensive. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I should 
be familiar with that bill, but could tpe 
Senator outline it for me? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The essence of the 
proposal, as I understand it, is a limita
tion on the amount of farm losses that 
can be deducted from income. As I under
stand it, there are accounting procedures 
peculiar to farming, which provide spe
cial advantages to the hobbyhorse 
farmers. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
greatest tax advantage called to the at
tention of our committee, in terms of 
criticism, is the present capital gains 

treatment for livestock, including race 
horses. I was wondering how the Senator 
would treat that? Would he repeal the 
capital gains provision? Personally, I 
have advocated that myself, and I am 
wondering whether the Senator would go 
that far. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I believe that is not 
included as part of the Metcalf proposal. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Does not 
the Senator from Massachusetts recog
nize this as the real loophole? Now I did 
not see here what suggestions the Sena
tor has made regarding taxing of foun
dations. Has the Senator made any sug
gestions in that connection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think the oppor
tunity for foundations to operate tax
free businesses and industries outside the 
scope of their charter should not be per
mitted. This is one of the major sources 
of abuse, and I think the present loop
holes should be closed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That 
suggestion was made to our committee, 
and it is under close study; however, sup
pose we tax or limit the activities outside 
of their charters, they could merely 
amend the charter in order to qualify 
and still get the same tax exemption. To 
be frank, it pretty well boils down to the 
fact that we need to approach the prob
lem with the idea foundations should 
pay some form of tax. I was wondering 
how the Senator feels about that. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would have serious 
reservations about taxing foundations in 
this way. I do not think we should start 
down the road of a general tax on foun
dations. It would place a serious burden 
on many foundations that are doing ex
tremely important and essential work in 
a variety of areas. 

I would rather draw up stronger guide
lines with respect to the kinds of activi
ties in which foundations are involved. 
I would not deter them from engaging in 
educational or other kinds of charitable 
work. But I do think there are some 
holdings and investments which are out
side the scope of legitimate foundation 
activities, and I think they should not 
be exempt from taxation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We alf 
realize that many foundations are 
doing a commendable job in making 
contributions to charity. However, we 
are confronted with the fact that 
an individual taxpayer could do a 
greater job in making contributions to 
charity if he did not have to pay such 
heavy taxes. To the extent that founda
tions are tax exempt they are distribut
ing public funds that would otherwise 
go in the Federal Trnasury. 

The House Ways and Means Commit
tee has tentatively agreed on a proposal 
which would, to some extent, tax these 
foundations. Is the Senator familiar 
with that proposal? I wondered how the. 
Senator feels about that. I am just seek
ing his advice. 

Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand it, 
the House provision goes far beyond 
what the Senator has mentioned in plac
ing limi.tations on the activities of 
foundations. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It does. 
It taxes them also. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I certainly hope that 

the Finance Committee will have a 
chance to review that provision, because 
I personally feel that we need to adopt 
an extremely cautious approach here. 

I hope that the Finance Committee 
can identify the abuses that exist in 
foundation activities. As I understand it, 
the House committee has proposed ser
ious restrictions on the opportunity for 
foundations to engage in a variety of edu
cational and other charitable functions. 
I hope that this proposal will be exam
ined in detail by the Finance Commit
tee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am 
sure it will. The Senator wotild agree 
that there .have been some abuses in 
that area, and it needs examining. 

I noticed that the Senator speaks of 
the deductions for contributions made 
to charity. This proposal has been called 
to the attention of the committee, and 
it too, relates to foundations. Under the 
present law a man who has stock or 
property of very low cost value can do
nate it to a foundation which he controls 
and take a charitable deduction for his 
contribution based on market value of 
the gift. Ofttimes, the cash value of the 
charitable tax deduction exceeds what he 
could get for the property in the market. 

One suggestion is that such increase 
in the value of this gift above actual 
cost be taxed as a capital gain, or under 
another proposal that the donor would 
only receive the charitable deduction 
for the actual cost of the gift. Does the 
Senator have any opinions about that? 

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator men
tioned, I included a reference to that 
reform ·in my remarks. I think this loop
hole should be closed. I think the chari
table deduction has been subject to ex
traordinary abuse. The House commit
tee heard some very graphic testimony 
on the activities of wealthy individuals. 
I think that loophole should definitely be 
closed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I know 
the committee of the House was very 
concerned over it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. As a matter of fact, 
I think a number of witnesses appeared 
before the committee and spoke about 
that provision in some detail. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If the 
House does not deal with it, I have leg
islation prepared for Senate considera
tion. 

Another abuse is getting tax credit for 
private papers far in excess of the cost. 
The loopholes to which I ref er was de
scribed in an article in the Wall Street 
Journal. For example, when a Member of 
Congress leaves the Congress he can do
nate his papers or files to a university, 
a charitable institution or a library, get 
a large appraisal as to the value, and 
take tax credit for this as charitable con
tribution. This is wrong. I wondered if 
the Senator considered that as one of 
the areas which should be dealt with. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am not familiar with 
the specific details of those abuses, but I 
think it should be an area for consid
eration. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall 
cite a hypothetical case. I shall be leav
ing the Senate after my present term 
expires. Certainly, any files and papers I 
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have accumulated were accumulated at 
Government expense. I did not pay for 
them. Under present law if they are 
turned over to a university of a family 
established library one could get a chari
table deduction for their appraised value. 
Yet they were files created at Govern
ment expense. Personally I think that is 
wrong. I have a bill prepared which 
would close this glaring loophole. It re
lates to the executive branch, too. 

I was wondering if the Senator did not 
agree with me that it is wrong to get a 
charitable tax credit for something that 
he or I may have created as a Govern
ment official. These files were created at 
Government expense. Why should there 
be any tax credit when they are turned 
over to a public institution? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would say we are 
getting into a difficult area. What do we 
do about the astronauts who are put on 
the moon at taxpayer's expense? Billions 
of dollars from American taxpayers have 
been used to put the astronauts into 
space. Then they come down to earth 
and sell the rights to their stories for 
large sums. 

What would the Senator do with re
spect to a former President who appeared 
on television and obtained several hun
dred thousand dollars, when the basis 
for his appearance was his experience in 
public office, gained at the taxpayers' ex
pense? 

I agree with the Senator that this is a 
matter of great concern. I can under
stand the point the Senator from Dela
ware is making. Once we get into this 
matter, we must establish broad guide
lines, so that people may have an idea 
as to where they are. We are trying to 
close tax loopholes. Many of the prob
lems in this area are fuzzy. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree 
with the Senator that it needs study, but 
really it is not so fuzzy. With reference to 
the examples the Senator gave about 
astronauts getting paid for an article 
and a former President appearing on 
television, those are already taxable in
comes. Those are already taken care of 
under the present law. 

I am speaking about papers and files 
that have been accumulated at Govern
ment expense and then perhaps turned 
over to a library and the ex-official get
ting a high valuation put on them for 
the sole purpose of claiming a large 
charitable deduction. If they are valued 
at $100,000 and the man is in the 50-per
cent tax bracket he gets the equivalent of 
$50,000 in tax credit. Those papers were 
accumulated while we were on the Gov
ernment payroll. To the extent that the 
official has a value put on those papers 
and then donates them to X university or 
X charitable organization should not 
that value be taxable income to the of
ficial? Why should the ex-official not pay 
tax for the increased va!uation over his 
actual cost, which in most instances is 
zero? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I am sure the papers 
of the distinguished Senator from Dela
ware will be of significant value. I do not 
know how a value can be set on them. 
What happens to a Member of the Con
gress who, after he becomes a Member 
decides to write a book? He will acquir~ 

additional compensation. Perhaps he will 
make speeches. That will be taxable in
come, but I suppase it could be spread 
over a period of time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
taxable income under present law. 

Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand it, 
there are ways of escaping the immediate 
imposition of taxes. 

I know the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD) has been extremely patient and I 
should like to conclude these rem~rks. 

Perhaps there have been abuses in the 
area to which the Senator has referred. 
I am sure the committee will look into 
them. I am sure they should be investi
gated. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I con
gratulate the Senator for his interest in 
these major reforms. As one who has 
been working to bring reforms about for 
many years I welcome recruits. Perhaps 
by working together we can get some
thing done toward closing these loopholes 
which are not available to the private 
citizens. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Realizing the impor
tant contribution that the Senator from 
Delaware can make, I hope, if reforms 
are to be made, they will be made this 
year, because we need the presence of the 
Senator from Delaware in this impor
tant field. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will be 
here next year. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. We will need his 
assistance in these discussions. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I assure 
the Senator he will get it. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR 
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS
SILE TEST FACILITIES AT KWAJ
ALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND RE
SERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill CS. 2546) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and 
research, development, test and evalu
ation for the Armed Force; and to au
thorize the construction of test facilities 
at ~wajalein Missile Range, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength 
of the Selected Reserve of each reserve 
component of the Armed Forces, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President for 
a few minutes today, I wish to discus~ the 
urgent importance of the ABM in light 
of information contained in "Military 
Strategy,'' by V. D. Sokolovsky, Marshal 
of the Soviet Union, third edition, 1968. 

A critical question in the ABM debate 
is whether or not the Soviets are plan
ning a first strike. 

Secretary of Defense Laird has pointed 
out that the weapons systems now in 
production by the Soviets will have the 
capability of a first strike within a few 
years. Secretary Laird said: 

I do not believe that the Soviet Union 
would be foolish enough in this year 1969 or 
1970 to go with the first strike, and I want 
to make that very clear. But as Secretary of 
Defense I must consider why they are going 

forward with the deployment of an SS-9 
with such a large massive warhead. If they 
are developing a retaliatory strike, they don't 
need that kind of warhead to hit our cities. 
They don't need that kind of missile system. 

It only leads me to beUeve that they are 
developing a capab111ty to go after our mis
sile bases and to knock out our deterrent 
forces. 

The emphasis in Secretary Laird's 
statement is on the word "capability." 
He is not basing his decision upan an 
analysis of intent. However, it would be 
a mistake not to seek out such evidence 
of Soviet intentions as we may have. One 
of the problems in this whole debate is 
that we tend to look upan the other side's 
preparations with our own assumptions 
and outlook upon life. We assume that 
arguments persuasive for us will be per
suasive for them. It is clear that we have 
no intentions of delivering a first strike. 
In fact, we have tailored our nuclear 
arsenal to exclude all weapons designed 
to initiate such an attack or with which 
we could even threaten such an attack. 
We are not planning any such weapon 
as the SS-9 . . 

F'.r~~ our point of view, any attempt 
to initiate a first strike would go con
trary to our moral principles. On March 
28, 1961, President John F. Kennedy gave 
this pledge to the world: 

Our arms will never be used to strike the 
first blow in any attack. This is not a con
fession of weakness but a statement of 
strength. It is our national tradition. We 
must offset whatever advantage this may 
appear to hand an aggressor by so increasing 
the capability of our forces to respond swiftly 
and effectively to any aggressive move as to 
convince any would-be aggressor that suc·h 
a movement would be too futile and costly 
to undertake. In the area of general war, this 
doctrine means that such capab111ty must 
rest with that portion of our forces which 
would survive the initial attack. We are not 
creating forces for a first strike against any 
other nation. We shall never threaten, pro
voke or initiate aggression-but if aggression 
should come, our response wm be swift and 
effective. 

Because of our faith in this doctrine, 
we have tended to believe that the So
vie~s also would never consider a first 
strike and we have built our past policy 
upon the assumption that the Soviets and 
the United States share the same precon
ception. For example, Defense Secretary 
McNamara on September 19, 1967, said: 

It would not be sensible for either side 
to launch a maximum effort to achieve a first 
strike capa.b111ty. It would not be sensible 
because the inte111gence-ga.thering capab111ty 
of each side, being what it is, and the rea11-
ties of lead time from technological break
through to operational readiness being what 
they are, neither of us would be able to ac
quire a first strike capab111ty in secret. 

"Such reasoning does not seem to have 
been followed by the chief Soviet stra te
gists in their published writings. The 
most important of all such writings is the 
book entitled "Military Strategy," by the 
late Marshal V. D. Sokolovsky. This vol
ume has gone through three editions in 
the Soviet Union, the most recent in 
1968, each time with significant changes 
to refiect changing advances in tech
nology. The work refiects not only the 
ideas of the author, but of a broad com
mittee of Soviet strategists which he 
headed until his death. The book was 
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published and distributed for the use of 
the omcers of the Soviet forces, and is 
in fact the most authoritative statement 
of Soviet strategic policy. 

It is clear from this book that the au
thor anticipates the elimination of mili
tary strategic targets by the use of 
ICBM's. For example, he says: 

Nuclear rocket attacks by strategic weap
ons will have decisive primary significance 
on the outcome of a modern war. Mass nu
clear attacks on the strategic nuclear weap
ons of the enemy, on the economy and gov
ernmental control system, with the simul
taneous defeat of the armed forces in thea
tres of m111tary operations will make it pos
sible to attain the political aims of a war 
in a considerably shorter period of time than 
in past wars. 
He further says: 
Such strikes can destroy the basic regions 

of the territory of enemy countries where 
the economic foundations for war by the 
imperialist aggressors are situated; where 
the strategic means for nuclear offense
strategic aviation, ICBM's, IRBM's, tactical 
bomber aviation, naval forces-are based; 
where the basic stockpiles of nuclear am
munition and materiel for conducting a war 
are located . . . 

The basic aim of this type of m111 tary 
operaition is to undermine the military power 
of the enemy by eliminating the nuclear 
weapons and formations of armed forces, 
and eliminating the military economic po
tential by destroying the economic founda
tion; and by disrupting the governmental 
and military controls. The basic means for 
attacking these ends are the Strategic Rocket 
Troops equipped with ICBM's and IRBM's 
wi1th powerful thermo-nuclear and atomic 
warheads, and also long-range aviation and 
rocket-carrying submarines armed with 
rockets with nuclear warheads, hydrogen and 
atomic bombs. 

It is clear that Soviet strategic think
ing is aimed at destroying our ICBM's, as 
Secretary Laird has indicated. The ques
tion then arises as to the timing of the 
Soviet strategic strike. Would such a 
strike be a preemptive first strike, or 
would the Soviets wait until we fired 
first? Now there is no doubt that the 
Soviets assume in all their writings that 
we intend to fire first, despite all our 
statements to the contrary and the 
actual plans we have prepared. They 
cannot believe that any.one would not be 
preparing a first strike. Their whole 
thinking is based upon a first-strike 
psychology. Now judging from the pas
sages I have just read, does it make 
any sense that the Soviets would be 
planning to wait until the U.S. had fired 
before they fired their own ICBM's? 
Such a plan does not logically follow 
from their assumptions. There is n.o 
point in preparing to destroy an enemy's 
ICBM bases after the missiles have left 
their pads. Such a strategy makes sense 
only if the Soviets are planning to de
stroy the ICBM's before they leave the 
pad. 

Such reasoning is exactly the reason
ing which Sok.olovsky uses ait another 
point. He says: 

It is difficult for the strikes by the Rocket 
Troops to qualify as offensive or defensive 
operaitions. Their operations will always be 
decisive, in no way defensive in nature, re
gardless of whether troops are on the offen
sive or the defensive in the land thewtres. 

This passage shows th&t the Soviets 
do not consider ICBM's as being either 

offensive or defensive. The point is that 
they must be decisive. In the same way, 
the question of whether a strike is a pre
emptive strike or a retaliatory strike has 
no meaning in Soviet strategy, Theim
portant thing is that the strike be de
cisive; that is, it must b~ timed per
fectly so that it is launched in time to 
prevent ICBM's from being fired against 
them. The Soviets do no·t expect to re
ceive a devastating first blow. Our strat
egy is based upon the theory that we 
will be able to respond with a retaliatory 
strike after great damage has been in
flicted upon us; the Soviet strategy is to 
destroy our ICBM's before they are fired. 
Notice that the Soviets are not speak
ing here of intercepting ICBM's by their 
ABM system after the ICBM's have been 
fired; they are speaking of destroying 
the ICBM's before launching. 

The question of timing is the key ques
tion. In Soviet thinking the correct time 
is when ground preparations are being 
made for the presumed first strike, but 
before the ICBM's are actually fired. In 
Soviet terminology, a retaliatory strike 
is one that retaliates against prepara
tions, not against an actual firing. De
spite the conclusions of former Secretary 
McNamara, the Soviets are very confi
dent that they can detect such prepara
tions. 

The 1968 edition of "Military Strat
egy" has some new material which pre
cisely defines such a "retaliatory strike." 

However, possib111tl.es of averting a sur
prise attack are constantly growing. Present 
means of reconnaissance, detection and sur
vellJ.ance can expertly disclose a significant 
portion of the measures of direct preparation 
of a nuclear attack by the enemy and in the 
very first minutes locate the mass launch 
of missiles and the take-off of aircraft be
longing to the aggressor and, at the right 
time, warn the p9litlcal leadership of the 
country about the impending danger. Thus, 
possibilities exist not to allow a surprise at
tack by an aggressor; to deliver nuclear 
strikes on him at the right time. 

Thus, it will be seen that the Soviets 
reject all the premises of our policy: 

First, they a~ume that the United 
States is planning a first strike. 

Second, their strategy propases to 
knock out our nuclear bases. 

Third, they are convinced that they 
have the technology to detect the prep
arations for a first strike. 

Fourth, their strategy is to launch a 
so-called retaliatory strike before U.S. 
ICBM's would leave their launching sites. 

The so-called Soviet retaliatory strike, 
in terms of priority, amoun~ to a first 
strike against our ICBM's. It might be 
called the strategy of the "retaliatory 
first strike." 

Now, if we leave the published Soviet 
strategic plans on this point and go back 
to Secretary Laird's testimony that the 
Soviets are building a capability for a 
first strike against our missiles, we see 
that the Soviets have the plan now and 
will soon have the capability for a first 
strike. We cannot answer the question of 
whether they intend to implement this 
plan, but we would certainly be derelict 
in our duties if we did not prepare the 
proper defense against such planning 
and production; and that defense means 
immediately going forward with the de-

velopment and deployment of the Safe
guard antiballistic missile. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent, if the Senator from 
South Carolina has concluded his re
marks, that the Chair recognize the Sen
ator from Virginia (Mr. BYRD). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I support the pending legislation provid
ing for the procurement of major weap
ons and for research and development. 

I commend the distinguished chair
man of the Armed Services Committee 
for his comprehensive presentation. Sen
ator STENNIS has ably stated the actions 
of the committee which considered for 
so many weeks the details of this impor
tant legislation. 

As originally presented by the outgoing 
administration of President Johnson, the 
Department of Defense sought a $23 bil
lion authorization. The new administra
tion of President Nixon reduced this fig
ure to $22 billion. 

After long deliberation the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services recom
mends a further reduction of $2 billion, 
making the total authorization for mili
tary procurement-missiles, aircraft, 
naval vessels, tanks, and research-$20 
billion. 

I supported in committee the $2 billion 
reduction. I support such reduction 
today. 

Of the $2 billion reduction, a little 
more than half applies to research and 
development and the remainder to the 
procurement of hardware. 

I favor a comprehensive research and 
development program. I am convinced, 
however, that the proposed $1 billion re
duction in research and development 
funds will not in any way jeopardize our 
national security. Funds for these activi
ties still will total more than $7 billion. 

In this imperfect world, it is important 
that the United States remain militarily 
strong. 

In this age of nuclear weapons, our 
Nation cannot afford to be caught with 
its defenses down. 

In this period of time in world his
tory, the United States of America is the 
one major nation with both a strong 
military capability and a system of rep
resentative democratic government. 

To protect the latter, we must keep 
the former. We must not gamble with 
the security of a nation which has the 
best form of government ever devised 
by man-and one with the highest 
standard of living. 

I, more than most Senators, have been 
critical of certain procurement proce
dures. I question the open-ended, am
biguous, flexible procedures used for the 
procurement of the C-5A aircraft. I am 
not happy about the F-111 program. I 
feel that the Department of Defense in 
general, and the Department of the Air 
Force in particular, must give better 
protection to the tax funds of the Amer
ican people. 

For that reason, I have frequently 
called attention to the laxity which 
appears to me to have existed in the 
Department of Defense in the handling 
of tax moneys. 
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But these are matters which can be cor
rected if the Congress stays vigilant. 

In urging approval of the pending 
legislation, I caution those who would 
curtail our strategic offensive capability. 

The strategic advantage long held by 
the United States begins to disappear 
during this year of 1969. By deliberate 
design, the United States has permitted 
the Soviet Union to achieve parity in the 
number of land-based intercontinental 
ballistic missiles. The Soviet submarine 
force is three times · that of the United 
States, although the United states does 
have superiority in the field of subma
rine-borne missiles and in strategic long
range bombers. 

All of us would like an end to the arms 
race. 

All of us would like to devote to more 
constructive purposes the money being 
sought for weaponry. 

But the day that those objectives can 
be accomplished is not yet here-nor does 
it appear imminent. 

For the foreseeable future a strong 
military posture remains essential to our 
national survival. 

We cannot take a chance on just what 
might be the intentions of other nations. 

Hours of discussion have been con
sumed on the floor of the Senate as to 
the intentions of the Soviet Union, as to 
whether it intends to seek a first-strike 
capability against the United States. 

Frankly, I do not know just what the 
intentions of the Soviet Union are, nor, I 
submit, does any other member of the 
Senate; nor does the President, nor the 
Secretary of Defense, nor the Central In
telligence Agency. 

But we do know-I repeat, for em
phasis, we do know-that in recent years 
the Soviet Union has greatly increased 
its offensive capability; and we do know 
that it is continuing to increase its of
fensive capability. 

We do know that the Soviet SS-9 mis
sile has the capability of knocking out 
a U.S. missile site. It is our strong of
fensive missiles, upon which we must rely 
to deter any nuclear aggressor. 

Mr. President, one of ·the scientists 
who has been the most quoted during the 
Senate debate, and one who is strongly 
opposed to the deployment of the anti
ballistic missile, is Dr. W. K. H. Panof
sky, professor and director, Stanford 
Linear Accelerator Center, Stanford 
University. If the Members of the Sen
ate will tum to page 1175 of the printed 
hearings of the Committee on Armed 
Services, they will note that in committee 
I called attention to a statement made 
by Dr. Panofsky on page 5 of his testi
mony before the committee. I read just 
one sentence: 

It is consistent with known technical in
telligence information on the high yields and 
accuracy on targets that SS-9 missiles could 
destroy the Minuteman launch control cen
ters and our silos. 

The entire strategic concept upon 
which the United States has been rely
ing to avert a nuclear war is that the 
United States be so strong that any 
foreign power deploying missiles against 
us would know that we could retaliate 
by destroying him who struck the first 
blow. 

Today, we are in such a position. 
But we must constantly be on the 

alert. These major weapons systems 
have a long leadtime. We must legis
late today for 4 and 5 and 6 years hence. 
We c·annot let down our guard-not until 
the day, not yet discernible, when eff ec
tive arms control agreements can be 
reached. 

Now, Mr. President, a word about ·the 
anti-ballistic-missile defense system. 

For the past 3 months, I have been 
giving a great deal of thought to Presi
dent Nixon's proposal for the develop
ment of an anti-ballistic-missile defense 
system. 

I have listened to a great deal of testi
mony by outstanding scientists, both 
those who favor deployment of ABM and 
those who oppose it. 

The amount of money involved in the 
1970 budget for President Nixon's Safe
guard system is $891.5 million. The total 
system over a period of 6 years is esti
mated by the Defense Department to cost 
approximately $7 billion. The total cost, 
in my judgment, will be substantially 
greater than the Defense Department 
estimate. 

The program represents 13 years of in
tense research and development effort at 
a cost of more than $3 billion. The ques
tion now is whether this 13 years of re
search and development shall be put to 
use? 

First, we must consider what the pro
posed system will and will not do. 

The missile defense system is not an 
offensive weapon; it is purely a defen
sive one. 

It is not a warmaking weapon-its 
only use is to protect the United States 
in the event of an attack. 

It does not add to our Nation's offen
sive potential-but it does add to our 
Nation's protection. 

President Nixon believes that the Safe
guard system will strengthen the hand of 
the United States in any arms control 
talks with the Soviet Union-and I be
lieve that history teaches us that the 
Russians respect strength and despise 
weakness. 

Before it is completed, this system will 
be a costly one. Balanced against the 
cost is this: In this imperfect world of in
ternational violence and instability, can 
we afford not to develop some defense 
against nuclear attack? 

So while I have doubts concerning the 
effectiveness of the ABM proposal, I have 
decided to resolve the doubts in favor .of 
defense. 

In the light of world developments, I 
have concluded it would be wise 1io sup
port the Commander in Chief in his firm 
belief that our missile bases must be pro
tected against foreign attack. 

In recent years, the world has made 
great strides in almost eve·ry line of en
deavor-in medicine, in scientific 
achievements, in space. 

But in learning to live in peace with 
one another, the nations have made lit
tle progress. During the past quarter of 
a century, the United States has been 
involved in three major wars. 

Until a more peaceful world is at hand, 
it seems to me we have little choice but 
to spend the necessary funds in an effort 

to deter an attack on the two hundred 
million people in the United States. 

In such complex and technical mat
ters as the ABM deployment question, it 
is not possible to be certain, but it is pos
sible to be prudent. I support prudence. 

In closing, I want to say a few words 
in defense of the professional military 
personnel of our Nation. 

All of us are weary and frustrated 
with the Vietnam war. But the conduct 
of this war needs to be put into per
spective. 

The uniformed military leaders of this 
Nation did not make the decision 1io 
intervene in Vietnam. Those decisions 
were made by civilian leaders. 

The professional military officers did 
not make the decisions to observe sanc
tuaries from which the enemy could re
group and resupply and attack again 
and again. Civilian leaders made those 
decisions. 

It was not the miUtary who made the 
decision to permit Haiphong 1io continue 
to be a free port through which the So
viet Union could daily bring military 
cargo to the North Vietnamese. 

It was not the military who decreed 
there could be no bombing of vital mili
tary targets in North Vietnam. 

All these decisions were made by ci
vilian leaders of the Government. 

From the beginning, I have felt it was 
a great error of judgment to become in
volved in a ground war in Asia. But 
having become involved, our civilian 
leaders compounded the error by dis
patching more and more ground troops 
and simultaneously putting on more and 
more restrictions as to how those troopa 
should be protected. 

As a result, the war has been pro
longed and the casualties have been in
creased. 

Total U.S. casualties in Vietnam are 
now double the casualties the American 
people suffered in the Korean war. 

Yes, mistakes have been made in re
gard to Vietnam. The military have 
made mistakes, but the basic errors of 
judgment have been on the part of the 
civilian leaders. 

The basic decisions in regard to Viet
nam were not made by the military and, 
indeed, their advice was repeatedly re
jected. 

When the Senate votes on the pending 
legislation, I hope its judgment will not 
be influenced by the frustrations of Viet
nam. 

Our Nation has mutual defense agree
ments with 44 countries. 

We have guaranteed the security, 
insofar as foreign aggression is con
cerned, of 19 Latin American nations; 
we have guaranteed the security of 13 
European nations; we have mutual de
fense agreements with Vietnam, Thai
land, and Pakistan, and with Australia 
and New Zealand; we have guaranteed 
the security of free China, the Philip
pines, Japan, and Canada. 

So I say the United States is in a 
difficult and awkward position. We have 
overextended ourselves militarily and 
financially. 

But until major reappraisals are made 
in our foreign policies--and until ef
fective arrangements for arms controls 
can be worked out with the Soviet 



July 15, 1969 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 19541 
Union-the United States has no re
course except to appropriate large sums 
of money for the national defense. 

We have an obligation to see that the 
money is used efficiently and effectively. 
But appropriate the essential funds we 
must. 

I support the $20 billion authorization, 
I support the $2 billion reduction made by 
the committee, and I again commend the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee, the Senator from Mississippi, for his 
able handling of this legislation on the 
floor of the Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me briefly? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Missippi. . 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this 
afternoon I was privileged to read the 
Senator's speech. I am very impressed 
with his speech and I was glad to be able 
to hear him deliver it. 

I believe the Senator has set forth some 
landmark principles around which we 
can build in the future that will have 
effect for years. 

I especially thank the Senator for his 
very fine help during the long hearings 
on the bill and at every session of the 
markup of the bill. The markup lasted 
over a week, and the Senator from Vir
ginia attended every one of those ses
sions and made contributions. He has an 
amendment Which is very timely and it 
will be offered later. 

Mr. President, I wish to commend the 
Senator for his summary. We talk about 
what we are going to do and what is 
needed and not needed in this military 
program. We overlook the fact that we 
have these commitments with 44 nations. 
I voted against some of those commit
ments. It occurs to me that some of the 
persons who led us into those commit
ments are the first ones to holler now 
about the burden they entail. 

We guaranteed the security of Japan. 
We guaranteed the security of the 
Philippines. What are we going to do 
now? Are we just going to turn and run 
out on those commitments? That never 
has been our policy. I think we would be 
borrowing more trouble if we were to do 
that. 

I know the Senator's point of view is 
the result of the thorough investigation 
of the facts he made and the application 
of the rule of prudence. 

I am looking forward to further val
uable services from the Senator from 
Virginia in our committee. Again I com
mend the Senator and I thank him. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I am grateful for the comments of the 
able and thoughtful chairman of the 
committee. 

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I wish 

to associate myself with the Senator 
from Mississippi in recognizing that 
there is no better student on the Com
mittee on Armed Services, and no one 
who seeks to get deeper into the facts 
and values of these measures that come 
before the committee than the Senator 
from Vilrglnia. I was proud to serve with 
him for 2 years. 

The Senator made one point and he 
made it very strongly and with great per
suasion. It is a point that has been 
made on the floor a number of times. I 
wonder if the Senator would explore the 
point with me for just a moment. I refer 
to the classification of weapons systems 
in terms of offensive and defensive sys- -
terns. It appears to me that in relation 
to strategic forces it is extremely diffi
cult to make that kind of distinction. 

I ask the Sena tor to imagine himself 
to be one of the Soviet war planners and 
to look at any nation, or our Nation's de
velopment. If we have an ABM which is 
effective, or which they think is effective, 
and if we have a strategic force level 
of 1,000 ICBM's, and if we have 666 Po
laris submarines, and 650 intercontinen
tal bombers, and if they see us with an 
ABM, and the offensive force I have out
lined, is not the totality of that enor
mous increase in our offensive capabili
ties, for would it not be reasonable for 
them to assume we might strike consid
ering that we have an ABM which would 
deter their retaliatory strike to us or at 
least give us a damaging factor which 
would make it intolerable under certain 
circumstances? 

We would never do that. They under
stand our intentions better than we un
derstand their intentions. 

However, I am unable to make the 
distinction between an off ensdve system 
and a defensive system. Assistant Sec• 
retary of Defense Packard conceded this 
in the conversation I had with him. 

I ask the Senator to comment on that 
because there is confusion in the terms 
and almost everyone who speaks in sup
Port of the ABM has gone into great de
tail of the defensive nature of it. I fail 
to see the distinction. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I think the 
splendid Senator from Kansas raises a 
most interesting point. Of course, we 
cannot say categorically what view the 
Soviet Union will take. We know what 
the facts are. 

We know the Soviet Union has devel
oped and deployed an ABM system. 

We do know, and I think the Senator 
from Kansas will not disagree, that the 
ABM can be used only to def end the 
United States. It cannot be used to at
tack or hurt in any way the Soviet Union, 
Communist China, or any other potential 
enemy. 

Mr. PEARSON. I agree with the Sen
ator. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. As to whether 
this is an offensive weapon or a defensive 
weaPon, I think it is well documented in 
this very large book, the printed hearings, 
beginning on page 1326 through page 
1333. I asked a series of questions along 
this line because I was concerned just 
as the Senator from Kansas is concerned. 

I wanted fully to understand whether 
this is a defensive or an offensive weapon. 
So, to each of the scientists-and I am 
not a scientist or an expert on this ques
tion and do not pretend to be-but to 
each of these scientists and the so-called 
experts I put the same question: Is this 
an offensive weapon or is it purely a 
defensive weapon? 

Those who opposed deployment of 
ABM took a longer time and more coax-

ing and quite a few more questions on 
my part, but in the end every one of 
them said-it is right here in the rec
ord-that the ABM is a defensive weapon, 
that it is not an offensive weapon. 

The Senator from Kansas has con
curred in that view. 

As to how the Soviets would view any 
activity on the part of the United States, 
of course we can regret if they misjudge 
our intentions, but we cannot prevent 
them from misjudging our intentions. 

I think that the Soviet Union knows 
that only a few years ago we had all the 
ICBM's and they had virtually none. 
We had them all. We deliberately let 
them catch up with us. That shows, or 
certainly should have shown to them 
our good intentions. 

The Senator from Kansas is properly 
concerned about the so-called arms race 
and, I might say, I am likewise concerned 
about that. But the way I reason this 
thing is, living in an imperfect world 
such as we are, can we afford not to 
attempt to develop some defense against 
foreign nuclear weapons? 

More and more countries are getting 
them. One day, some very foolish indi
vidual is going to start letting nuclear 
weapons fly around a bit. I cannot con
ceive of any sane person doing that, but 
World War II was not started 1by a sane 
person. 

Thus, whether we can develop an effec
tive system of protection, I do not know 
that any one of us can categorically say. 
I do not know that any scientist can 
categorically say that, either. Some say 
that we cannot develop an effective sys
tem. Others, like Dr. Teller, say that we 
can. 

I am not a scientist and I cannot cate
gorically say that we can or we cannot. 
But, it occurs to me that there is evi
dence of more and more nuclear capa
bility and we would therefore be wise to 
attempt to develop a defense against 
foreign nuclear warheads. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator. 
I understand his reasoning. I might say 
that there are three conditions which I 
think would upset the relative stabillty 
that we have had in the world in the late 
1960's. 

First, would be the construction and 
deployment of ICBM's by the Soviet Un
ion, which is a dangerous condition. 

Second, would be the prolif era ti on of 
nuclear weapons and delivery systems by 
third powers, which is of concern to us. 

Third, would be the combination of the 
ABM and MffiV system which I view 
as hardness. 

It is my understanding that it was a 
misinterpretation of the Tallinn line on 
the part of our intelligence community, 
believing it to be an ABM system, that 
pushed us ahead with the development 
of the Mmv system. 

I would assume that, of course, the 
Soviets are developing our Mmv system 
and are doing so in relation to our ABM 
system. 

I continue to fail to make the distinc
tion between offensive and defensive 
weapons. The Senator, with great per
suasion has set forth his view, and I 
respect it, as I respect the very adequate. 
and very, very competent service of the 
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Senator on the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am very 
grateful for the remarks of the distin
guished Senator from Kansas and for 
his contribution to this discussion today. 
I recognize that he speaks from a feel
ing of deep conviction. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Virginia yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield. 
Mr. PERCY. I am sorry that I did not 

hear all of the distinguished Senator's 
comments. I have great respect for his 
judgment. I have enjoyed joining him in 
common causes in the past. 

What concerns me about going ahead 
and building a system is the possibility 
that there may be some accidental 
launch, or some madman may launch 
one; so that apparently the administra
tion has thought about this very care
fully. The possibility of a launch by the 
Chinese has been fully discussed. It was 
given as the principal reason for build
ing Sentinel. 

But, apparently, the administration, 
after thinking about it, has decided that 
that is not a valid reason for going ahead 
with the Safeguard system because Sec
retary Rogers has clearly stated that if 
the Soviet Union wants to go out of the 
ABM business, we will go out of the ABM 
business. 

How can we go out of the business and 
still build a system designed for some 
madman or some Chinese or someone 
else? 

We either have to go into it or not go 
into it. 

Now the administration has come to 
a Policy decision and has pressed for
ward to have negotiations with the So
viet Union, established a date and said 
that we would be ready to go by July 31. 
Certainly, there is every evidence that 
the ABM will be a high item of priority 
for discussion in those talks. 

I have done it the other way. I have 
stated that if in the course of those talks, 
when the two conntries sit down, possess
ing the power that the two countries 
have, we decide in our joint intelligence 
that a shield of some sort is needed we 
can build it in cooperation with each 
other, or with each other's full knowl
edge, and this would not constitute an 
escalation but a shield. This would cause 
me to think differently on this subject. 

But I take the word of the administra
tion that they are serious about talking 
about negotiating our way out of it, that 
if the Soviets want to get out of it, we 
will get out of it, and, therefore, I take 
it that they do not think the argument 
too valid that we should build a multi
billion-dollar system and go into a· sub
stantial escalation on the chance that 
some madman may press a button and 
set the world on fire. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. As I men
tioned in my prepared talk earlier in the 
day, all of us are hopeful that something 
can be worked out in the way of arms 
control and anns limitation. 

Whether it can be done in the foresee
able future, I think is debatable. But it 
is worth trying. President Nixon and 
Secretary Rogers are both determined 
to have a go at it. 

In determining to try to work some
thing out, I do not know exactly how, 
attempting to def end one's country could 
be provocative to another country, if it 
has no intention of attacking this coun
try. 

Thus, again I say that the enactment 
of the Safeguard program recommended 
by the President should have a desirable 
effect on the arms talks. . 

At least, the President thinks so. I 
think the Senator from Illinois will agree 
that the President gives that as one of 
his impartant reasons for developing the 
ABM system. It will give him additional 
leverage in arms control talks with the 
Soviet Union. 

We have to rely upon the President 
and his official representatives to repre
sent us when they go to Geneva or Mos
cow, or wherever they may go for the 
arms control talks. That was another 
point which helped persuade me to sup
port this proposal. 

I may say to the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois that 3 or 4 years ago I was 
opposed to deployment of the ABM. Last 
year I reluctantly supported the Sen
tinel system. This year, as I indicated in 
my earlier remarks, I support this pro
posal with reluctance. 

I do not think any of us want to ex
pand or continue the arms race; but, as 
I look at it, this is not a part of that race 
in the sense of being an offensive weapon. 
lt is not an offensive weapon. It is a de
fensive weapon. 

Its only purpose is to defend this Na
tion if it comes under attack. If we do 
not come under attack, then it is not 
used. The American people will have lost 
some tax dollars, but otherwise the world 
will not have been disturbed. 

Mr. PERCY. The distinguished Sen
ator's comments bring to mind that there 
is not as big a difference between the two 
sides in this debate as I think would 
appear on the surface. Those of us who 
are are opposed are characterized as op
posed to the ABM and everything about 
it, and. those who are for it are for every
thing about it. 

The opposition is almost unanimous 
in saying we should continue research, 
development, evaluation, and testing. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That has been 
done for 13 years. 

Mr. PERCY. Yes; and, wisely, as the 
Sena tor has said, he was opposed to 
previous deployment. Thank heavens for 
that. The Senator from Mississippi 
should be commended for his foresight in 
having opposed deployment of it. Had it 
been deployed, it would have cost billions 
o.f dollars, and we would be in a much 
worse economic posture. But we waited. 

Our only point is that we can well 
afford to continue research and develop
ment. In fact, the military has said, in 
its suggestions with regard to this bi11, 
that it needs $400 million for research. 
If we are going to get r,eady for produc
tion, would they need that amount? 
When we get ready for production, we 
need the tooling and everything else that 
goes into production. How can they then 
say they are ready for it if they say 
they need $400 million for research and 
development? 

As far as supparting the President is 
concerned, I want to support the Presl-

dent in every possible way; but I do not 
imagine that any President thinks he 
is infallible or his administration is in
fallible. 

We were told to support the President 
in his request for a Sentinel system. I 
did not choose to do so. I opposed it be
cause it needed more work on it. It was 
not fully evaluated. I do not think we 
had the vaguest idea how much the full 
system would have cost us. That view 
turned out to be sound. It is now ad
mitted by the President and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and everybody else that 
it would have been a mistake to go into 
the Sentinel. 

We are simply saying now that we 
would be making a mistake to rush into 
production of the ABM. Let us go further 
into research. Let us go into the MSR. 

This is why I feel it is the better part 
of prudence to support the Cooper-Hart 
amendment. I intend to fight fully for 
it. But I appreciate the viewpoint of the 
Senator from Virginia. We are all men 
of good will trying to resolve this issue. 
We are usually billions of dollars apart. 
On this issue we are apart only a little. 
Those in opposition are not against the 
money. We are saying, keep the money 
in there; just do not rush into produc
tion and deployment, because we will lose 
more time at the end. We are all hoping 
we can reach an agreement so produc
tion and deployment will not be neces
sary. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, as to whether the time 
has come to continue research and de
velopment, I think the Senator will find 
that Dr. Foster and those in charge of 
the program say that all the research 
that can be effectively done has been 
done, and now is the time, if the Nation 
feels it should go into such a program, 
to be effective 5 or 6 years from now, to 
put the research and development to 
work. 

So I say again that while, as a Demo
crat, when a Democratic President felt 
it was essential to develop a system of 
defense against foreign weapons, I sup
ported him. As a Democrat, when a Re
publican President, the Commander in 
Chief, says it is essential in his judgment 
to develop a defense against foreign nu
clear warheads, I feel it is prudent to 
follow that recommendation. Both Pres
idents-one a Democrat and one a Re
publican-! eel it important to develop 
a defense against nuclear weapons. 

My record as a Member of the Senate 
is not one to follow blindly either a 
Democratic President or a Republican 
President. 

I have voted rather independently 
since I have been here. 

But on great questions of the defense 
of our Nation, on great questions involv
ing nuclear power, involving nuclear 
warheads, nuclear missiles, I say it is 
not possible to be certain we are right, 
but I think it is possible to be prudent. 

I expect to be prudent and will vote 
accordingly in regard to the pending 
legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
ABM AN AL YSIS 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, one of the 
outstanding journals in the field of avia-
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tion, missiles, and space is Aviation Week. 
Its editor, Mr. Robert Hotz, has written a 
most perceptive editorial concerning the 
ABM question. I am aware that Mr. 
Hotz's magazine will be characterized by 
the opposition forces of the ABM as a 
part of the military-industrial complex. 
However, I think it also fair to note that 
this journal can also speak from the van
tage of close scrutiny of the issues in
volved and with the authority of an in
formed and accurate news gathering 
organization that has familiarity with 
the field. 

In the light of the foregoing, Mr. Pres
ident, I think it is especially interesting 
that the editors of Aviation Week have 
addressed themselves to the "question of 
time" in relation to our defense needs. 
This is an editorial which can contribute 
a great deal to our understanding and 
solution of the ABM issue. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

A QUESTION OF TIME 

(By Robert Hotz) 
The fate of this nation over the next 

decade will hinge on whether Congress votes 
to proceed with the development of an anti
ballistic missile system (ABM) . This is the 
crux of the issue now before the country. 
It transcends all of the comparatively trivial 
issues that have generated most of the public 
deba.te on this subject. 

The guts of the ABM problem now 1s 
whether Congress will buy, at a cost of from 
$200-300 million, the time that will enable 
the U.S. to maintain its capability to meet 
the spearhead of the Soviet threa.t if it ma
terializes in the 1974-75 period. Congress' 
alternative 1s to foreclose this country's op
tion and create a development lag that will 
leave the U.S. unable to respond to this crisis 
until three or four years after it occurs. 
Those potential three or four years of nuclear 
nalredness between 1974 and 1978 are what 
are at stake in the current ABM de.bate on 
Capitol Hill. 

The $200-300 million cost is not, of course, 
the price of the fully deployed ABM system. 
It is the difference between proceeding with 
the next stage of operational development 
with the two Minuteman sites in the west 
which will maintain the capability to meet 
the growth rate of the Soviet threat and 
the cost of proceeding at a strictly research 
and development level with the Kwajalein 
facility. The latter will inevitably produce a 
four-year lag in the possibUities of opera
tional deployment in sufficient strength to 
blunt the Soviet spearhead. 

It is a matter of incontrovertible fact that 
the Soviet Union ls well along on a program 
of weapons development aimed, by its own 
admission, at achieving nuclear superiority 
over the United States or any other potential 
enemy or combination thereof. This weapons 
development ha.s proceeded at a steady and 
inexorable pace despite what the U.S. and 
other countries have done. 

GOAL OF SUPERIORITY 

The Soviet Union's goal is nuclear superi
ority, not parity. The Soviet leaders appar
ently undeirstand the potential value of 
nuclear superiority better than many U.S. 
policy makers. This despite the fact that the 
U.S. was the first to use its nuclear superi
ority effectively as a major policy instrument 
against the USSR in the 1962 Cuban missile 
crisis. 

In 1962 the U.S. had an unquestionable 
superiority in nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems with Atlas and Titan ICBMs, plus 

the · large fleet of B-52 intercontinental 
bombers. It wa.s a desperate move to reduce 
this margin of superiority that apparently 
motivated the Soviets to deploy medium
range sandals to Cuba within range of key 
U.S. targets. It was a move similar to that 
in a chess game when a pawn reaches the 
last row and is instantly transformed into 
a powerful queen. The Soviet MRBMs in 
Cuba suddenly became the strategic equiva
lent of the S&-6 first-generation Vostok
booster ICBMs with their 20 clustered liquid
fuel engines deployed with flatcar launchers 
on spurs along the trans-Siberian railroad. 

Contrary to popular belief at the time, the 
MRBMs in Cuba were not targeted against 
U.S. cities but against key communications, 
command and control centers and soft SAC 
air bas.es. Offering much less warning time 
than Siberian launched ICBMs, the Cuban 
MRBMs had the ta.sk of crippling the' U.S. 
ab111ty to launch its retaliatory forces. 

When the U.S. made it clear that this 
continued deployment in Cuba was unac
ceptable and demanded the missiles' re
moval, the Soviet policy makers had to de
cide whether the U.S. had both the forces 
and the will to use them in nuclear re
talia.tion against the USSR. When the U.S. 
put its nuclear forces into a strike configura
tion, the Soviets had no stomach to bluff 
further. They withdrew their missiles from 
Cuba. 

DIPLOMATIC LEVERAGE 

They felt that the U.S. wa.s not bluffing 
because all of their intelligence sensors
human, electronic and photographic-told 
them that the U.S. was in a oondition to 
exercise its tremendous nuclear superiority. 
The Strategic Air Command's bomb-loaded 
B-52s were blips on Soviet radars. ELINT 
told them. that SAC ICBMs were counted 
down to final launch configuration. 

No country on this tiny planet would care 
to proceed further in that kind of situation. 
The Soviets backed down and so would 
any other government in a similar situa
tion. 

Ever since that hum111ating defeat, the 
Soviet Union has made a mighty effort to 
wipe out the margin of U.S. nuclear superior
ity. Its goal was to reverse the situation by 
achieving its own significant margin of nu
clear superiority that could provide it with 
the same force of diplomatic leverage that 
the U.S. was able to exert over Cuba. The 
Soviets have developed, produced and de
ployed a whole new arsenal of nuclear weap
ons during the past six years in an arma
ment program that has no parallel in his
tory. 

These weapons included mobile battlefield 
medium-range missiles for the European and 
Chinese theaters, hardened silo-based third 
and fourth-generation, ICMBs, nuclear
powered submarines with SLBMs, and FOBS 
(Fractional Orbital Bombardment System) 
or depressed trajectory ultra long-ranged 
ICBMs. 

In addition, the Soviets have developed, 
produced and deployed a whole new genera
tion of weapons for tactical nuclear war, 
stressing vertical envelopment, air trans
portab111ty and independence of fixed, per
m.anent bases. 

None of these developments comes as any 
surprise to U.S. m111tary planners and top 
level civ111an policy makers. The recon
naissance satellite systems plus various 
other types of ELINT have produced pictures 
and progress reports on production and de
ployment of all these weapons. 

Thus, it is possible for President Richard 
Nixon to know that there are approximately 
900 Russian SS-11 savage mlsslles opera
tionally deployed in hardened, camouflaged 
silos and that they are being replaced by the 
SS-13 solid-fueled version of the storable, 
liquid-fueled Savage. These weapons are 
of the same class in range, accuracy and war-

head capacity as the earlier versions of the 
U.S. Minuteman. They appear to be targeted 
primarily toward soft-type objectives such as 
cities and major industrial concentrations. 

But the real concern that is now rippling 
through the Pentagon and the White House 
is caused by the SS-9 Scarp. The Scarp 
began initial operational deployment in 
1965 and was first publicly displayed by 
the Soviets in their 50th anniversary of the 
revolution parade .in November, 1967. The 
version displayed in the Moscow parade was 
an earlier model with a single 20-25 megaton 
warhead that led to an early interpretation 
that it was primarily a city-buster. 

But later versions of the SS-9 have utilized 
three warheads that make separate re-entries 
with an impact footprint that roughly 
matches the deployment of a Minuteman 
wing. Tests in the Pacific have not yet re
vealed the characteristics of a fully devel
oped multiple independently targeted re
entry vehicle (MIRV) system. But the 
dev~lopmental progress of the tests indi
cated that their only purpose could be to 
achieve such a capability. 

DISTURBING CAPABILITY 

During the 1967-68 period, SS-9 deploy
ment in operational silos reached a total of 
about 200 and then stopped temporarily. 
Early in 1969 deployment was resumed at a 
rate that could give the USSR from 400 to 500 
ready to go by 1974-75. This ls a force suf
ficient-with the triple dispersed warhead
to knock out ·a high percen tag.e of the 
hardened Minuteman silo sites. 

It is this capab111ty that has both the 
Pentagon and the White House deeply dis
turbed about its possible effect on the U.S. 
strategic deterrent section-strike strength 
and the position of this nation in interna
tional policy. 

This is why the Nixon Ad.ministration 1s 
fighting so hard to proceed with a complete 
operational test installation of its ABM sys
tem at the two Minuteman sites in Montana 
and North Dakota. The Administration des
perately wants to buy the additional devel
opment time for an ABM system that will 
eventually give it the capability to counter 
the Soviet threat in the 1975-80 period. 

The ABM system that the Pentagon is now 
pushing into operational test phase is a far 
cry from the old Nike concept of the Army. 
It is far from perfected. But the system uti
lizes a new generation of technology in war
heads, computers, missiles and ra.dar. It is 
similar in concept and potential to the a.d
vanced ABM system the Soviets are deploying 
around Moscow. 

Now there ls no way in the world that U.S. 
policy makers can divine Soviet intentions. 
They must base their planning for this na
tion's defense on the ca.pabilities of the foe, 
not his intentions. 

CRITICAL CHESS GAME 

In the nuclear age, the weapons develop
ment and deployment cycle is more like a 
chess game than a battle. Both sides have 
developed and scrapped several generations 
of nuclear wea.pons without using them. But 
they always press on to exploit new technol
ogy to develop superior capabilities in thEi 
hope thrat when the big international 
crunches come, as they inevitably do, one side 
will have outmaneuvered the other techni
cally and strategically so that "check" can be 
called and the other will concede without the 
holocaust of a nuclear "mate." This is what 
happened in Cuba in 1962. 

This ls what the Soviet Union can do in 
reverse if i't has a credible threat to the U.S. 
Minuteman force in 1975 and the U.S. has no 
credible counter to it. Because of the com
plexities of development Qf some phases of 
the ABM system and the long lead time re
quired for production of certain key compo
nents, one fiscal year's d·ela.y in proceeding 
now will translate into a four-year lag in 
eventual deployment. 



19544 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 15, 1969 

Congress is not really VTOting now on the 
issue of full ABM deployment. That decision 
should come in subsequent years commen
surate with development progress and the 
scale of the Soviet threat. 

What Congress is voting for now is simply 
whether it will give the U.S. time to prepa4'e 
an effective counter to the Soviet SS-9 threat 
or whether it will allow the Soviets an oppor
tunity to achieve significant nuclear supe
riority between 1974 and 1980 and exercise its 
resultant leverage. 

Every senator and congressman should 
search the depths of his conscience before 
he votes on this momentous issue. The deci
sion will determine the fate of his country 
and his children for many yeairs to come. 

ABM---THE LARGER QUESTIONS 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, to

day's New York Times carries a percep
tive column by Tom Wicker on the sig
nificance of the vote on the ABM upon 
the issue of priorities to be given to 
"military attitudes and military devices 
in the never-ending quest for national 
security." 

He points out: 
At this stage of history and technology, 

what one great power can build and de
ploy, another can build and deploy-and 
probably wm believe itself forced to. 

This statement, it seems to me, goes 
right to the heart of the debate in the 
Congress and the country this year over 
arms budgets, of which the ABM is the 
symbol. 

A similar point was made in an edi
torial appearing in yesterday's Wash
ington Post, which pointed out that 
·whichever way the vote goes on ABM, 
''the struggle over the size, course, and 
control of this country's gigantic mili
tary enterprise" has led to some notable 
achievements. 

I was struck by Mr. Wicker's conclu
sion: 

There can be little further security in de
vices; what mankind needs instead 1s sensi
ble political arrangments to help manage 
those he has. 

One such arrangement would be an 
arms control agreement, and those of 
us who think as Mr. Wicker does can
not be proud of our record over these 
last 12 months in moving toward such 
an agreement. We know full well that 
the Soviets, after an initial reluctance, 
have stood ready for a year now to open 
talks on an arms control agreement. We 
have not matched their willingness and 
ultimately it is the cause of world peace 
which suffers. 

We are a people justifiably confident 
of our technological abilities. The Apollo 
flight this week caps a stunning series 
of achievements in our manned space 
flight program, and it gives us a great 
sense of accomplishment. Much the same 
feeling of pride derives from our strategic 
weapons programs, particularly the Min
utemen and Polaris. But we must take 
care that the comfort we draw from the 
technological miracles in our military 
devices does not divert us from the larger 
question of pursuing a stable world order. 

Our current and most advanced ICBM, 
the Minuteman ICBM, can carry a 2,000 
pound payload 5,300 miles with a quar
ter-mile accuracy. The next generation 
ICBM's-the WS120A, the ICM, and the 
ICBM-X-will carry 7,000-pound pay-

loads up to 6,500 miles with a 1,200-foot 
accuracy. These refinements are well 
within our capabiltties, and we can be 
reasonably certain that in due time the 
Pentagon will seek the funds to procure 
and deploy them. 

But can we in conscience ignore the im
plications of this escalator? Which puts 
our national security in more jeopardy
building an ever-larger, more redundant 
stockpile of nuclear weapons and deploy
ing them all over the world, or pausing 
for 12 months or so and seeking arms 
reductions? Which course will bring a 
more stable, more healthy, more pros
perous world? 

The old canard that the Soviets will 
gain. on us should we choose to pause is 
just that, an old canard. We started out 
on our manned space flight program well 
behind the Soviets, but are today ahead. 
We are today well ahead of the Soviets 
in straitegic nuclear power. In fact, it was 
a significant and little-appreciated sur
prise that the Soviets should agree to be
gin arms control talks when we are so 
much stronger than they. One can easily 
imagine the reaction in this country 
should the positions be reversed-that we 
agreed to arms control talks when the 
Soviets were ahead of us. 

These are among the larger questions 
which we should keep before us during 
the ABM debate. Because Mr. Wicker's 
column and the Post editorial are so rele
vant, I ask unanimous consent that they 
be printed ait this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
and editorial were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the New York Times, July 15, 1969] 

THE FUTILITY OF DEVICES 
(By Tom Wicker) 

WASHINGTON, July 14.---0ne of t:he Senate's 
leading Republlcans is said to have observed 
priva.tely thMi the controversy over an ant1-
ball1stic-m1ss1le system was "a confrontation 
between the taxpayers and the munitions 
makers." Thait may be ait t:he root of the 
question, but as it has developed to t:he point 
where the Senate is almoot ready to vote, a 
great deal more is at stake. 

Everyone concedes thalt the issue is close, 
but since the infiuentia.l George Alken of 
Vermont joined the opposition last week the 
edge appears to be against President Nixon's 
Safegua.rd plan. At the least, it now appears 
unlikely that the Adminlsti«ation can get 
outrigh·t approval for the proposal. 

A CONTINUING DEBATE 
But the history of issues as compllcated as 

this one is that one debate and one roll-call 
seldom settle them; in Congressional pro
cedures and the American poU.tlcal process 
there ls so much room for maneuver that de
feat or victory are only occasionally final. The 
Safeguard battle itself is only a continuation 
of the debate tha.t began with Lyndon John
son's Sentinel plan for an ABM. 

So whatever happens in the coming week, 
it ls altogether likely that the last will not 
yet have been said and done in the ABM de
bate. Even so, what the Senate does obviously 
will be of crucial importance in the final de
termination of this issue that may well be 
the most important of its kind during Mr. 
Nixon's term in office. 

QUESTION OF MILITARY PRIORITY 
It may well be that important, not only 

because of the money involved-which is not 
great, unless Safeguard leads on to a full
scale ABM system around our principal 
cities-and not even because of its potential 

effect on Soviet-American nuclear disarma
ment talks, whatever that effect might be. 
What is even more crucially involved in the 
Safeguard issue is' the ques•tion of what 
priorities are going to be given to military 
attitudes and military devices in the never
ending quest for national security. 

Considering how much public and Con
gressional opposition there is to Safeguard, 
some limited authority to proceed would be 
a considerable--though perhaps Pyrrhic
vlctory for the Pentagon and its Oongres
sional and industrial constituencies. On the 
other hand, if this formidable complex of 
forces can be defeated on this issue-with 
Presidential prestige and power entirely on 
its side, with Secretary Laird playing every 
note on the anti-Communist, anti-Moscow 
scale, with the mystique of superior military 
knowledge, as well as secret intelligence, 
fully invoked-if the Pentagon loses in such 
circumstances, a turning point may well 
have been reached. 

In the Pentagon itself, defeat on the ABM 
issue might lead military and civilian officials 
to recognize that Congress ls at last ready 
to make a stand against unlimited military 
expenditure in the quest for security. So 
long as security was regarded largely as a 
mmtary matter, and so long as any outlay of 
funds could be authorized if it was touted 
as increasing security, the Pentagon could go 
on demanding more and more weapons, more 
and more autonomy in determining what is 
and what is not necessary for security, and 
more and more money to support both. 

THE REAL NEED 
Even the debate on Safeguard, with all the 

ambiguities, contradictions, weaknesses and 
questions it has disclosed, should have 
helped persuade the public that at this stage 
of history and technology, what one great 
power can build and deploy, another can 
oviercome--and probably wm belleve itself 
forced to. In such circumstances there can 
be little further security in devices; what 
mankind needs instead ls sensible political 
arrangements to help manage those he has. 
It can at least be hoped that defeat for Safe
guard might turn the world at last in that 
direction. 

[From the Washington Post, July 14, 1969) 
THE PRESIDENT, THE SENATE, AND THE ABM 

It is hard to judge the degree to which the 
current round of tough talk coming out of 
both camps in the ABM debate ls merely tac
tical. From the critics• insistence that they 
have the President llcked, to Senator Dirk
sen's insistence that they do not and his 
mindless analogy of a possible one-vote ma
jority with a one-point football win, much 
of the "no compromise" posture being adopt
ed by both sides has the aspect of being 
just that: posturing. 

This, in any event, is the best construction 
one can put on the solemn declaration of 
intent all around to go for a hard, close, 
mean "victory." For at the end of several 
months of controversy, there are also pro
foundly bitter feelings in the air, which 
have llttle to do with cool parllamentary tac
tics, and which, if indulged, could propel the 
Senate and the Administration into a mu
tually maiming conflict from which there 
would emerge only technical winners and 
losers. Neither reallty nor necessity, how
ever, argues for this result. For the facts are 
that the two sides have fought ea.ch other 
to a standoff, that there is room !or accom
modation between the positions they have 
taken, and that the kind of "victory" now 
being demanded could do considerable dam
age to whichever side was simultaneously 
strong enough and foolish enough to achieve 
it. 

What seems to have occurred is that two 
related but separate debates have become 
confused. One, in which Safeguard functions 
in some measure as a symbol, is the struggle 
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over the size, course, and control of this 
-country's gigantic military enterprise. The 
critics have done well in this encounter al
ready. They have wrested crucial procedural 
concessions from an Armed Services Com
mittee accustomed to paying its opposition 
little mind; they have forced the pro-ABM 
spokesmen to make their case with a degree 
of seriousness and care rarely required of 
those putting forth the need for any weap
ons system; from the MOL program to chem
ical warfare they have stopped some things 
from happening, and they have also made 
it plain to the Pentagon that the palmy days 
<>f ask-and-it-shall-be-given are over. St111, 
among the legislators who have managed so 
much, you may find a tendency to disregard 
these achievements or not even to perceive 
them and a consequent insistence on the 
need for a symbolic victory of their own over 
the President on the ABM. It's not the 
ABM-this thinking goes-it's the principle 
of the thing, or what it has come to seem 
to mean. 

All this has managed to distort the sec
ond argument, namely that over Safegua.:rd 
itself-its oost, purpose, efficacy, and diplo
matic-strategic ramifications. At the center 
of that argument ils a semantic perplexity: 
the meaning of the term "deployment" as 
it is used in three measures destined for 
the Senate's .scrutiny. These are the, Presi
dent's program providing freedom to begin 
minimal deployment mainly of radars, com
puters and other software (not actual mis
siles or warheads) at two ABM sites; a 
Hart-Cooper amendment that would grant 
research, development, testing and evalua
tll.on rights to the Administration (along with 
related procurement authorization), but 
would forbid deployment of any kind at ac
tual ABM sites under this or previously passed 
legislation; and a proposed "compromise" 
amendment that would circumscribe what 
could be deployed by the Administration at 
the two sites and make certain other moves
acquisition of land, construction of silos, 
and ro on~ontingent on oongressionl ap
proval. 

The opponents of the ABM, who a.re back
ing the Hart-Cooper amendment and who 
contend that they are not killing the ABM 
but simply delaying deployment until its 
need and usefulness have been established, 
claim that the Administration does not ac
tually intend to begin much of its "soft
ware" deployment in Fiscal 1970 anyway
much less its weapons deployment. From 
this they argue that their amendment would 
deny the Administration nothing other than 
the commitment to proceed with this bys
tem that is implicit in any decision to de
ploy. The Administration oounters that cer
tain critical testing and evaluation can only 
be achieved at the two forbidden deploy
ment sites, which it characterizes as a limbo 
between actual deployment and mere de
velopment with the use of the term "proto
type-like." Finally, both the opponents and 
the proponents of the Sa!egua.rd are, for 
the moot part, also expressing dissatisfac
tion with the propoised compromise, since 
one side believes it circumscribes nothing the 
Administration meant to do in the coming 
year, while the Administration believes that 
in its present form it circumscribes much 
too much. When you probe these maitters 
with the participants in the debate you 
quickly come back to the question of defi
nitions, of what the other side ls thought 
to mean or have in mind by its terms~
pecially by the term "deployment." Clea.rly, 
thrls semantic confusion can have its uses. 
In the ambiguity lles the ground for resolu
tion of some difference and for a compro
mise measure that does not defeat the le
grltim:a.te interests of the White House or 
roll over the more reasonable qualms of the 
critics for no purpot:;e other than trounclng 
them. 

If Mr. Nixon loses in the Senate, he could 

conceivably retrieve his defeat in a House
Senate conference. Moreover, the senP.tors 
who had denied him outright his request on 
the eve of the arms talks could come to rue 
the day they had done so. From the point 
of view of political vulnerability alone, this 
is worth considering. On the other side, as 
Senator Aiken has so aptly pointed out, Mr. 
Nixon stands to win very little with a nar
row, hard-fought, pressured victory. Even 
with House approval, it will ha.rdly be con
vincing baggage to take to the arms talks. 
Leaving half the Senate in the state of a 
wounded animal cannot be sa.id to bode well 
for gaining some degree of cooperation on 
future questions of this kind-and it is co
operaitlon, consent, common purpose rather 
than a. numercial majority that the Presi
dent so sorely needs to be strong enough to 
make his moves in the field of arms control 
as well as in the field of defense. In short, 
as a test case, the ABM vote ls one that 
neithel" side can win closely with any last
ing profit to its cause. Thus it is in the in
terest of both to make an accommodation. 
The narrower question of the ABM authori
zation, stripped of its symbolism, provides 
plenty of room for this, and men such as 
Hugh Scott and George Aiken appear ready
if they will be heeded-to help bring it 
about. 

BACK CONTAMINATION PRO
CEEDINGS 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, 2 
months ago, NASA announced that it 
was implementing a change in the pro
cedures of returning the Apollo 11 astro
nauts from their spacecraft to the wait
ing carrier after their return from the 
moon. Since the previous plan had been 
devised in an effort to minimize any pos
sible back contamination from micro
organisms which might have been 
brought back from the moon, I immedi
ately wrote a letter to Dr. Thomas O. 
Paine, Administrator of NASA, asking 
for a fuller explanation of the proposed 
change. I ask unanimous consent that 
NASA's reply, and a detailed description 
of NASA's contamination control pro
gram, appear in the RECORD at the end 
of my remarks. 

The essence of his reply was that, 
because of experience in recovering pre
vious Apollo spacecraft, the Apollo 11 
sequence was being revised in order to 
minimize possible injury to the astro
nauts while not measurably increasing 
the risk of back contamination from the 
moon. 

NASA has long been concerned with 
the possibility of back contamination 
and, in an effort to obtain the broadest 
possible scientific advice, created in l964 
the Interagency Committee on Back Con
tamination-ICBC-composed of repre
sentatives of the Public Health Service, 
Department of Agriculture, Department 
of the Interior, NASA, and the National 
Academy of Sciences. Without going into 
the history of the ICBC, let me just say 
that it has not been a paper commit
tee, that it has met at frequent inter
vals, and that NASA has not imple
mented one single procedure in this area 
that was contrary to the recommenda
tions of this committee. It ls extremely 
important to note, then, that the ICBC 
studied the proposed changes in Apol
lo 11 procedure with great care, and 
that NASA did not proceed with this 

plan until it had received the unani
mous approval of the ICBC. 
. Of course, in this area, as in virtually 
all scientific disciplines, it is difficult if 
not impossible to get 100-percent agree
ment from everybody. There are even 
those who still believe that the earth is 
fiat. But some biologists, who apparently 
were not completely informed regarding 
the details, have raised a raucous voice 
against the new procedure. And certain 
of the press has seen fit to print the 
position of the dissenters while ignoring 
the preponderance of qualified opinion. 

Well, difference of scientific opinion is 
one thing, and I have come to accept 
that, just as I accept difference of 
opinion among my political colleagues. 
But in the last few days, allegations 
have been raised that certain members 
of the ICBC had resigned under pro
test and that other members were co
erced into giving their approval to the 
new procedure. 

Since this is a very serious charge, I 
raised the question with members of the 
ICBC and I have received several tele
grams and letters which I should like to 
put in the RECORD for inspection by Sen
ators. 

The conclusions to be drawn are as 
follows: First, the ICBC has a well estab
lished operating procedure which allows 
for dissent and for the filing of minority 
reports. No such dissent nor minority re
port was filed. Second, no member of the 
ICBC has resigned. Third, no member of 
the ICBC has been coerced. Fourth, no 
member has changed his view since the 
original approval was given. 

Now these are the facts; they are not 
very glamorous and, therefore, probably 
not too interesting from the viewpoint 
of the news. I hope, however, that Sen
ators when studying the matter will give 
it the mature judgment that it deserves. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS 
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D.C., June 4, 1969. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Aeronautical and 

Space Sciences, U.S. Senate, Washing
ton, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is further in 
response to your letter of May 15 regarding 
the recovery procedures for the Apollo 11 
mission. 

The subject of possible back-contamina
tion of the earth's biosphere through Apollo 
operations has, of course, received our very 
serious attention for some time. NASA and 
other agencies of Government have spent 
considerable effort to insure that everything 
possible is done to preclude such contami
nation consistent with safe accomplish
ment of the mission. To this end, in 1964 an 
Interagency Committee on Back Contami
nation (ICBC) was established to provide 
expert guidance to us on all matters con
cerning possible back-contamination. This 
Committee, composed of members from the 
Departments of Agriculture, Interior, Health, 
Education and Welfare (U.S. Public Health 
Service), National Academy of Sciences and 
NASA, has the responsibility of insuring 
that our Apollo mission plans do not violate 
the integrity of the Earth's biosphere. 
Hence the preventive procedures we plan to 
employ must have the ICBC's approval be
fore implementation. 

A very difficult problem and decision we 
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and the ICBC have had to resolve is the 
one you mention, that is, all constraints 
considered, determining the optimum re
covery procedure which would protect the 
lives of the returned astronauts while at 
the same time providing the lowest prac
ticable possibility of back-contamination. 
Our efforts have been directed toward both 
recovery procedures and methods to prevent 
uncontained lunar material from entering 
and leaving the Lunar Module and the 
Command Module. 

The current astronaut-recovecy procedure, 
which has been approved by the ICBC for 
the Apollo 11 mission, involves egressing 
them from the spacecraft into a raft and 
transferring them by helicopter to the re
covery ship where they will enter the Mobile 
Quarantine Facility. The astronauts will don 
Biological Isolation Garments prior to de
parting the spacecraft if sea conditions 
permit; otherwise the garments will be 
donned in the life raft. 

We had considered having the astronauts 
remain inside the Command Module while it 
was hoisted onto the recovery ship. Since this 
represented a departure from the present 
recovery procedures which have been de
veloped over a period of several years and 
which are based on the cumulative experi
ence of Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo, a 
thorough review was made of the difficulties 
involved in transferring the Command 
Module to the carrier deck, particularly in a 
heavy sea. The hazards demonstrated in 
actual practice led to our decision to trans
fer the astronauts to the carrier deck by 
helicopter. The current astronaut recovery 
procedures received ICBC approval for the 
Apollo 11 mission only after the ICBC became 
convinced that ( 1) there was a real hazard 
involved in sea retrieval of a manned space
craft and ( 2) any increased risk of biosphere 
contamination was not significant. The 
former concern has been validated in both 
tests and previous end-of-mission recoveries. 
Test data has dictated the ins·tallation by 
a swimmer of a recovery loop or sling onto 
the spacecraft prior to lifting it from the 
water because the integral loop on the Com
mand Module will not accommodate all pos
sible recovery loads. Such a procedure is ac
ceptable to us for use only on an unoccupied 
spacecraft. At the conclusion of the Apollo 
9 mission, for example, the spacecraft was 
dropped back into the water due to a 
mechanical failure of the crane. 

The increase in the contamination poten
tial from extracting the astronauts has been 
minimized by programing improved house
keeping procedures by the astronauts and 
by recognition of the scrubbing action of 
the Lunar Module and Command Module 
lithium hydroxide (LiOH) cannisters on the 
cabin atmosphere. The astronauts will now 
bag all items exposed to the lunar surface 
prior to transfer to the Command Module. 
They plan to vacuum the cabin at frequent 
intervals during the return trip from lunar 
orbit. Of additional significance, however, is 
recently developed date which indicates that 
the LiOH cannisters will remove essentially 
all of the particulate matter from the cabin 
atmosphere. Thus the complementary effects 
of of minimizing cabin interior contamina
tion and understanding LiOH filtering capa
bilities have led us to conclude, and the 
ICBC to concur, that the recovery procedure 
described does not materially increase the 
probability of earth contamination. 

In these few brief paragraphs I have not 
described all the detailed procedural steps 
we plan to take to reduce the possibility of 
Earth back-contamination. For instance, the 
maximum number of items possible which 
have contacted the lunar surface will either 
be left on the lunar surface or in the LM. 
This and the many other steps we are taking 
represent a heavy concentration of effort to 
tighten our procedures to minimize the pos
sib111ty of back-contamination of the earth's 
biosphere. 

If we can provide any additional informa
tion, please let me know. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOMER E. NEWELL, 

Acting Administrator. 

CONTAMINATION CONTROL PROGRAM 

In 1964 an Interagency Committee on Back 
Contamination (ICBC) was established. The 
function of this Committee was to assist 
NASA in developing a program to prevent the 
contamination of the Earth from lunar ma
terials following manned lunar exploration. 
The committee charter included specific au
thority to review and approve the plans and 
procedures to prevent back contamination. 
The committee membership includes repre
sentatives from the Public Health Service, 
Department of Agriculture, Department of 
the Interior, NASA, and the National Acad
emy of Sciences. 

Over the last several years NASA has de
veloped facilities, equipment ~nd operational 
procedures to provide an adequate back con
tamination program for the Apollo missions. 
This program of facilities and procedures, 
which is well beyond the current state-of
the-art, and the overall effort have resulted 
in a laboratory with capabilities which have 
never previously existed. The scheme of isola
tion of the Apollo crewmen and lunar sam
ples, and the exhaustive test programs to be 
conducted are extensive in scope and com
plexity. 

The Apollo Back Contamination Program 
can be divided into three phases. The first 
phase covers the procedures which are fol
lowed by the crew while in flight to reduce 
and, if possible, eliminate the return of lunar 
surface contaminants in the command mod
ule. 

The second phase includes spacecraft and 
crew recovery and the provisions for isolation 
and transport of the crew, spacecraft, and 
lunar samples to the Manned Spacecraft Cen
ter. The third phase encompasses the quaran
tine operations and preliminary sample anal
ysis in the Lunar Receiving Laboratory. 

A primary step in preventing back con
tamination ls careful attention to space
craft cleanliness following lunar surface op
erations. This includes use of special clean
ing equipment, stowage provisions for lunar
exposed equipment, and crew procedures for 
proper "housekeeping." 

LUNAR MODULE OPERATIONS 

The lunar module has been designed with 
a bacterial filter system to prevent contami
nation of the lunar surface when the cabin 
atmosphere ls released at the start of the 
lunar exploration. 

Prior to reentering the LM after lunar sur
face exploration, the crewmen will brush any 
lunar surface dust or dirt from the space suit 
using the suit gloves. They will scrape their 
overboots on the LM footpad and while 
ascending the LM ladder dislodge any cling
ing particles by a kicking action. 

After entering the LM and pressurizing the 
ca.bin, the crew will doff their portable life 
support system, oxygen purge system, lunar 
boots, EV A gloves, etc. 

The equipment shown in Table I as jetti
soned equipment will be assembled and 
bagged to be subsequently left on the lunar 
surface. The lunar boots, likely the most 
contaminated items, will be placed in a bag 
as early as possible to minimize the spread 
of lunar particles. 

Following LM rendezvous and docking 
with the OM, the CM tunnel will be pressur
ized and checks made to insure that an ade
quate pressurized seal has been made. Dur
ing this period, the LM, space suits, and 
lunar surface equipment will be vacuumed. 
To accomplish this, one additional lunar 
orbit has been added to the mission. 

The lunar module cab!n atmosphere will 
be circulated through the environmental 
control system suit circuit lithium hydroxide 
(Li-OH) cannister to filter particles from 
the atmosphere. A minimum of five hours 

weightless operation and filtering will reduce 
the original airborne contamination to about 
10-15 per cent. 

To prevent dust particles from being trans
ferred from the LM atmosphere to the CM, 
a constant flow of 0.8 lbs/hr oxygen will be 
initiated in the CM at the start of combined 
LM/CM operation. Oxygen will flow from the 
CM into the LM then overboard through the 
LM ca.bin relief valve or through spacecraft 
leakage. Since the flow of gas is always from 
the CM to the LM, diffusion and flow of dust 
contamination into the CM will be mini
mized. After this positive gas flow has been 
established from the CM, the tunnel hatch 
will be removed. 

The CM pilot will transfer the lunar sur
face equipment stowage bags into the LM 
one at a time. The equipment listed in Table 
1 as equipment transferred will then be 
bagged using the "Buddy System" and trans
ferred back into the CM where the equipment 
will be stowed. The only equipment which 
will not be bagged at this time are the 
crewmen's space suits and flight logs. 

Following the transfer of the LM crew and 
equipment, the spacecraft will be separated 
and the three crewmen will start the return 
to Earth. The separated LM contains the re
mainder of the lunar expo.sect equipment 
listed in Table 1. 

COMMAND MODULE OPERATIONS 

Through the use of operational and house
keeping procedures the command module 
cabin will be purged of lunar surface and/or 
other particulate contamination prior to 
Earth reentry. These procedures start while 
the LM is docked with the GM and continue 
through reentry into the Earth's atmosphere. 

The LM crewmen will doff their space suits 
immediately upon separation of the LM an<I 
CM. The space suits will be stowed and will 
not be used again during the trans-Earth 
phase unless an emergency occurs. 

Specific periods for cleaning the space
craft using the vacuum brush have been 
established. Visible liquids will be removed 
by the liquid dump system. Towels will be 
used by the crew to wipe surfaces clean of 
liquids and dirt particles. The three ECS suit 
hoses will be located at random positions 
around the spacecraft to insure positive ven
tilation, cabin atmosphere filtration, and 
avoid partitioning. 

During the trans-Earth phase, the com
mand module atmosphere will be continually 
filtered through the environmental control 
system lithium hydroxide canister. This will 
remove essentially all airborne dust parti
cles. After about 63 hours operation essen
tially none (10-90 per cent) of the original 
contaminates will remain. 

LUNAR MISSION RECOVERY OPERATIONS 

Following landing and the attachment of 
the flotation collar to the command module, 
the swimmer in a biological isolation gar
ment (BIG) will open the spacecraft hatch, 
pass three BIGs into the spacecraft, and 
close the hatch. 

The crew will don the BIGs and then 
egress into a life raft containing a decon
taminrant solution. The hatch will be closed 
immediately after egress. Tests have shown 
that the crew can don their BI Gs in less 
than 5 minutes under ideal sea conditions. 
The spacecraft hatch will only be open for 
a matter of a few minutes. The spacecraft 
and crew will be decontaminated by the 
swimmer using a· liquid agent. 

Crew retrieval will be accomplished by 
helicopter to the carrier and subsequent 
crew transfer to the Mobile Quarantine Facil
ity. The spacecraft will be retrieved by the 
aircraft carrier. 

BIOLOGICAL ISOLATION GARMENT 

Biological isolation garment (BIGs), will 
be donned in the CM just prior to egress 
and helicopter pickup and will be worn until 
the crew enters the Mobile Quarantine Fa.
c111ty aboard the primary recovery ship. 

The suit is fabricated of a light weight 
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cloth fabric which completely covers the 
wearer and serves as a biological barrier. 
Built into the hood area is a face mask with 
a plastic visor, air inlet flapper valve, and an 
air outlet biological filter. 

Two types of BIGs are used in the re
covery operation. One is worn by the re
covery swimmer. In this type garment, the 
inflow air (inspired) is filtered by a bio
logical filter to preclude possible contami
nation of support personnel. The second 
type is worn by the astronauts. The lnflow 
gas is not filtered, but the outflow gas (re
spired) is passed through a biological filter 
to preclude contamination of the air. 

MOBILE QUARANTINE FACILITY 
The Mobile Quarantine Facility, is 

equipped to house six people for a period 
up to 10 days. The interior is divided into 
three sections-lounge area, galley, and 
sleep/bath area. The facility is powered 
through several systems to interface with 
various ships, aircraft, and transportation 
vehicles. The shell is air amd water tight. 
The principal method of assuring quaran
tine is to filter emuent air and provide a 
negative pressure differential for biological 
containment in the event of leaks. 

Non-fecal liquids from the trailer are 
chemically treated and stored in special con
tainers. Fecal wastes will be contained until 
after the quarantine period. Items are passed 
in or out of the MQF through a submersible 
transfer lock. A complete communications 
system is provided for intercom and ex
ternal communications to land bases from 
ship or aircraft. Emergency alarms are pro
vided for oxygen alerts while in transport 
by aircraft for fire, loss of power and loss 
of negative pressure. 

Specially packaged and controlled meals 
will be passed into the facility where they 
will be prepared in a micro-wave oven. 
Medical equipment to complete immediate 
postlanding crew examination and tests are 
provided. 

LUNAR RECEIVING LABORATORY 
The final phase of the back contamination 

program is completed in the MSC Lunar Re
ceiving Laboratory. The crew and spacecraft 
are quarantined for a minimum of 21 days 
after lunar liftoff and are released based upon 
the completion of prescribed test require
ments and results. The lunar sample will be 
quarantined for a period of 50 to 80 days 
depending upon the result of extensive bio
logical tests. 

The LRL serves four basic purposes: 
The quarantine of the lunar mission crew 

and spacecraft, the containment of lunar 
and lunar-exposed materials and quarantine 
testing to search for adverse effects of lunar 
material upon terrestrial life. 

The preservation and protection of the 
lunar samples. 

The performance of time critical investi
gations. 

The preliminary examination of returned 
samples to assist in an intelligent distribu
tion of samples to principal investigators. 

The LRL has the only vacuum system in 
the world with space gloves operated by a 
man leading directly into a vacuum chamber 
at pressures of 10-7 torr. (mm Hg). It has a 
low level counting facility, whose background 
count is an order of magnitude better than 
other known counters. Additionally, it is a 
facility that can handle a large variety of 
biological specimens inside Class III biologi
cal cabinets designed "to contain extremely 
hazardous pathogenic material. 

The LRL covers 83,000 square feet of floor 
space and includes several distinct areas. 
These are the Crew Reception Area (CRA), 
Vacuum Laboratory, Sample Laboratories 
(Physical and Bio-Science) and an adminis
trative and sµpport area. Special building 
systems are employed to maintain air flow 
into sample handling areas and the CRA to 
sterilize liquid waste and to incinerate con-

taminated air from the primary containment 
systems. 

The biomedical laboratories provide for the 
required quarantine tests to determine the 
effect of lunar samples on terrestrial life. 
These tests are designed to provide data upon 
which to base the decision to release lunar 
material from quarantine. 

Among the tests: 
a. Germ-free mice will be exposed to lunar 

material and observed continuously for 21 
days for any· abnormal changes. Periodical
ly, groups will be sacrificed for pathologic 
observation. 

b. Lunar material will be applied to 12 
different culture media· and maintained un
der several environmental conditions. The 
media will then be observed for bacterial or 
fungal growth. Detailed inventories of the 
microbial flora of the spacecraft and crew 
have been maintained so that any living ma
terial found in the sample testing can be 
compared against this list of potential con
taminants taken to the Moon by the crew 
or spacecraft. 

c. Six types of human and animal tissue 
culture cell lines will be maintained in the 
laboratory and together with embryonated 
eggs are exposed to the 1 unar material. Based 
on cellular and/or other changes, the pres
ence of viral material can be established so 
that special tests can be conducted to iden
tify and isolate the type of virus present. 

d. Thirty-three species of plants and seed
lings will be exposed to lunar material. Seed 
germination, growth ·of plant cells or the 
health of seedlings then observed, and his
tological, microbiological and biochemical 
techniques used to determine the cause of 
any suspected abnormality. 

e. A number of lower animals will be ex
posed to lunar material. These specimens in
clude fish, birds, oysters, shrimp, cockroach
es, houseflies, planarla, paramecia and eu
glena. If abnormalities are noted, further 
tests will be conducted to determine if the 
condition is transmissible from one group to 
another. 

The crew reception area provides biologi
cal containment for the fiight crew and 12 
support personnel. The nominal occupancy is 
about 14 days but the facility is designed 
and equipped to operate for considerably 
longer if necessary. 

STERILIZATION AND RELEASE OF THE 
SPACECRAFT 

Postfiight testing and inspection of the 
spacecraft ls presently limited to investiga
tion of anomalies which happened during the 
fiight. Generally, this entails some specific 
testing of the spacecraft and removal of cer
tain components of systems for further anal
ysis. The timing of postfiight testing is im
portant so that corrective action may be 
taken for subsequent flights. 

The schedule calls for the spacecraft to be 
returned 1x> port where a team will deactivate 
pyrotechnics, flush and drain fluid systems 
(except water). This operation will be con
fined to the exterior of the spacecraft. The 
spacecraft will then be flown to the LRL and 
placed in a special room for storage, steri
lization, a11d postfiight check.out. 

BROOKS Am FORCE BASE, TEX., 
July 11, 1969. 

Hon. CLINTON p. ANDERSON' 
Chairman, Aeronautical and Space Sciences 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C.: 

As a member of and the executive secretary 
to the Interagency Committee on Back Con
tamination, I wish to express concurrence in 
the egress recovery procedures to be used on 
Apollo 11. This was a unanimous committee 
opinion at the March 1969 meeting for the 
first lunar landing. Additionally, Dr. Klein 
has not resigned from the committee and 
was present at the March meeting. To my 
knowledge there has never been a suggestion 
of coercion by any of the committee member-

ship nor by NASA on the agreed upon re
covery mode for Apollo 11. Furthermore, the 
interagency agreement signed by the secre
taries of Agriculture, HEW and Interior, 
the president of the National Academy of 
Sciences and the Administrator of NASA, 
clearly establishes a procedure for present
ing a minority report by a person or persons 
on the Interagency Committee. No minority 
report has been received from any member. 
To my knowledge, no member has pri\fately 
refuted the public position agreed to in 
March and May meeting nor has anyone 
changed his opinion in writing (see minutes 
of March, May, and June meetings). The 
entire membership, over the past 3 years 
has carefully considered t~e probability of 
back contamination from the Moon against 
other aspects of the Apollo 11 mission, and 
based upon our oonsidered judgment believe 
that all necessary precautions are being 
taken to preclude any undue risk. 

Col. JOHN E. PICKERING. 

ROCHESTER, N.Y., 
July 11, 1969. 

Senator CLINTON ANDERSON, 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

As the Representative of the National 
Academy of SCiences on the Interagency com
mittee on.back contamination I wish to reject 
emphatically the allegations that my re
corded opinions have been uttered under 
coercion or that my publicly voiced attitude 
differs from my privately expressed opinion. 
I am intimately acquainted with the recovery 
and quarantine procedures plan for Apollo 
Eleven and I concur with the committee view 
that they are adequate. Whatever improve
ments may or should be contemplated for 
future and more elaborate missions, there 
must be no change in the present schedule 
for the Apollo Eleven launch. I have not only 
recorded my opinion to this effect in the 
minutes of the Interagency Committee but 
I have publicly stated them on a nationwide 
TV broadcast on June 13. 

WOLF VISHNICAC, 
Chairman, Department of Biology, Uni

versity of Rochester. 

MOREHEAD CITY, N.C., 
July 11, 1969. 

Chairman CLINTON p. ANDERSON' 
Aeronautics and S'/)(Lce Science Committee, 
U.S. Se-nate, Washington, D.C. 

HONORABLE ANDERSON: I am a member Of 
the Inter Agency Committee on Back Con
tamination (ICBC) and want to let you 
know that I concurred with the back con
tamination protocol plans for Apollo eleven. 
In arriving at our decision concerning the 
procedures to be used the members were 
not coerced. Actually we always had the op
portunity of filing a minority opinion and 
no member has resigned under protest. Dr. 
Sencer and our efforts throughout have been 
directed toward providing the best possible 
procedures for preventing possible back con
tamination under the conditions of the 
space fiight as we understand them. 

Respectfully, 
Dr. T. R. RICE, 

Director of the Center for the Estuarine 
and Menhaden Research, Bureau of 
Commercial Fisheries, Interior De
partment. 

PALO ALTO, CALIF., 
July 11, 1969. 

Hon. CLINTON p. ANDERSON' 
Chairman, Aeronautics and Space Science 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C.: 

It has come to my attention that allega
tions have been made concerning my activ
ities as a member of the Inter Agency Com
mittee for Back Contamination. For the rec
ord let me state that I have not resigned from 
the ICBC. In considering the Apollo 11 mis-
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sion I was not coerced by anyone in reaching 
decisions regarding recovery operations or 
quarantine procedures. My views on these 
m atters were fully discussed by the ICBC and 
I have not changed them. As a result of our 
deliberations the ICBC recommended that 
the mission proceed as currently planned on 
schedule. I supported this position then 
as I do now. 

HAROLD P. KLINE, 
.iimes Research Center, NASA, Moffett 

F ie ld, Ca lif. 

RALEIGH, N.C., 
July 10, 1969. 

Chairman CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Aeronautics an~ Space Science Committee, 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
HONORABLE SENATOR ANDERSON. Permit me 

to voice to you a note of reassurance con
cer:Q.ing the prevention of back contamina
tion during Apollo 11. I have been intimately 
associated with this program for six years 
and have been involved in all of the dis
cussions and decisions of back contamina
tion, as a consultant to the Interagency 
Committee on Back Contamination and as 
a professional in the contamination control 
field I find the .AJpollo 11 recovery and quar
antine protocol to be entirely in keeping 
with our responsibilities and adequate for 
this flight. In addition may I state that no 
committee member has been discharged or 
has resigned and that the business o\f the 
committee was always conducted with the 
right of filing a minority report. Further
more there has been no coercion of the 
members during our months of meetings 
preparing for the Apollo 11 mission. Finally 
please be assured that there has been no 
change in Dr. Senser's policies as clha.irman 
and of the deep conviction on my part that 
the planned procedures for Apollo 11 are 
entirely reasonable 1n relation to the pre
dicted risk and under the conditions of this 
manned space flight. Respectfully, 

F. BRIGGS PHILLIPS, Ph.D., 
Director, Becton-Dickinson Research 

Center. 

KENNEDY SPACE CENTER, FLA., 
July 11, 1969. 

Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Senate Space Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

I am greatly distressed to hear of the 
statements made at this time about the 
ICBC as a member of the interagency com
mittee on back contamination (ICBC), I 
have participated in every discussion and 
decision by the committee. These sessions 
have always been lively and every member 
or presenter of data has had ample oppor
tunity to discuss, question or argue. In addi
tion the ICBC charter allows the filing of a 
minority report by any member. 

I have never been coerced · in regards to 
any decision of the committee. I have never 
felt the need to file a minority opinion. Fur
ther, as one of the principal pE!rsons respon
sible for implementing the quarantine and 
back contamination program, I fully agree 
with our current plans and feel they will 
adequately protect the earth's biosphere. 

My alternate on the committee, Dr. W.W. 
Kemmerer, Jr., agrees with the above state
ments. 

CHARLES A. BERRY, M.D., 
Director of Medical Research and Op

erations, NASA Manned Spacecraft 
Center, Houston, Tex. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE, 

Washington, D.C., July 12, 1969. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Aeronautical and 

Space Sciences, U.S. Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As an alternate mem

ber of the Interagency Committee on Back 

Contamination for the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, I have served on the committee 
since its inception. Although our regulatory 
funotion is carried out by the Agricultural 
Research Service where I am assigned, the 
member for USDA has always been from the 
Office of the Secretary and in a position to 
determine and interpret policy. 

I do not have a written copy of the allega
tions made, but as I understand it they 
involve (1) Dr. Kline's membership and his 
position on back contamination prevention 
techniques, (2) the private vs. public posi
tion of ICBC members, (3) attempted or im
plied coercion, and (4) lack of consideration 
of all possible modes of recovery. 

To my certain knowledge, Dr. Kline is still 
a member of ICBC. He participated in deci
sions concerning recovery as a brief review 
of the minutes will show. So far as his per
sonal convictions, as well as those of other 
ICBC members, are concerned, I have never 
heard anyone express one opinion to me in 
private and then proceed to sign for their 
agencies in a contrary manner. As would and 
should be expected, scrupulous attention was 
paid to every facet of the flight from the 
point of view of containment. The commit
tee recommended both equipment and pro
cedural changes and these have been made. 
Differences of opinion were vigorously 
debated, but never was coercion attempted 
or implied. 

Finally, the recovery procedures were con
sidered exhaustively. The minutes will show 
these discussions go · back many months. 
NASA's position was certainly a reasonable 
one. They were willing to adopt any proce
dure that did not jeopardize crew safety. 
Anyone who views egress in biological isola
tion garments as a frank breach of quaran
tine has failed to consider procedures and 
equipment which start to function on the 
lunar surface and continue all the way home. 
Except for navigation and the ordinary hu
man functions of eating, sleeping, etc., most 
of the transit time to Earth will be occupied 
in preparing the spacecraft so that the 
open hatch does not represent a frank break 
of containment. What risk there is, is un
known, but in the considered opinion of the 
committee it is acceptable. The committee 
is on record that certain equipment and 
procedural changes are desirable for future 
m:issions when deeper probes of the lunar 
surface will be conducted, but it agreed that 
these changes need not delay Apollo 11. 

Sincerely, 
A.B.PARKS, 

Assistant to the Administrator. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION, 

Washington, D.C., July 11, 1969. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Aeronautical and 

Space Science 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: As a member of the 
Interagency Committee on Back Conitamina
tion representing the Apollo Program Office, 
I am familiar with all of the deliberations of 
this group since January 1968. The Com
mittee has been provided with all pertinent 
program information and has participated in 
many open and frank discussions wi·th pro
gram officials. There has been vigorous debate 
over the various problems and considerations 
related to containment and quarantine as 
the final procedures evolved. I emphatically 
deny any attempted or implied coercion of 
any Commit.tee members. I am not aware of 
any differences between public and private 
opinions expressed by any members. There 
cel'tainly have been none expressed by me. 

It is difficult to decide wha.t steps are really 
adequate when one is taking precautions 
against unknown risks. Just as there are 
critics who feel we are not taking adequate 
precautions, there are those who feel our 

precautions are ext reme and a waste of the 
taxpayers' money. 

I am in full agreement with the ICBC for
mal position that the procedures for con
tainment and quarantine planned for Apollo 
11 are reasonable. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEE R. SCHEER, 

Director, Apollo Lunar Exporation Office. 

ATLANTA, GA., 
July 14, 1969. 

Hon. CLINTON p. ANDERSON. 
Chairman, Aeronautical and Space Sciences 

Committee, U.S. Senate, Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D .C.: 

As a member and co-chairman of the NASA 
Interagency Committee on back contamina
tion I submi1t the following: 

1. I consider the landing and recovery 
operation for Apollo 11 as adopted unan
imously by ICBC, adequate to fulflll require
ments for containmerut of astronauts, equip
ment, and materials. 

2. No member of the committee, to my 
knowledge, has privaitely stated views con
trary to those publicly adopted by the 
committee. 

3. The interagency agreement establish
ing the ICBC provides adequate safeguards 
for minority reporting. To my knowledge no 
minoriity reports have been received to this
date. 

JOHN R. BAGBY, Jr., 
Deputy Director, National Communicable 

Disease Center. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF MARINE RESOURCES, 

Washington, D.C., July 14, 1969. 
Hon. CLINTON p. ANDERSON' 
Chairman, Committee on Aeronautical and 

Space Sciences, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: In my capacity as 
Department of the Interior reJ)Tesent ative on 
the Interagency Committee on Back Cont am
ination, I wish to state that I support the 
Committee's position on post-landing recov
ery procedures for Apollo 11 astrona u ts. The 
decision to approve egress from the command 
module was made after assurance from NASA 
that measures specifi,ed by the Committee 
would be followed to prevent releaise of lunar 
particles to the earth environment and that 
the astronauts would be kept in effective iso
hiition during recove,ry 1and transfer .to the 
Lunar Receiving Laboratory. 

The Interagency Committee on Back Con
taminrution has been working with NASA 
officials on containment and quarantine re
quirements in the landing and recovery oper
ations since the Committee was firs t orga
ni~ed and this subject has been under inten
sive exami111aition during the past year . Mem
bers of the Committee have expressed them
selves freely and NASA has resipo111ded to rec
ommendations in order to reach agreement 
on procedures which would satisfy quaran
tine and containment as well as safety of the 
astronauts. 

The Committee has under consideration 
recommendations for changes in recovery and 
transfer procedures for later Apollo flights. 
Subsequent decisions on this will be based 
upon the results of Apollo 11 and the fact 
that future missions will sample the lunar 
surface at deeper levels thus increasing the 
possibillty of returning viable organisms. 

If there is life on the moon, which is ve•ry 
unlikely, there could be some risk of contam
ination from Apollo· 11 and possibly later 
missions. However, I am satisfied that the 
reoovery procedures to be followed by NASA 
on Apollo 11 will keep this risk to a mini
mum. 

Sincerely yours, 
HOWARD H. ECKLES, 

Program Manager, Marine Resources 
Development. 
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U.S. DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I should 
like to respond briefly to the statement 
made yesterday by the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. YOUNG), regarding the Fed
eral judicial system as administered in 
the district of Massachusetts, and to 
correct some inaccuracies which it con
tained. Senator YouNG has suggested 
that the jury in the Spock trial which 
was held in the district of Massachusetts 
was "hand-picked." The fact is, Mr. 
President, that the defense counsel, as 
prescribed by Congress in the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedures, plays a 
significant role with the prosecution in 
the jury selection process. The fact that 
the defense counsel in criminal cases of 
this nature has no limit on challenges for 
cause and 10 peremptory challenges of 
jurors drawn by lot in open court from 
a representative districtwide juror pool 
should speak for itself. 

Senator YouNG has said that he sus
pects that the assignment of the trial 
judge to this case "was arranged by the 
assignment commissioner at the behest 
of the district attorney." Mr. President, · 
I know of no such office as assignment 
commissioner in the U.S. District Court 
for the District of Massachusetts. It 
is my understanding that after an in
dictment has been returned, assignments 
of judges to trial are made by lot. 

The U.S. attorney has no voice in the 
assignment proceedings. Further, the U.S. 
attorney for the district of Massachusetts 
in that tri·al was an attorney whose pro
fessional ethics are beyond reproach and 
who carried out his duties as prosecuting 
attorney in the finest traditions of the 
Federal bar during his entire tenure in 
that office. 

Finally, Senator YouNG refers person
ally to the Honorable Francis J. W. Ford, 
as a "tyrannical" trial judge who showed 
"merciless severity" through the trial. 
The Senator from Ohio describes Judge 
Ford as having been "nominated by Pres
ident Herbert Hoover to be U.S. district 
judge." The facts are these, Mr. Presi
dent: Judge Ford was appointed to the 
U.S. district court by his good friend, 
President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, 
after having served with distinction as 
the district's U.S. attorney. From the date 
of his appointment, Judge Ford has 
brought the highest credit to himself and 
to our Federal judicial system. He is 
respected in Massachusetts and beyond 
as a jurist who has been assigned to and 
has treated with unimpeachable fairness 
some of the most difficult cases to be 
heard in the district's judicial history. 
The well-deserved esteem in which Judge 
Ford is held by members of the judiciary 
and the bar is a tribute to the integrity, 
the keen legal mind, and the highest 
standards of judicial conduct which 
have marked his career. His distinguished 
record needs no defense in this body. 
but in a day when the judiciary as a 
whole has been the constant target for 
abuse and criticism, we of Massachu
setts can take pride in the respect which 
Judge Ford has brought to our Federal 
bench and cannot leave uncorrected the 
errors of fact and characterization 
which reflect upon it. 

RADIO STATEMENT BY SENATOR 
BYRD OF WEST VIRGINIA ON THE 
ABUSE OF LIBERTY 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, on July 9, 1969, I made a state
ment for radio regarding the abuse of 
liberty by extremists and militants. 

I ask unanimous oonsent that the 
transcript of that statement be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

THE PERV~RSION OF LIBERTY 

The Pledge of Allegiance to our flag has, 
as its ending, the words .. . "with liberty 
and justice for all." 

In America today we are witnessing a per
version of Uberty in many areas of our na
tional life. It is not too much to say, I be
lieve, that the future of freedom in our Na
tion is threatened by the gross distortion of 
freedom by extremists and militants. 

The near-treasonable denunciation of our 
Government, the radical plans to infiltrate 
industrial plamts, the unholy invasion of our 
churches, the destructive disorder on our 
college and university cam.puses are exam
ples of the perversion of liberty to which I 
refer. 

All of these things have been committed 
under the guise of free speech and assembly 
and the rights enjoyed by a free people under 
our Constitution. They have been possible, 
and they have been tolerated, because of the 
guarantees of liberty in our fundamental 
1aw. Unless checked, they will become the 
greatest threat to the continuation of our 
liber:ty. 

Many years ago when our republic was 
young, James Madison, the fourth President 
of the United States, recognized the kind 
of danger the Nation faices today when he 
said: 

"Liberty may be endangered by the abuse 
of liberty as well as by the abuse of power." 

The recent elections in whioh law and 
order and domestic tranquiUty were once 
again revealed as predominant national 
issues should tell us a great deal. They made 
it very clear that the average citizen is deeply 
concerned about the abuse of liberty that has 
beoome so prevalent in America and the lack 
Of aotion by government or other proper au
thority to counteract it. 

The vast majority Of our people, I believe, 
are dismayed at the widespread effort of mili
tants to undermine and overthrow our form 
of government. They are angered by the 
moves O!f the so-called Students for a Demo
craitic Soolety to dlsrupt industrial plants. 
They are outraged by the interruption and 
desecrati!On of worship services by radicals 
who demand money from the churches. And 
they are thoroughly and completely fed up 
with civil disorder of all kinds, whether in 
the inner city, the suburbs, in the streets, or 
on the college campus. 

So-oalled "work-in" plans tlhat aim ait sub
version and disruption Of business and in
dustry are an abuse of liberty. Disruption of 
religious worship is an abuse Of liberty. Seiz
ure of college buildings and the w1llful dis
ruption of education activities is an abuse of 
liberty. 

Abraham Linooln said: 
"It is safe to assert that no government 

proper ever had a provislon in its organic 
laiw for its own termination." 

Our Declaration Of Independence and our 
Coru;titution are not charters for self-de
struction. Permissiveness will not preserve 
freedom. Indecisiveness by legally consti
tuted authority is the enemy Of independ
ence. 

This should be a time for the American 
people, and for all in positions of authority, 
to rededicate themselves to the concepts and 
practices of a lawful and orderly society. 

Our Nation has the right and the duty to 
protect itself, by whatever lawful ·means are 
necess.ary, against those wh-0 would destroy 
it. And a first duty of government is to en
force the law and maintain order. 

Continu,ed appeasement of those who 
abuse liberty can only lead to the destruction 
Of liberty for all. 

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL 
WARFARE 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, a highly 
informative and enlightening article on 
chemical and biological warfare, written 
by Seymour Hersh, was published in the 
Washington Post June 29. 

The article raises a number of impor
tant questions which deserve the atten
tion and the scrutiny of Congress and 
the American public. For example, what 
really is the policy of the U.S. Govern
ment in regard to the use of CBW weap
ons? How did the present estimates of 
the Soviet capability in CBW come into 
being? 

In addition, the fact is brought forth 
that the CBW testing program has ex
tended beyond the bounds of the con
tinental United States to the Eniwetok 
Atoll in Micronesia. This is certainly a 
disturbing revelation, especially after 
finding that three sites within this coun
try are at present being used to field test 
toxic CBW munitions. I commend this 
article to the Senate in the hope that it 
will stimulate a more vigorous discus
sion of an issue that ha.§ been too long 
neglected. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article, entitled "Pentagon's Gas Plans 
Spring a Leak,'' be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

.PENTAGON'S GAS PLANS SPRING A LEAK 

(By Seymour M. Hersh) 
(NoTEs-A free-lance writer, Hersh is au

thor of "Chemical and Biological Warfare: 
America's Hidden Arsenal.") 

These are bad times for the chemical and 
biological warfare (CBW) advocates in the 
Pentagon. Morale is low among the men who 
have visions of "War Without Death," as 
one propaganda slogan put it ten YE1ars ago. 

Brig. Gen. James A. Hebbeler, head of the 
A!l"my's CBW efforts, is retiring early to 
take a job in industry (not in chemicals). 
He's made it clear in private comments to a 
number of friends that the recent congres
sional criticism over CBW had much to do 
with his decision. 

Early in July, a special 14-nation United 
Nations study team on CBW wm deliver 
its report to Secretary-General U Thant, ad
vising him that the world would be better 
off if all nations immediately outlawed prep
arations for biological warfare. 

The U.S. Army bitterly fought the recom
mendation, at one point attempting to rede
fine certain biological agents-such as 
deadly bacterical toxins and incapacitating 
(nonlethal) biological agents-to exclude 
them from the U.N. recommendation. But 
the American delegation, headed by Dr. Ivan 
L. Bennett of New York University's medical 
center (and a member of the President's Sci
ence Advisory Council), held firm-encour
aged no doubt by the other nations' unwm
ingness to leave a loophole for the American 
military. 

The Army initially blanketed the early 
plenary sessions of the study committee, held 
both in Geneva and a.t U.N. headquarters in 
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New York, but by the closing meeting two 
weeks ago, the Army men were nowhere to 
be seen. "They just stopped showing up," one 
delega 1le said. 

The U.N. recommendations will be heavily 
relied upon by the 18-nation disarmament 
conference in Geneva, which is s'oon sched
Uled to take up an English proposal to out
law biological weapons. 

Another jolt to the CBW advocates in the 
Pentagon came recently from the White 
House. The President recently ordered a full
scale high-level review of this country's CBW 
policies and programs. The decisions, which 
had the blessing of Henry Kissinger, the 
President's adviser on national security af
fairs, reflects a political reality: it's becoming 
increasingly difficult to justify spending more 
than $600 million a year, including salaries, 
on a weapons system whose potential is, to 
say the least, unproven. 

Another supporter of the review, sources 
report, is Secretary of Defense Melvin A. 
Laird, who knows a political problem when 
he sees one. Laird's endorsement, taken in 
the last few weeks, amounts to a significant 
a.bout face. For shortly after moving into 
the top defense post, Laird called of! a simi
lar policy review that had been in sometimes 
tenuous existence since 1963. That decision 
is believed to have been pushed on the then
new Defense Secretary by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

A NATIONAL POLICY 

The history of the earlier review shows how 
difficult it is to get the Pentagon to give up 
any weapon. 

Although initiated in the State Depart
ment in 1963, the study went nowhere until 
1966, when the Pentagon sent over its ver
sion of national policy on CBW weapons. The 
State Department quickly produced its own 
version, as did the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency (ACDA). The inevitable 
series of meetings and discussions took place 
over the next two years (at one point a pro
Pentagon Navy captain was removed from 
the State Department's study team), but 
progress was made. 

By midsummer 1968, just as some criticism 
over CBW was beginning to flare, the differ
ences were narrowed to a few points, all ne
gotiable. 

Shortly after Jan. 1 this year, a major 
meeting was convened at which high officials 
of all agencies involved agreed to a flat ban 
on the first use of CBW agents with the ex
ception of herbicides and tear gases (now in 
use in South Vietnam). It was also agreed 
that the combat use of all weapons, includ
ing the tear gases and herbicides, had to be 
authorized by the President. 

The agreement was considered a milestone 
(it was the first time that any national CBW 
policy had been spelled out), and copies were 
quickly passed around to key agencies for 
approval. Everybody signed but the Penta
gon. 

Once a national CBW policy was set, the 
Pentagon then decided to press for the 
review of CBW policy it had long avoided. 

As one military source explains, it was at 
this point that someone got to Laird and 
said, in effect, "We ought to have a study 
before agreeing to this." Laird then passed 
on the study recommendation to Kissinger, 
who agreed. 

The Pentagon's ability to sus,tain studies 
and delay action isn't always harmful, but 
this time it may be. The State Department 
recently attempted to get Laird to issue a 
directive ordering that during the new study 
(expected to take six months or less), no 
significant action regarding CBW could be 
taken without presidential or at least White 
House approval. Laird refused to do so. 

GAS FOR THE GERMANS 

At issue ls a West German request for the 
United States to ship it 40 kilos (88 pounds) 
of nerve gas. Shipments of two, four and 

six-kilo packages of nerve gas have been go
ing from the Pentagon to West Germany for 
years, allegedly because that nation needed 
the material for such uses as testing gas 
masks. 

The German, sources say, accompanied 
the new request with a note explaining that 
it would be more economical to ship the 
larger quantities rather than rely on year-to
year shipments. "What are they going to do 
with this stuff?" one critical official asked ex
plaining that 40 kilos would be enough agent 
to accommodate the West German test needs 
for years. "At some point, this stuff becomes 
a stockpile." 

If the larger quantity of gas is shipped 
(and the decision is now being worked out 
in the Pentagon), it could put the West Ger
mans in violation of the 1954 West European 
Union Protocol, which prohibits either the 
manufacturing or stockpiling of CBW weap
ons. 

A more important question is whether the 
United States itself has been violating the 
protocol by shipping even small quantities of 
nerve a.gent to West Germany. The 1954 
agreement stipulates that West Germany can 
only receive NATO-approved quantities of 
CBW materials; that is, the shipments must 
be publicized and made available to other 
NATO allies. This has not been done by the 
United States in the past, largely because 
the Chemical Corps has described the ship
ments as not militarily significant. 

(The question wa:s raised last year when 
West Germany, responding to a defector's 
charge that CBW efforts are being organized 
by the Bonn government, said in a press 
statement that the only CBW agents in the 
country were shipped there by its allies. The 
statement prompted some NATO allies 
notably France and England, to ask .the Pen~ 
tagon what it was doing.) 

Sources also report that Canada has re
cently requested increased shipments of 
CBW agents from the Pentagon, for unspeci
fied reasons. 

Another possible legal question centers 
around the U.S. practice of shipping VX 
nerve gas to allied nations. 

The gas was invented by the British at 
their CBW facility at Porton Downs and is 
manufactured in America under special li
cense. Can we then ship VX to West Germany 
and other nations without telling Britain? 
The question has occurred to the British. 

Another complication for the military is 
the growing dispute among U.S. intelligence 
agencies over Russia's biological warfare ca
pabilities. 

For years, the Pentagon has been defend
ing its efforts in biological warfare by argu
ing that the weapons are needed to serve 
as a deterrent. As late as June 4, Dr. John 
S. Foster Jr., head of the Pentagon research 
programs, privately wrote a complaining 
housewife that the American CBW effort is 
being maintained "for our own protection. 
Unfriendly nations are known to have large 
stockpiles, a vigorous testing program and ·an 
active military operational capability." 

Yet it ls on precisely this score that the 
intelligence apparatus is badly divided in 
this country, a division that has never been 
made known either to Congress or to the 
people. 

The fact is that the State Department's 
intelligence agencies have reported for a. num
ber of years that there ts no evidence whatso
ever of any significan•t Russian activity in bio
logical warfare. Th·e Russians are believed to 
have conducted biological experiments on an
imals during World War II on an island off 
the coast of the Ural Sea., but the prevaillng 
winds from the island blow inland, a factor 
that most experts indicate would clearly rule 
it out as a test center for biological weapons. 

"We've been asking them (the Army] for 
years" to find the Russian biological test fa
cility, one source told me, "and they can't." 

Even in their classified briefings to mem-

bers of Congress, Army intelligence officials, 
while attributing a great CBW capab111ty to 
Russia, a.re careful not to list specifically a 
biological test facility. "I never really was 
told anything solid," one source acknowl
edged after a classified Army briefing. 

Yet Rep. Bob Wilson (R-Calif.) took to 
the floor of the House a few hours after the 
White House CBW review was announced to 
warn: "The Soviet Union today is better 
equipped mmtarlly-ofiensively and defen
sively-for CB warfare than any other na
tion in the world." And Rep. Robert L. F. 
Sikes (D-Fla.), a. former major general in 
the Army Chemical Corps reserves, told his 
colleagues a day later that "it ls estimated 
by those who are experts and who have pos
session of the facts-and I stress fact rather 
than rumor-that Russia has ten times the 
capabillty in this field that we have." 

COUNTING SHED ROOFS 

Russia is known to have a strong program 
in chemical warfare, yet even this aspect of 
Russia's capabilities may be overrated. The 
Pentagon has never revealed any unclassified 
information about Russian CBW capa.b111ty 
and tells questioners that to do so would 
compromise its intelligence sources, presum
ably spies. The only testimony on record came 
during congressional hearings into CBW in 
1960 when Lt. Gen. Arthur G. Trudeau, then 
chief of Army Research, said: 

"We know that the Soviets are putting a 
high priority on development of lethal and 
nonlethal weapons and that their weapons 
stockpile consists of about one-sixth chemi
cal munitions." 

A responsible Government official who has 
provided reliable information in the past told 
me how the Trudeau statistic, which is 
cited by the Army even today, came to be. 

In 1963 or 1964, the source said, the Army 
issued a request to send a large shipment of 
nerve gas to West Germany under U.S. con
trol. "Their argument was that the Russians 
have it in Russia; therefore we need it in 
Germany," the source recalled. The request 
was turned down. 

To back up its plea, the Army presented 
evidence supporting Trudeau's statement. 
This consisted of analysis made from aerial 
photos of Russia that showed large storage 
sheds similar to those used for storing war
fare gases at the Army's depot in Tooele, 
Utah. "The Army computed the roof size of 
the Russian sheds, figured out how many 
gallons of nerve gas could be stored in a com
parably sized shed in Utah, added a 20 per 
cent 'fudge' factor and came up with the 
estimate," the source said. 

There is no mystery about the U.S. Army's 
facilities for testing biological and chemical 
warfare agents. 

Besides the now-famous Dugway Proving 
Grounds in Utah (site of the March, 1968, 
sheep kill), the Army has conducted secret 
tests with nerve gases on the island of 
Hawaii, 120 miles southeast of the heavily 
populated island of Oahu (Honolulu). In 
addition, the Army has tested bacterial 
toxins and other CBW agents on the Eniwe
tok Atoll in Micronesia. Some tests were 
conducted on islands known simply as Fred 
and Henry. 

Despite the mounting evidence of the ex
tensive U.S. programs in testing and develop
ing chemical and biological agents, Dr. Fos
ter was still capable of writing to the house
wife: "We are not developing resistant 
strains of plague or any other disease. We 
are concerned with developing vaccines and 
treatment for this and other diseases ... 
These vaccines and the therapy for the 
diseases are made available to the medical 
profession for the benefit of all people 
everywhere." 

Yet, in 1962, a Chemical Corps general told 
Congress that 40 scientists were then as
signed full time to work in genetics and 
added: "It is not unlikely that the major 
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contribution to biological weaponry will re
sult from research and a better understand
ing of the science of genetics." 

A BLIGHT FOR CUBA 

Dr. Foster did not mention this, nor did he 
tell the writer about the time America came 
closest to actual use of biological warfare 
against an enemy. This was, according to at 
least three sources, during the 1962 Cuban 
crisis, when the Kennedy Administration was 
frantically seeking ways of punishing Cuba 
without resorting to bombing. 

The Chemical Corps was assigned the job 
of finding a biological agent that would be 
capable of destroying the Cuban sugar cane 
crop. At the time, the United States had vast 
stores of dried antifood biological rusts and 
blights (one source said as much as 10,000 
pounds of the antifood biologicals were 
stockpiled then), but none would work 
against sugar cane. 

The Chemical Corps was given a month to 
come up with an effective agent, but could 
not. The program was dropped, much to the 
disappointment of the Chemical Corps, 
which had prepared elaborate logistical plans 
for spraying the agent over Cuba. 

There is no evidence that President Ken
nedy would have authorized the use of bio
logical weapons during the Cuban crisis even 
if an acceptable weapon had been developed, 
but the incident serves to raise once again 
the frightening prospect that if a weapon is 
available, it will be used. 

PUBLIC OPINION SHOULD EXERT 
PRESSURE ON HANQI TO END WAR 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, on July 4, it 
was my prlvilege to address hundreds of 
patrlotic citizens attending the Waialua 
22d Independence Day Festival spon
sored by the Kinney-Nozaki Post No. 5 
of the American Legion, the North Shore 
Jaycees, the Waialua Athletic Associa
tion, and the Watalua Juvenile Delin
quency Committee of the Wiaialura Com
munity Associa:tion. 

In my ~h, I said: 
I am oonvinced thrut, M the same pressure 

of world opinil..on were brougihrt to boo4- on 
Hanoi that is now concentrated solely on 
Amerioa. and South Vietnam, peace wouJ.d be 
much, muoh clos~ I 

I asked: 
Where is the dally barrage of demands 

tha·t the North Vietnamese a.nd the NLF 
make some move----even one move--to de
escalate the wa.r I 

I pointed out: 
An interna tLonal oommissWn k>ng a.go doc

umented H&noi's responstbiH<ty for foment
ing war in SoUJth Vietnam. Therefore, Hanoi 
Should not escape respons1ibil1ty for st.oppln.g 
the war! 

Surely, those loudest in thetr calls fOr 
peace should i·nsist, with equal fervor, that 
Hainoi must do its pa4't toward peace. 

I ask unanimous conoont that the en
tire text of my ·address be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
w:as ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Master of Ceremonies Leong, Chairman Ta
kenaka, Reverend Thompson, Ladies and 
Gentlemen, Friends: I am truly honored to 
share with you your 22d Independence Day 
celebration. What a wonderful tradition this 
community has established with your patri
otic observances for more than two decades I 

I especially want to commend the spon
sors of your festivities today: The Kinney
Nozaki Post # 5 of the American Legion, the 

North Shore Jaycees, the Waialua Athletic 
Association, and the Waialua Juvenile De
linquency Committee of the Waialua Com
munity Association. 

To all who have worked so hard to make 
this day a successful and memorable one, 
my warmest congratulations! Let's give 
them a big hand. 

I also want to commend each and every 
person here. By your very presence, you are 
reaffirming your gratitude for the priceless 
heritage handed down by generation after 
generation of Americans; ·and you are dem
onstrating your devotion to our beloved Na
tion and all it stands for: liberty, justice, 
human dignity, government of, by, and for 
the people! 

For each of us, the Fourth of July is 
more than a day of festivities and fun. It is 
a day to be thankful, thankful that the flag 
we live under is the United States flag and 
that our Nation's banner has 50 stars, the 
last one representing Hawaii. 

Had history been different, today we might 
be living under the British Union Jack, the 
French tricolor, the Russian hammer and 
sickle, the Spanish flag, or even the Ger
man. 

Twice Hawaii was ceded to Britain--once 
in 1794 and again in 1843, after a show of 
British naval power. For five months a Brit
ish commission actually ruled Hawaii. But 
England's monarchs never ratified these ces
sations, and Queen Victoria recognized King 
Kamehameha III as an independent sover
eign. 

A second world power, France, also used 
force to intimidate Hawaii. In 1839, the cap
tain of a 60-gun frigate threatened war on 
Hawaii if his demands were not met. In 1849, 
French armed forces under Admiral de 
Tromelin took the city of Honolulu. Later, 
the Paris Government disapproved of his ac
tion, but did not drop their demands of 
Hawaii until after Kamehameha gave the 
United States Commissioner a. deed of pro
visional cession, to be used if host111ties 
began with France. 

Not to be outdone by the British and 
French, Russia sent out several round-the
world expeditions in the 1800s to seek likely 
sites for new colonies. In 1840, the Russian 
ship Kadiak put in at Honolulu, where the 
crew built a blockhouse and ran up the 
Russian flag. From there, the Russians sailed 
to Kauai, where they erected several forts, 
including one at Hanalei and one at the 
mouth of the Waimea River. Whenever for
eign ships approached Kauai, the Czar's flag 
would be raised. After about a year, the peo
ple, led by Americans in Hawaii, rebelled 
and ousted the Russians, first from Kauai 
and then from Honolulu. Never again did 
Russian sovereignty prevail anywhere in 
Hawaii! 

Other nations cast covetous eyes upon 
our strategically located mid-Pacific Islands. 
Spain considered a settlement here, and a 
German community was actually established 
on Maui. 

So, on this day commemorating American 
independence, we in Hawaii realize anew 
that, instead of being one of the 50 United 
states, our Islands could today by cession be 
a part of the British Commonwealth; by 
conquest, a colony of France; or by occupa
tion, a part of the U.S.S.R., Spain, or Ger
many! 

Some kind fate or merciful destiny appar
ently intended Hawaii to be united with 
mainland U.S.A., now the oldest republic on 
earth and leader of the non-Communist 
world. 

In these days when rebelllous and anar
chistic minortties are bent on destroying 
America and its fundamental institutions of 
government, schools, churches, and industry, 
it is heartening to have ceremonies such as 
these where loyal Americans can express their 
steadfast devotion to our Nation. 

And while the ins·tigators of violence who 

agitate and destroy are small in numbers 
compared with our total population, we dare 
not underestimate their capacity to wreak 
havoc. 

Termites are tiny, but they can cause in
credible damage. 

In America today, we have too many "ter
mites" undermining the structure of the very 
institutions that protect and defend liberty 
and freedom for every American. By con
stantly gnawing at law enforcement offices, 
administrative agencies, legislative bodies, 
schools, courts, churches and synagogues, 
this destructive species aims at a complete 
breakdown of legal authority and discipline 
in America. 

There are extremists who justify terr~ and 
violence on the ground the end justifies the 
means. From time immemorial, tyrants and 
dictators have used "the end justifies the 
means" as their battle cry. The atrocities 
committed thereunder shame the human 
race. 

There are those impatient rebels who want 
to rebuild America overnight. It has ta.ken 
America nearly two centuries to conquer the 
ancient scourges of mankind-hunger, 
disease, and ignorance-and we have 
progressed very far. But the rebels think 
they can do better "right now." I say, espe
oially to young people here this morning, 
beware of those peddling instant solutions to 
complex problems. You may well lose the 
blessings you already have. 

There are dissenters who magnify what's 
wrong with America and ignore what's right 
with America. They would have us believe 
the only way to correct what's wrong is to 
destroy all that exist&-to overturn "the 
Establishment." 

But they do not tell us what we would 
get in its pla.ce: anarchy; rule by force in
stead of rule by law; stitling of individual 
freedom; and curtailment, if not complete 
denial, of the right to dissent. 

There are those self-righteous moralists 
who espouse a strange brand of morality in 
international affa.irs--one standard for Amer
ica, but an entirely different standard for 
other countries. 

What kind of morality is it that con
demns America. for helping a tiny nation 
defend its people from outside aggression, 
yet remained silent when Russia took over 
Czechoslovakia by armed force and subju
gated its people to a puppet regime directed 
from Moscow I 

What strange morality utters not a peep 
whenever Red China tests nuclear bombs 
and pollutes the atmosphere with raclioac
tive fall-out! 

What strange morality preaches that free
dom does not exist in America but abounds 
in Ca.s.tro's Cuba! 

Where are the horrified protesters when 
Ho Chi Minh's troops shell innocent peo
ple in towns and hamlets all over Viet
nam, blow up schools and school buses 
filled with children, kidnap thousands of 
villagers as part of a calculated campaign 
of terror! 

Where were the outraged demonstrators 
when Mao Tse-tung unleashed his Red 
Guards against the Chinese people, causing 
widespread death and destruction among his 
own countrymen! 

Where were the indignant marchers when 
North Korea committed piracy against Amer
ica on the hlgh seas and grossly mistreated 
our Pueblo captain and crewmen I 

Where are the impassioned pleas and peti
tions to Ho Chi Minh to acoord U.S. prison
ers civilized and humane treatment I Some 
1300 Americans are missing, yet Hanol will 
not even let their families know whether 
they are dea.d or alive I 

Where are the shocked outcries against 
North Korea for the murder of 31 Amerl
cans in an unarmed plane over in terna.tional 
waters! 

Where is the daily barrage of demands 
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that the North Vietnamese and the NLF 
make some move--even one move-to de
escalate the war I 

We hear no such demands. All we hear are 
insistent calls that the U.S. and South Viet
nam take the steps toward peace. 

Why, I ask you, is there no pressure of 
public opinion on Hanoi and the Viet Cong 
to end the war? 

An international commission long ago doc
umented Hanoi's responsiibility for fo
menting war in South Vietnam. Therefore, 
HanOi should not escape responsibility for 
stopping the war I 

Surely, those loudest in their cans for 
peace should insist, with equal fervor, that 
Hanoi must do its part toward peace! 

Instead, a rising oreooendo of criticism ls 
aimed at us-only a striange sUence in regard 
to Hanoi. 

I am convinced that, if the same pressure 
of world opinion were brought to bear on 
Hanoi that is now concentrated solely on 
America and Sou th Vietnam, peace would be 
much, much closer! 

If we are to have justice and equity and 
peace in this world, a Siingle moral standard 
must apply-not just to America-but to 
ALL nations! 

If we are to have justice and equity and 
peace in America, we must repudiate those 
inciting revolution and insurrection! 

They seek the destruction of capitalism
the economic system that has produced the 
greatest good for the grootest number in all 
of human history! 

They seek the destruction of the American 
system of government--the system that 
provides the greatest freedom and the great
est parlioipation of its people in their own 
self-governance! 

They s•eek the destruction of America's 
system of education-which provides better 
training for more students of all economic 
levels than ever before anywhere . . . and 
whioh has been instrumental in keeping 
America ahead of all nations, though we 
have but one-fifteenth of the world's popu
lation! 

They seek destruction of law and order 
with a systematic campaign of killing and 
harassment of policemen and firemen, with 
aroon, bombing, sniping, a reign of terror out 
of which they hope to land on top of the 
hoop! 

They seek to destroy the incredible in
dustrial might of America through infiltra
tion, sabotage, and subversion of America's 
working men and women! · 

They seek to destroy religious institutions, 
demanding reparations for grievances of ages 
past, disrupting holy ritual, and desecrating 
houses of worship! 

They seek to destroy what you and I hold 
dear and precious and vital in our way of 
life, even the values that we seek to instm 
in our children. · 

My friends, one hundred and ninety-three 
years ago today, a band of brave men pledged 
their lives, their fortunes, and their sacred 
honor so that the people of thirteen Amer
ican colonies might obtain the right of self
government and independence from all out
side powers. 

Today, against any threat to America.
whether from outside or here at home-let 
us pledge ourselves with the same courage 
and the same dedication so that the rights 
we cherish will be preserved in our land. 

Let the silent majority of Americans
the bulwark and backbone of our Nation
no longer be silent. But let us expose, ridi
cule, and resist those who would annihilate 
America, the last best hope of Earth. 

They would redress wrongs, alleged or real, 
with greater wrongs. Let us redress wrong 
with right. 

They would institute reforms that would 
deny the many freedoms and rights we en
joy. Let us institute reforms that make our 

Constitutional guarantees a reality for all 
Americans. 

They would abolish our system of private 
ownership and enterprise and replace it with 
government ownership, a system that has 
proven vastly inferior wherever it has been 
tried. Let us improve our private enterprise 
system, which provides most of the jobs and 
most of the income for the American peo
ple, so that all Americans will have a fair 
share in prosperity. 

As we take the initiative for solving to
day's problems we will deprive the extrem
ists of the opportunity to wreck America I 

May we have the wisdom and the courage 
to succeed in this task l 

May the Almighty bless this land and all 
its people and may this great Nation en
dure in freedom, independence, righteous
ness, and dignity forevermore! 

Maha.lo and Aloha. 

THE VIETCONG AND THE NORTH 
VIETNAMESE COMMUNISTS 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, amazingly, 
there are still those who argue that the 
Vietcong is not really Communist and 
not really directed by the North Viet
namese Communist Party, or the Dang 
Lao Dong, as it is called . . 

The e:ff orts of knowledgeable analysts 
have been cast aside as "propaganda." 
The texts of reams of captured docu
ments have been rejected as fabrica
tions," and the testimony of hundreds of 
defectors assailed as "forced lies." 

For the benefit of those who still have 
doubts on this matter, I Wish to draw 
the attention of Senators to a broadcast 
of the Vietcong's so-called Liberation 
Radio made on February 3 of this year, 
in commemoration of the Dang Lao 
Dong's 39th anniversary. 

The broadcast was entitled "The Viet
namese Workers Party-Dang Lao 
Dong-the Great Banner of the Heroic 
Vietnamese People." 

At the outset, this broadcast lets us 
know that the Dang Lao Dong's original 
name--Indochinese Communist Party
has been changed to "Vietnam Workers 
Party." This statement, like many others 
before it, should lay to rest the claim of 
those friends of Hanoi who tell us that, 
to prove his nationalism, Ho Chi Minh 
in 1946 disbanded the Indochinese Com
munist Party. The fact is, as an official 
party history published by Hanoi on the 
occasion of the 35th anniversary informs 
us, that the Indochinese Communist 
Party "only went underground." 

The once secretive control of the so
called liberation effort in South Viet
nam has of late become more public 
through broadcasts such as this one. 
Li'ttle wonder, then, that all Vietnamese 
who listen to the Vietcong radio shake 
their heads in disbelief when an Ameri
can asks them if they think the Viet
cong is controlled by Hanoi. 

This Vietcong broadcast lets it be 
known that--

Since 1'ts emergence, the ~ty has led the 
Vietnamese revolution, assuming an ex
tremely heavy responsibility before history, 
motivaiting our people to carry out the na
tional democratic people's revolution, ·and 
building soctaa1ism and Communism in our 
country. 

In case any still have doubts, object
ing that this statement could well be 

limited to North Vietnam, let me quote 
further: 

For scores of years, our Southern people 
have been led by the Indochinese Commu
nist Party and the Vietnam Workers Party. 

The broadcast goes on to declare: 
Party members form the vanguard in 

thoughlts and action and fully deserve to be 
our entire peopl.e's clear-sighted and brave 
staff ... the Pairty is worthy of our entire 
people's 110ve and confidence. 

Speaking of the republican govern
ment in Saigon, the broadcast boasts 
of the Dang Lao Dong's power in the 
South: 

In the southern part of our country, the 
reactionary Vietnamese traitors are as afra.id 
of the Party's power and reputation as owls 
are of sunlight ... But how can they elimi
nate the Party's influence from the hearts 
of southern patriots? 

Now tot.ally identified as nothing but 
the Dang Lao Dong by their own dec
laration, the Viet Cong further boast: 

It is these Viet Cong who, for the Viet
namese fatherland and for world revolution, 
are determined to fight to the end to drive 
out the Americans and overthrow the pup
pets. 

It is my hope that Senators will find 
the time to study this revealing docu
ment carefully. It is a major indicator 
of what is to come if we are foolish 
enough to believe that the Vietcong are 
anything but what they are. 

There is not a single reference in this 
text to the "People's Revolutionary Par
ty,'' which purports to be the South Viet
namese Communist Party and which 
was created to serve as the vanguard 
of the southern revolution. Because the 
so-called People's Revolutionary Par
ty is none other than the Dang Lao 
Dong iby another name, the Vietcong 
broadcast could declare the Dang Lao 
Dong to be the ''vanguard" of "the en
tire people.'' 

I also challenge the disbelievers to 
find in this broadcast the slightest ref
erence to neutrality for the future of 
South Vietnam. Though calling for 
"neutrality" in all foreign broadcasts, 
in this domestic broadcast, as in other 
domestic broadcasts, the Vietcong left 
out all reference to neutrality and in
stead pledged to "achieve the revolu
tionary objectives set forth by the Viet
nam Workers Party 39 years ago." 

So here we are. In their own words, 
the Vietcong movement is identified as 
the same thing as the South Vietnamese 
Communist Party-PRP-which, in 
tum, is identified as a branch of North 
Vietnamese Communist Party, or Dang 
Lao Dong; which, in tum, is identified 
as the synonym for the Indochinese 
Communist Party. And the goal of the 
Indochinese Communist Party, it should 
be pointed out, was the establishment 
of a unified Communist government 
covering the territory of old Indochina, 
that is, Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire text of the broad
cast be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the broadcast 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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VIETNAM WORKERS PARTY ANNIVERSARY 

GREETED-THE VIETNAM WORKERS PARTY, 
THE GREATER BANNER OF THE HEROIC VIET• 
N AMESE PEOPLE 

In our people's history of liberation strug
gles, 3 February 1930 is one of the most 
glorious dates. It is the birthday of the Indo
chinese Communist Party, now the Vietnam 
Workers Party. 

This day, 39 years ago, while our entire 
people were still staggering in the terrible 
long night under French colonialism, the 
Indochinese Communist Party emerged as 
the brilliant morning star, clearing away 
the dark clouds and heralding a shining 
dawn, and showing the direction and light
ing the way for the revolution to move for
ward. Since its emergence, the party has 
led the Vietnamese revolution, assuming an 
extremely heavy responsibility before his
tory, motivating our people to carry out the 
national, democratic people's revolution, and 
building soctalism and communism in our 
country. 

Thirty-nine years of the party have been 
39 years of strenuous persevering, and fierce 
struggles. Living through extremely hard but 
very glorious periods, from soviet Nghe-Tinh 
to Bae Son, Nam Ky, and Ba To uprisings, 
the party always stood firmly against strong 
winds and waves. Although tens of thousands 
of its members were imprisoned, tortured, or 
executed, it constantly arose, dashing di
rectly at the enemy. In stormy periods, it 
clung more firmly to the masses in which 
it was firmly rooted and became experienced, 
mature, and invulnerable to any reactionary 
force. 

In 1945, only 15 years of age, the party 
led our en tire people in successfully carrying 
out the August revolution. This was the 
youngest Marxist party in the world to win 
administrative power at the time. During 
the anti-French resistance, it led our entire 
people from victory to victory and finally de
feated the French colonialists, completely 
liberating half of our country. 

Since 1954, under its leadership, our 17 
million kith-and-kin northern compatriots 
have achieved their national, democratic peo
ple's revolution and are devoting all their 
efforts to building socialism. 

After 4 years of extremely brave fighting, 
the northern part of our country has com
pletely defeated the U.S. aggressors' war of 
destruction, preserved the fruit of the revo
lution, and wholeheartedly aided the south
ern revolution, thus fulfilling the duty of a 
great rear to a great frontline. 

Meanwhile, our 14 million southern com
patriots, under the NFLSV's leadership, have 
successively defeated every scheme and plan 
of the U.S. aggressors and their country-sell
ing lackeys, and are vigorously advancing 
their general offensive and simultaneous up
risings toward complete victory. 

After 39 years of tirelessly fighting for the 
fatherland, the people, and the class, the 
Vietnam Workers Party has developed the 
workers class' fine nature and has built an 
extremely brilliant tradition of revolutionary 
struggle for a genuine Marxist party. So far, 
its lines have been the shining manifesta
tions of Marxism-Leninism applied in a most 
correct and creative manner to the circum
stances of Vietnam. 

These lines cons•titute the basic cause of 
our people's great and consecutive successes 
and are valuable contributions of the Viet
namese revolution to the treasure of world 
revolution. 

The party has made revolutionary ethics 
and thoughts penetrate more and more 
deeply into Vietnamese society, eliminating 
evil vestiges of nonproletarian classes. Rev
olutionary ethics and thoughts have played 
an essential role in our entire people's life, 
production, and oombat. These are a bright 
patriotism, a deep hatred for the enemy, a 
wonderfully pure Vietnamese heroism, and 
a noble international spirit. The party has 

formed a powerful rank of members con
sisting of the most outstanding persons in 
the [words indistinct] among the people. 

They form the vanguard in thoughts and 
action and fully deserve to be our entire 
people's clear-sighted and brave staff in the 
fight against the enemy and in the struggle 
for making our country rich and strong. 
It has many glorious sons whose names have 
been closely associated with the naition's 
heroic struggle. They are Tran Phu, Le Hong 
Phong, Nguyen (?Duy) cu. Ha Huy Trach, 
Nguyen Thi Minh Khai, Vo Van Tan, and 
tens of thousands of other members who 
have offered their whole lives to the com
munist ideal and the vital undertaking of 
the nation. 

The part-y's ranks have constantly devel
oped, increasingly strengthening the van
guard force of the class and the nation. The 
party is worthy of our entire people's love 
and confidence. 

How glorious it is for it to have so talented 
and virtuous a leader as President Ho who 
first brought Marxism-Leninism into our 
country and who is respected and loved by 
our entire people as the old father of the 
nation and is considered by the revolutionary 
world as a brave and loyal comrade in arms. 
The party's history is one of constant strug
gle for the faJtherland's independence and 
freedom 0-nd for the people's peace and de
cency. 

Now, every patriotic Vietnamese, when 
holding a full bowl of rice, wearing a beau
tiful dress, going to school, enjoy•ing every 
democratic freedom, taking a gun to shoot 
at the enemy, or enjoying the honor of stand
ing at the anti-U.S. forefront, cannot help 
thinking of the good deeds 1achieved by the 
party, the saviour of our country and the 
gufd,e who has helped our people to regain 
their life. For scores of years, our southern 
people have been led by the Indochinese 
Gommundst Party and the Vietnam Workers 
Party which have shared with them good 
and bad. When drinking water everyone 
thinks of the spring, our southern people 
will remember forever the party's good deeds. 

Although the north and the south reme.in 
separated, no partition line can separate the 
hearts of our 31 million compatriots. As far 
as the southern PLAF is concerned, it has 
grown up and :matured and is worthy of car
rying on the traditions of "boundless loyalty, 
unexcelled courage, and glorious victories." 

This is attributable to the fact that over 
the past 8 years, the NFLSV, with its ex
tremely correct, cr,eative military and politi
cal lines, has constantly helped us in im
proving our correct revolutionary viewpoint 
and stand, training us in the thoroughly 
revolutionary spirit and in revolutd.onary 
heroism, equipping us with an unshakable 
determination to fight the Americans, and 
helping us to acquire genuine enthusiia.sm. 
We have fulfilled our tasks because of the 
clear-sighted, skillful leadership of the 
NFLSV. 

The Vietnam Workers Party is the organizer 
and leader of the heroic Vietnam People's 
Army, an older, fraternal army which has 
fought to protect every inch of Vietnamese 
land and has handed down to us extensive, 
rich experience in defeating the U.S. aggres
sors. Our PLAF has deeply engraved in its 
heart gratitude toward the Vietnam Workers 
Party for its meritorious deeds. 

The prestige of the Vietnam Workers Party 
has spread widely at home and abroad. In the 
southern part of our country, the reactionary 
Vietnamese traitors are as afrai'd of the 
party's power and reputation as owls are of 
sunlight. They have sought by every means 
to slander the party and distort facts about 
it. But how can they eliminate the party's 
influence from the hearts of southern pa
triots? Frightened by communism and nurs
ing hatred for it, the traitors, with the most 
evil intentions, have labelled southern pa
triots as "Viet Gong,'' in the hope of distort-

ing the significance of the noble actions taken 
by our armed forces and people for the inter
ests of the people and the country. 

Today, everyone in our country, in the 
world, in the United States, and in Paris has 
clearly understood tnat the Viet Gong are the 
most lovable, most respectable Vietnamese 
who are sinking the most dishonest, most 
cruel enemy of progressive mankind in the 
quagmire of defeat. It is these Viet Gong who, 
for the Vietnamese fatherland and for the 
world revolution, are determined to fight to 
the end to drive out the Americans and over
throw the puppets and to insure that no sin
gle aggressor remains in Vietnam. 

The solemnly commemorating the anni
versary of the founding of the Vietnam 
Workers Party, all our PLAF pledge, together 
with the people, to resolutely struggle to 
liberate the south, protect the north, reunify 
the country, and, together with the entire 
Vietnamese people, build a peaceful, inde
pendent, democratic, unified, prosperous, and 
powerful Vietnam and, thereby, achieve the 
revolutionary objectives set forth by the 
Vietnam Workers Party 39 years ago. 

SOUTHWESTERN ASSOCIATION OF 
NATURALISTS OF TEMPE, ARIZ., 
SUPPORTS 100,000-ACRE BIG 
THICKET NATIONAL PARK 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

support for the establishment of a Big 
Thicket National Park is not limited by 
the legal boundaries of the State of 
Texas. The Southwestern Association of 
Naturalists of Tempe, Ariz., adopted a 
resolution on April 18, 1969, to support 
my bill, S. 4, to establish a Big Thicket 
National Park of at least 100,000 acres in 
southeast Texas. 

The Southwestern Association of Na
turalists describes the Big Thicket as a 
natural area of unusual ecological and 
conservational interest, possessing vege
tational and wildlife characterists found 
nowhere else in the United States. They 
recognize the importance of retaining 
this area in a more or less natural condi
tion indefinitely for the enlightenment 
and enjoyment of the people of the 
United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the resolution and policy state
ment be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
RESOLUTION FROM THE SOUTHWESTERN AS

SOCIATION OF NATURALISTS, CONCERNING 

A BIG THICKET NATIONAL AREA, IN TEXAS 

Whereas an ecotonal forest area in eastern 
Texas, comprising parts of Hardin, Liberty, 
San Jacinto, Polk, and Tyler Counties, and 
popularly known as the Big Thicket, is a nat
ural area of unusual ecological and conserva
tional interest, possessing vegetational and 
wildlife characteristic·s found nowhere else in 
the United States, and 

Whereas much of this area is still relatively 
unmodified and possesses no known assets of 
high economic value, and 

Whereas this area is relatively close to 
large and rapidly growing population centers 
of the United States where natural recrea
tional areas are increasingly in demand, and 

Whereas many members of the South
western Association of Naturalists (SWAN) 
are acquainted with this area and regard it 
as an area, parts of which should be retained 
in a more or less natural condition indef
initely for the enlightenment and enjoyment 
of the people of the United States; Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the membership of SW AN in 
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meeting assembled, That this organization 
adopt the appended Policy Statement on the 
Big Thicket National Area, and 

That it also endorse in principle a bill 
introduced by Mr. Yarborough into the 
Senate of the United States to establish the 
Big Thicket National Park (S. 4) as may 
be modified in detail by normal legis
lative procedures, to comprise a "block 
and corridor" area of approximately 100,000 
acres (out of some three mi111on acres 
originally contained by the Big Thicket area), 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the president and secre
tary of SW AN submit copies of this resolu
tion to the President of the United States 
and to his concerned administrators in the 
Department of the Interior; to concerned 
Members of the Congress of the United States; 
to the Governor of Texas and to his ad
ministrators of such state lands as may be 
involved; and to such other organizations 
and individuals as may express concern with 
+h11; project. 

THEODORE M. SPERRY, 
Chairman, SW AN Conservation Com

mittee. 
POLICY STATEMENT ON BIG THICKET 

NATIONAL AREA 

We favor a Big Thicket National Park or 
area which would include not only the mini
mum of 35,500 acres proposed in the Prelim
inary Report by the National Park Service 
study team, but also the following modifica
tions and additions: 

1. Extend the Pine Island Bayou section 
southward and eastward down both sides of 
Pine Island Bayou to its confluence with the 
Neches River. 

2. Extend the Neches Bottom Unit to cover 
a strip, a maximum of three miles, but not 
less than four hundred feet, wide on both 
sides of the Neches River from Highway 
1746, just below Dam B, down to the con
fluence of Pine Island Bayou. 

S. Extend the Beaumont Unit northward 
to include all the area between the LNV A 
Canal and the Neches. 

4. Incorporate a Village Creek Unit, com
prising a strip up to one mile wide where 
feasible, and no less than 400 feet wide on 
each side of Big Sandy-Vlllage Creek from 
the proposed Profile Unit down to the Neches 
confluence. Where ever residences have al
ready been constructed, an effort should be 
made to reach agreement with the owners 
for scenic easements, limiting further de
velopment on such tracts and preserving the 
natural environment. Pioneer architecture 
within these areas should also be preserved. 

5. Incorporate a squarish area of at least 
20,000 acres so that larger species such as 
black bear, puma and red wolf may survive 
there. An ideal area for this purpose would 
be the area southeast of Saratoga, surround
ed by Highways 770, 326 and 105. Although 
there are pipeline crossings in this area, 
they do not destroy the ecosystem; therefore 
the National Park Service should revise its 
standards pertaining to such incumbrances, 
in this case, leaving them under scenic ease
ment rules instead of acquiring them. 

6. Connect the major units with corridors 
at least one-half mile wide, with a hiking 
trail along each corridor but without new 
public roads cutting any forest. A portion 
of Menard Creek would be good for one such 
corridor. The entire watershed of Rush Creek 
would be excellent for another. 

Such additions would form a connected 
two-looped green belt of about 100,000 acres 
(there are more than 3 million acres in the 
overall Big Thicket area) through which 
wildlife and people could move along a con
tinuous circle of more than 100 miles. 

We recommend that the headquarters be 
in or near the line of the Profile Unit. 

We are absolutely opposed to any trading 
or cession of any National Forest areas in 
the formation of the Big Thicket National 
Park or Monument. 

In addition, but not as a part of the Big 
Thicket National Monument, we recom
mend: (a) the establishment of a National 
Wildlife Refuge comprising the lands of the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers around Dam B, (b) 
a state historical area encompassing com
munities of typical pioneer dwell1ngs, farms, 
etc., such as that between Beech and Theu
venins Creeks off Road 1943 in Tyler County, 
and ( c) other state parks to supplement the 
national reserve. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. FRANK P. GRAHAM 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 

President, I hope I may be allowed this 
opportunity to pay tribute to a truly out
standing North Carolinian and a great 
American-Dr. Frank Potter Graham. 

I speak now in recognition of his re
tirement after a 60-year career as an · 
educator, statesman, and international 
diplomat who gained world recognition 
at the crest of his career as a United 
Nations mediator. 

Some Senators in the Chamber today 
will remember him from his Senate days. 
All Senators, I am confident, know him 
at least by reputation because of the im
portant service he performed in a wide 
variety of Government assignments from 
the thirties through the period of World 
War II. 

He dealt with many issues during those 
years, ranging from education and 
science to economics and national secu
rity, and he enjoyed the confidence and 
respect of Presidents in every adminis
tration from the Roosevelt years through 
the Kennedy era. 

I think it appropriate, however, that 
he climaxed his career with the services 
he performed through and with the 
United Nations. 

This is so because Dr. Graham is, above 
all, a man of peace and a humanitarian 
dedicated to the causes of the oppressed 
and downtrodden. 

It was that concern for others and the 
depth- of his personal philosophy that 
made him a loved and respected educa
tor in his years as president of the Uni
versity of North Carolina and which 
earn for him a special place in the hearts 
of North Carolinians now even though 
his public career has ended. It is signif
icant that his most recent award was 
tendered him by the National Child 
Labor Committee and the National 
Sharecroppers Fund. 

It is as such a man that I salute Dr. 
Graham now, not just for his service to 
hi:s country and the world, but for his 
courage, integrity, and dedication to the 
causes of justice and equality. 

THE TRANSPACIFIC ROUTE CASE 
Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, twice I 

have SPoken in this body about the 
transpacific route case. Shortly after the 
President's decision to intervene in the 
case and overturn the Civil Aeronautics 
Board's decision, I poin1ied out the need 
for new competitive air service to Ha
wau and urged the President to arrive 
at a decision quickly. After his review 
the President on April 24 instructed the 
Board to restrict competitive service 
on many of the routes originally author
ized by the CAB and to reopen the case 
for further proceedings to select a car-

rier to serve the South Pacific route de
creed by the President. The President's 
April decision had the unfortunate side 
effect of postponing further new domes
tic air service to Hawaii. The interna
tional and domestic phase1s of the case 
are so intertwined that a final result 
cannat be reached in the domestic case 
until all issues have been resolved in the 
internati,onal phase. 

On July l, I told the Senate that the 
delay was creating havoc with the Ha
waiian economy, geared as it is to tour
ism. I said that the vacation plans of 
thousands of Americans had been frus
trated because of the failure to imple
ment new air service. I urged the Presi
dent to make his final decision quickly 
in order to "minimize the inconvenience 
and economic damage that is occurring 
daily." 

On July 2, the President's latest deci
sion was announced. Once again it 
spelled confusion and increased eco
nomic catastrophe for the State of Ha
waii. For the second time, the President 
rejected the CAB's recommendation that 
Continental Air Lines be selected to 
serve the South Pacific air route. He sent 
the case back to the CAB for additional 
consideration within even tighter Presi
dential guidelines that have been inter
preted to compel the CAB to select a 
large trunk airline to serve the route. 

In the meantime, new domestic air 
service has been postponed-this time 
indefinitely until the President approves 
a carrier for the South Pacific routes. 
Although the President said he did not 
mean for domestic service to be delayed 
further, he remanded the case to the 
CAB with full knowledge that any change 
would require reconsideration of the do
mestic authority authorized by the CAB 
in January. The CAB must now engage 
in careful deliberations to arrive at a do
mestic service pattern that will fit the 
international route structured by the 
President. 

Mr. President, whatever the final out
come of the transpacific case and as a 
citizen of Hawaii, I would be pleased 
and delighted to welcome to my island 
state any of the major competitive air
lines, be it Continental, Braniff, Alaskan, 
Western, Eastern, American, Trans
World, or another. I am convinced that 
the present statutory · procedure for the 
granting of international air routes must 
be changed. In the first place, there is 
serious question that the President acted 
properly and within the statutory au
thority delegated to him by Congress 
in the Federal Aviation Act. His actions 
appear to have invaded areas of respon
sibility which Congress delegated solely 
to the CAB-areas completely outside 
the limited responsibility of the Presi
dent in these cases, confined as it is to 
considerations of foreign policy and na
tional defense and security. His actions 
have also jeopardized the integrity and 
continued independence of the CAB as 
a regulatory agency. 

The allegations of impropriety on the 
part of the President standing alone are 
grave enough to justify congressional in
vestigation of the transpacific case. But 
I suggest that such an investigation ls 
required, whether or not the President 
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acted within his power. 'The simple fact 
is that a procedure which permits route 
cases to degenerate into a debacle like 
the transpacfic case does not serve the 
public interest. Such a procedure must 
be reviewed, and changed if necessary, 
to prevent the reoccurrence of a fiasco 
like the transpacific case. 

My State has suffered economic dam
age, the traveling public has been hurt, 
the CAB has been mauled, and the only 
airlines to benefit thus far are the large 
incumbent carriers who make more 
money. with each day of delay. I believe 
the Senate Subcommittee on Aviation 
must look into this matter. It is the con
stitutional power of Congress to regulate 
commerce with foreign nations that is at 
stake, as well as the provision of adequate 
airline service and the maintenance of 
competition in the airline industry. 

Mr. President, I urge the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Aviation, the 
distinguished senior Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON), and the vice 
chairman, the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), to 

schedule hearings at the earliest possible 
date to investigate the manner in which 
the transpacific case has been handled 
and to consider legislative changes in the 
Federal Aviation Act which may be re
quired to protect the public and the CAB 
in the exercise of its delegated powers. 

TV STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD 
OF WEST VIRGINIA ON PENTAGON 
SPENDING PRACTICES 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on July 7, 1969, I made a state
ment for television regarding Pentagon 
management and spending practices. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
transcript of that statement be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

BYRD FAVORS PENTAGON STUDY 

Criticism of the so-called mmtary-indus
trial complex is increasingly heard. A com
prehensive study of the nation's defense 
management and spending practices is 
needed. I am glad that the President has cre
ated an outstanding panel of civ111ans to 
make such a study. I believe that a strong 
national defense is necessary. But I also 
believe that the taxpayer should get a dol
lar's worth of defense for each dollar spent. 
We should not gloss over military waste, or 
condone vast overruns in the cost of procure
ment of weapons and supplies. Congress must 
provide whatever defenses our country needs. 
But it must also exercise tight control over 
the defense budget. I hope that the review 
to be made wm contribute significantly to
ward that end. 

McGEE SENATE INTERNSHIP 
CONTEST 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, each year 
it is my pleasure to conduct for high 
school students in my State of Wyoming 
the McGee Senate internship contest, 
which brings to Washington one boy and 
one girl for a week of observing democ
racy 1n action here 1n t.he Senate and 
1n Washington. The contest is designed 
to stir up interest among high school 

students in national and international 
questions. 

As a part of the contest each student 
was required to complete an essay on 
"Our President: How Should We Choose 
Him?" Frankly, it was a study of our 
electoral college system. This year, as 
I am each year, I was impressed with 
the depth of understanding and the dedi
cation to our democratic principles dis
played by these young people in their 
essays. This topic is one of vital interest 
today, and the essays reflect sound rea
soning which should be of interest to 
us all. 

Of course, it would be impossible for 
everyone to read all these essays, but I 
think some of the most outstanding ones 
selected by an impartial panel of three 
judges should receive wider circulation, 
and I ask unanimous consent that two 
of these essays, written by Miss Peggy · 
Knittel, of Casper, Wyo., and Mr. Kim 
Viner, of Laramie, Wyo., which received 
honorable mention in the McGee Senate 
internship contest, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the essays 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEMOCRATIC REFORM 

(By Peggy Knittel, Natrona County High 
School, Casper, Wyo.) 

. Today, Americans are faced with the dif
ficult task of assessing the present system 
of electing a president, and if necessary, find
ing a better means of choosing their na
tion's leader. The most controversial issue 
that has come up in the new assessment is 
that of the electoral college. Many Americans 
contend that the electoral college is obsolete 
and unnecessary. Others are of the opinion 
that it violates the ideals of democracy upon 
which the United States was established. Still 
others believe that since the electoral college 
has operated for nearly 200 years with few 
mishaps, it should be preserved. Americans 
are, and rightly so, hesitant to alter the Con
stitution. They feel that they must hold 
to the basic ideals set forth by their Found
ing Fathers. For this reason, the evolution 
of a new system may be a lengthy, tedious 
process, a process disastrous to a democracy. 
But the time for hesitation is over. Citizens 
of the United States must evaluate the 
present system and formulate a plan for im
proving the method of electing a president. 

In the beginning, the electoral college was 
founded as an important safeguard of demo
cratic government. But even as it was being 
drawn up, there was controversy as to the 
merit of the plan. How to choose a chief 
executive was the most bitterly debated 
provision of the Constitution. The Found
ing Fathers discussed innumerable pro
posals--election by the national legislature, 
by the Se:ttate alone, by the state governors, 
and even by the state legislatures. As for the 
proposition that the people elect the presi
dent by direct voting, the consensus was that 
the populace simply would not have the nec
essary "information and discernment" to do 
the job properly. By way of compromise, a 
plan was adopted which provided that each 
state choose well-informed electors, equal in 
number to its U.S. Senators and Representa
tives, who would then get together and elect 
a president by majority vote. Few changes 
have been made in the electoral college since 
1787. 

In today's presidential elections, each 
party is represented by a different slate of 
electors equal to the number of congressmen 
in each respective state. When a U.S. citizen 
votes, he does not vote for the candidate 
directly, but actually casts his ballot for 

the slate of electors chosen by his candi
date's party. In the December following a 
presidential election, the winning electors 
meet in their state capitals and cast their 
votes. The candidate receiving the majority 
of the electoral college votes is then named 
president. Unfortunately, the plan of the 
electoral college has never worked quite as 
it was intended. From the beginning, voters 
wanted no independent body of "wise" men 
electing a president for them. However, the 
plan was adopted and accepted by the Ameri
can public. The plan soon showed major 
drawbacks, many of which have grown more 
evident in recent years. 

Critics of the electoral college contend 
that in any form the electoral college is 
undemocratic. The very foundations of de
mocracy rest on the principle of majority 
rule. The president and vice-president should 
be elected by a majority of the people. How
ever, three times in American history, presi
dents who received fewer popular votes than 
their opponents have been elected. Because 
of the "winner take all" tradition, which 
awards all of a state's electoral votes to 
the winning candidate in that state, millions 
of citizens who vote on the losing side in 
each state are, in effect, deprived of their 
votes. For this reason, the system discourages 
people from voting in traditionally "one
party" states. As things are now, the elec
toral system violates the democratic prin
ciple of "one man, one vote" because millions 
of Americans' votes play no part in the finaL 
tally. Also in violation of the "one man, one 
vote" idea is the fact that some votes carry 
more influence than others. For example, a 
single voter in New York has the potential 
of swinging 43 electoral votes, while a Wyo
ming voter can swing no more than three. 
The popular vote and electoral vote are often 
wildly disproportionate. 

Under the "winner take all" system, a 
candidate can carry just twelve states by a 
thin margin and win the presidency, with 
less than 25% of the nation's popular vote. 
However, since only 17 of the 50 states have 
laws requiring their electors to vote for the 
candidate with the highest number of votes 
in that state, electors may vote against the 
will of the people who voted them into their 
one-day ceremonial office. Here again single 
votes carry more influence than large num
bers. Another major fault of the electoral 
system is the procedure for breaking a dead
lock. If no candidate receives a majority of 
the electoral votes, the House of Representa
tives choose the president. The Senate mean
while picks the vice-president, thus making 
possible the mismatch of a president of one 
party with a vice-president from another. It 
is evident that the electoral college has not 
functioned as the safeguard of democratic 
government it was intended to be. 

Over the years, many plans for removing 
the faults of the electoral college have been 
brought before Congress. Today there are 
four major proposals being considered by 
Congress for electoral reform. The first, the 
Automatic Plan, would retain the present 
system, but abolish the electors. This plan 
would automatically award the electorai 
votes to each state's popular vote winner, 
thus eliminating "faithless electors" who 
might break their party pledges. The chief 
drawbacks of the Automatic plan are that 
it would not abolish the "winner take all" 
system, nor the unequal weights given to 
voters in different states. The second, the 
District Plan, would retain the electoral col
lege but provide that each state's votes be 
divided as to districts. The electoral vote for 
each district would then be cast for the 
candidate who carried that district, with the 
two "bonus" statewide electoral votes going 
to the candidate who received the largest 
popular vote in each state. This plan's major 
drawback is that it might lead the local 
politicians to gerrymander the electoral dis
tricts to favor one party. 
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The third, called the Proportionate Plan, 

would do away with the "winner take all" 
system by dividing the electoral vote in each 
state according to the percentage of popular 
votes cast for each oandil.date in the state. A 
total Of 40 % or more of the electoral vote 
would be required. to elect a president. Critics 
of this plan feel that it would undermine 
the two-party system, since minority parties 
would be ·able to win electoral votes and pre
vent a candidate from receiving a much
needed majority. The last plan, the popular 
vote plan, would do away entirely with the 
electoral college. It would base the election 
of the presil.dent and vice-president on a na
tionwide popular vote. In order to win, a oan
didaite would have to receive a minimum of 
40 % of the popular vote. If no candidate re
ceived as much as 40 %, there would be a 
run off election between the two candidates 
who received the highest number of popular 
votes. The drawback of the direct vote plan, 
ais in the proportil.onate plan, is that it could 
make it possible for minority parties to alter 
the outcome of the election by using their 
votes as political blocks, and selling their 
support for political favor. Of the four pro
posed plans, possibly the moot democratic 
is the system of direct election by popular 
vote. This pl·an does away with the undemo
cratic principles of "winner take all" systems, 
"faithless" electors, presidents who are nOlt 
popular favorites, political deadlocks, and 
certa.J.n votes carrying more weight than 
others. The direct election plan would insure 
'lihe "one man, one vote" basic concept of de
mocracy. Of all the plans presented in the 
past yea.rs, the direct election system appears 
to be the plan that most effectively removes 
the faults of the electoral college system. 

As evidenced by recent legislaition, the 
long-term trend of the American political 
system is toward direct democratic partici
pation of the voter in every level of govern
ment. Since the president is the only official 
who represents all the people of the country, 
the next logical step in the plan for more 
democratic participation of the voter ls 
direct popular election of the president. At 
this time of nationwide unrest, Americans 
can not afford political stumbling-blocks in 
the process of cihoosing their nation's leaders. 
The future of the American nation rests with 
the people. Likewise, the power to elect the 
nation's president should Ile in the hands 
of all citizens. 

OUR PRESIDENT: How SHOULD WE CHOOSE 
HIM? 

(By Kim Viner, Laramie Senor High School, 
Laramie, Wyo.) 

There are two main steps in the selection 
of a President for the United States: the 
convention and the general election. Due 
to the present structure of eaich, I feel that 
both need to be revised. 

The first step in selection is the National 
Convention which was devised in 1908 by 
the Federalist party. The system for ballot
ing in the convention has been revamped 
many times, yet, many of the original prob
lems still exist. The first problem is the se
lection of the various delegates who vote in 
the National Convention. The method of 
selection varies from state to state. For ex
ample: in Maryland there is a presidential 
preference primary in which the voters give 
their preference for president but the voting 
delegates are chosen by state convention. In 
Nebraska delegates are chosen by direct elec
tion but no presidential preference is stated. 
In Wisconsin the primary voter expresses 
his choice for a presidential candidate and 
a slate of convention delegates is pledged to 
him. The second problem still existing in
volves the voting Of delegates at the conven
tion. Delegates come to the convention 
pledged rather than being pledged after the 
first ballot. Through this method the voters 
voice goes entirely unheeded in many cases. 
Also, because of this method, some of the 

rumors about shady deals made to obtain the 
nomination appear more true. 

The following list of attitudes was given 
to John Kennedy (relating to governors who 
were delegates): Governor C.--enjoys beil.ng 
wooed and is looking for support to be key
noter (at convention) or nominator (of 
Kennedy); Governor D.-reportedly has been 
reached by Johnson people though still far 
from being committed; Governor G.-re
portedly made a deal with Symington, can 
be wooed. I feel the National Convention 
should be abolished. In its place should be a 
nation-wide presidential primary system 
which could be regulated by Federal law and 
be put in affect by a constitutional amend
ment. This system would do away with much 
of the confusion and inefficiencies of the sys
tem. However, it must be noted he·re, that 
no matter what type of election is held, with
out the wide participation of voters, any of 
the systems could fall under the party bosses 
Of certain areas. 

The second step involved in choosing our 
President is the general election and the 
electoral college vote. Certain parts of the 
general election were questioned in the last 
presidential election. Forr example: in Cooke 
County, Illinois there was a question whether 
the votes were correctly counted and tele
vision commentators noted in some states 
the popular vote may be off as much as 
three percent. The second and most im
portant step in the election is the casting 
of the electoral college vote. The electoral 
college is the most out-of-date segment of 
American politics. The electoral college, as a 
method of electing a president, was written 
into the Constitution, Article II, section 1, 
and was revised by the 12th amendment, 
adopted in 1804, declaring a vote for the 
president is also a vote for the vice-preSlident. 
Most historians agree the founding fathers 
included the electoral college in the election 
of the president because they had reserva
tions about the people's ability to choose 
the correct candidate. To overcome this in
capability they left the final decision in the 
hands Of the carefully chosen electors. How
ever, the electoral college has elected a preSli
dent three different times who received a 
minority of the total popular votes cast. The 
problem in this area is the fact that in the 
first incident the two candidates had an 
equal number of electoral votes and the elec
tion went into the House of Representatives 
due to a peculiarity which was corrected by 
the 12th amendment. In the second incident 
the problem occurred when two sets Of elec
toral votes were returned by some states. This 
problem was also corrected later. The third 
case, however, was simply a case in which 
the winner was the loser, and, this oould 
happen again if a change is not instituted. 
The second problem lies in the electors 
themselves. 

Almost everyone agrees it ls dangerous to 
have a system which allows individual 
electors to vote for whomever they wish de
spite the results of the popular vote in their 
state. In a close election a small group of 
persons could frustrate the wishes of the 
majority of the electorate. This is possible be
cause there is no law which states electors 
must vote for the candidate who wins the 
majority in their Sltate. This happened in 
1960 and again in 1968 when, in each case, 
an elector voted for a separate candidate. 
I feel the best way to resolve the problems 
of the electoral college is to abolish it and 
replace Lt with a better system. My own pro
posal for a new system is as follows: the 
presidential candidate with the la.rges.t num
ber of popular votes would win the election. 
To eliminate questioning over the counting 
of ballots, a federally appointed official would 
be on hand at each polling and counting 
site. The vote would first be counted in each 
congress·ional district, then in each state, 
then sent to Washington, D.C., and totalled 
by a board of election commissioners. In the 
case of a tie, the result of the election would 

be decided in the House of Representatives 
with each representative having one vote and 
the candidate having the most votes would 
be declared the winner. I feel the proposals 
I have submitted are, not only more feasible, 
but also, another step toward complete 
democracy in these United States o:t 
America. 

THE ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE 
SYSTEM 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am ex
tremely pleased to see that another ma
jor California newspaper has editorially 
endorsed President Nixon's ABM pro
posals. An editorial published in the Los 
Angeles Times, which I asked to have 
printed in the RECORD yesterday, pointed 
out that a majority of those Americans 
who have made up their minds on the 
ABM are in favor of it, according to the 
polls. 

Today I ask unanimous consent that 
an editorial published in the San Diego 
Union of July 7, 1969, also be printed in 
the RECORD. This editorial underscores 
some of the facts of the debate on this 
issue and concludes that these facts, in
deed, emphasize the need for the author
ization of an anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MOMENT OF TRUTH NEAR: FACTS EMPHASIZE 

NEED FOR ABM 
A moment of truth for the defense Of the 

United States of America w111 come . in the 
next few days when the Senate considers an 
authorization for a modest anti-ballistic mis
sile system (ABM). 

The issue of whether the United States 
should begin to construct a pilot defense sys
tem against enemy intercontinental weap
ons has unfortunately been clouded with 
emotion, politics, m1srepresen.tation, guess
work and good intentions. 

But the facts are clear. 
It is a fact that neither proponents nor 

opponents of the ABM have said that the 
United States of America does not have a 
moral right and obligation to defend her
self against attack. We do. 

It is a fact that the United Staites is not 
engaged in an arms race with anyone. We 
have not established a major new offensive 
weapons system in this decade. 

It is a fact that under the world conditions 
existing today the nation that does not have 
strength behind its voice in world councils 
might as well be speaking in.to the wind. 

It ls a fact that both the enemies of the 
United States and the non-Communist world 
in which we are a leader are obviously seek
ing to surpass our military strength by the 
end of the next decade, on land, on sea and 
in space. 

And it is a fact that the ABM question 
simply cannot be made conditional on any 
other national problem in the econom1c 
sense-not the poor, not cities, not the war 
in Vietnam, nor the balance of paymenits or 
education. Each national problem must bear 
individual scrutiny; each solutl!on must be on 
merit. 

From the facts it is clear there is a poten
tial threat to the security of the United 
States. From the national debate the major 
alternatives are evident: 

We can do nothing-just give up. No re
sponsible person advocates this. 

We can try to make our intercontinental 
m1ssiles impregnable to enemy attack. This is 
impractical. 

We can build more intercontinental mis
siles, seeking by sheer power to deter pos-
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sible attack. This is expensive, and is a defi
nite invitation to an arms race. 

We can tinker with our defense planning
perhaps serve notice that we will launch our 
missiles the very second we detect a rocket 
coming :.n our direction. Even the concept 
is frightening. It could literally mean the 
end of the world. 

We can put total trust in the good faith 
and good intentions of our enemies. This is 
obvious folly. 

Or we can, as President Nixon proposes, 
make a start by building defenses for our 
missiles in Montana and North Dakota to 
assure the enemy he could not escape de
struction if he attacks. 

This is the only approach that makes 
sense. A modest ABM system will pl'lotect a 
portion of our deterrent strength. It will be 
a defensive, not pmvocative act. It will pre
serve defensive and diplomatic flexibility. It 
will be the least expensive and least agoniz
ing of all the alternatives. And the persons 
charged by us with the responsibility to pro
tect our country against enemy attack as
sure us that it will work. 

It would, in short, keep our powder dry 
and our options open. 

THE PESTICIDE PERIL-XXVI 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Stev

ens Point, Wis., Daily Journal ·reported 
last week that the directors of the Na
tional Association of State Departments 
of Agriculture have set up a special oom
mittee to improve Federal and State 
control over the use of pesticides. Don 
Wickham, president of NASDA, said the 
association "must recognize the need for 
more stringent controls on pesticides." 

Farmers are the biggest users of pesti
cides in the United States; they depend 
on the pesticides to kill insects which 
would hM"m their crops. However, in re
cent years scientists brave become 
alarmed by the persistence of ceTtain 
toxic pesticides and the effects they are 
braving on our environment--effects 
which also pose a potential threat to 
man. Farm crops revealing too high lev
els of pesticide concentrations by the 
Food and Drug Administration standards 
are kept off the market, and the farmer 
is the one to suffer the loss. 

The action taken by the NASDA is 
significant and timely. It represents a 
growing awareness among the agricul
tural community to the pesticide threat. 
There are now known substitutes for 
persistent, toxic pesticides, but consider
able research is still needed in this M"ea. 
Just yesterday the Department of Agri
culture issued a release reporting two 
grants awarded to three State univer
sities to study biological approaches to 
the control of cotton insects. In addition, 
the Department of the Interior has an
nounced a new program to develop a 
catalyst which would cause DDT to de
grade more rapidly after application. 

I ask unainimous consent that the 
Stevens Point Daily Journal article, the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture release, 
and the U.S. Department of the Interior 
release be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Stevens Point (Wis.) Daily 
Journal, July 11, 1969] 

TIGHTER PESTICIDE CONTROL URGED 
OCEAN SHORES, WASH.-Action to tighten 

federal and state control over the use of 

pesticides was taken by the directors of the 
National Association of State Departments of 
Agriculture Thursday. 

Don Wickham, New York St ate commis
sioner of agriculture and NASDA president, 
said the association "must recognize the need 
for more stringent controls on pesticides." 

The board directed Wickham to develop 
recommendations for state and federal ac
tion. Wickham asked Charles Ellington, 
Maryland director of agriculture, to head a 
subcommittee to recommend both amend
ments to federal laws and a model state law. 

"Many states already have the necessary 
legislation and have instituted tighter con
trols on pesticides," Wickham said. 

The U.S. Agriculture Department an
nounced Wednesday a 30-day ban on the 
use of · nine long-lasting pesticides-includ
ing DDT-in government pest control pro
grams. A NASDA spokesman said its action 
was undertaken before that announcement. 

BIOLOGICAL CoNTROL OF COTI'ON PESTS To BE 
STUDIED 

WASHINGTON, July 14, 1969.-Biological ap
proaches to control of cotton insects will 
be studied at three State universities under 
terms of two grants and a cooperative agree
ment recently signed by the U.S. Department 
of Agricult ure. 

USDA's Agricultural Research Service will 
provide financial support . for the studies, 
which will be led by the universities' agri
cultural experiment stations. 

At the University of California, Berkeley, 
Dr. Robert van den Bosch will lead research 
on biological control of a cotton pest, Lygus 
hesperus, by interplanting cotton with strips 
of alfalfa, which supports several natural 
insect enemies of the lygus bug. In related 
tests, alfalfa will also be interplanted with 
safflower to support natural insect enemies 
on this crop. The interrelationships of lygus 
and its natural enemies in solid and strip 
harvested alfalfa and in nearby cotton fields 
will be determined. Earlier studies indicate 
these approaches to pest control may reduce 
the need for conventional insecticides. 

ARS will support the 3-year studies with a 
$30,000 research grant. Dr. Sloan E. Jones, 
stationed at Beltsville, Md., will represent 
ARS in this project. 

At the Texas A&M ·university, Dr. Perry L. 
Adkisson and Dr. Winfield Sterling will lead 
studies on the nutritional requirements and 
mating and egg-laying ha·bits of selected 
parasites of the bollworm and tobacco bud
worm. Using this information, they will then 
develop methods for mass-rearing the para
sites for field releases in control programs. 

ARS will support the 2-year study with 
$40,000; the University will provide an addi
tional $28,000. Dr. Erma Vanderzant and Dr. 
Richard L. Ridgway, stationed at the College 
Station, Tex., ARS entomology laboratory, 
will represent USDA in this project. 

At the University of Arkansas, Fayetteville, 
Dr. Jacob R. Phillips will lead studies of 
genetic differences in insecticide resistance 
of various strains of bollworms and tobacco 
budworms. These studies may show what role 
insect migration plays in spreading of in
secticide resistance among various strains of 
insects. 

Related studies of genetic traits associated 
with various strains' adaptation to different 
climates may suggest ways to control the 
pests biologically by disrupting these genetic 
traits-a possib111ty that might be exploited 
by interbreeding strains adapted to different 
climates. The reproductive capacity of their 
progeny may be adversely affected. 

ARS will support these studies with a $39,-
930 research grant. Dr. Waldem1ar Klassen, 
stationed at the ARS Metabolism and Radia
tion Research Laboratory, Fargo, N.D., Will 
represent USDA in this 3-ye1ar project. 

FEASIBil.ITY STUDY FOR DDT CONTROL 
Award of a contract to evaluate the feasi

bility of developing a process which could 
control the enviroillillental pollution caused 
by DDT was announced tod·ay by Secretary 
Of the Interior Walter J. Hickel. 

The cOIIlJtract is regarded as a firs.t step in 
the search for a . ootalyst whicih would cause 
DDT to self-destruct. 

The Seciretary said it iJS hoped thiat a ca ta
lyst can be developed which would prevent 
not only future deposits of DDT from endan
gering the environment but degrade pesti
cides already in the soil so they would no 
longer be toxic. 

The $96,520 contract was awarded through 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Admin
istratioon to the Aerojet-Genocal Corp. of El 
Monte, California. 

"Success in this effort will make a signifi
cant contribution toward ending the envi
ronmental pollution caused by DDT," Secre
tary Hickel said. "Existing evidence indic:ates 
a poosible relationship between DDT and the 
reproductive cycle in birds, damage to com
mercial fishing, and the aquatic food ohain." 

Oarl L. Klein, Assistant Secretary for Water 
Quality and Researeh, who has jurisdiction 
over the FWPOA, said that only after an ap
propriaite catalyst was developed could a 
practical method be found to combine it with 
a pesticide in such a way that the strength 
of the pesticide could be weakened over a 
certain period of time. He noted that DDT, 
in its present form, takes from 10 to 12 years 
to decompose. 

Under the terms of the contract, three dif
ferent approaches are to be studied. One calls 
for placing DDT and a catalyst in a capsule 
in such a way th:at possible destruot action 
is delayed unrtil two to four weeks after the 
applioation date. Another would have DDT 
and a catalyst placed in the same divided 
pressurized can so that they mix at the time 
Of spraying, with possible destruot aotion by 
1Jhe catalyst coming in the same two- to four
week period after application. 

Tests are also to be made using DDT con
tainers with partitions that dissolve after six 
months or a year, thereby automatically al
lowing the catalyst to begin the process of 
attacking the DDT. The idea in all cruses is to 
secure positive scientific controls over DDT 
and especially its persistence. 

After the laboratory tests al'le completed, 
spray tests are to be made in pilot areas in 
which different catalysts are to be used in a 
variety of applications. Evaluation oif the pest 
oonrtrol aind the destructing catalysts would 
be made weekly or even bi-weekly to deter
mine the effectiveness of the catalysts and 
the time they take to decompose DDT. 

Work under the contract will be performed 
at the Aerojet-Genernl Corp. lruboratories in 
El Monte, Oalif. The scheduled completion 
date is April 1, 1970. 

ADDITIONAL SUPPORT FOR COM
PENSATION OF VICTIMS OF 
CRIME 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 

January 15, 1969, I reintroduced my bill 
to compensate innocent victims of crime 
in, the District of Columbia and certain 
other federally administered areas. The 
bill is S. 9 of the 91st Congress. I had 
previously introduced a similar bill in the 
89th and 90th Congresses. 

Recently I received a letter from Mr. 
Leo A. Huard, of the University of Santa 
Clara Law School, in California, inform
ing me of a private effort by a group of 
students at the University of Santa Clara 
to provide relief for crime victims in the 
local area. This is a very encouraging de
velopment; first, because of the initiative 
it shows; second, because it demonstrates 
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once again the public support for the 
concept of helping crime victims. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ~:onsent 
that Mr. Huard's letters, a news release 
from the University of Santa Clara, and 
an article, entitled "SHOP Aids Victims 
of Crime," published in the Santa Clara 
Views of March 1969, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE UNIVERSITY OF 
SANTA CLARA, CALIF., 

June 24, 1969. 
DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: In view of your 

introduction of a bill to create a Federal 
Violent Crimes Compensation Commission, I 
think you wlll find the enclosures inter-
esting. 

It is refreshing also to see a substantla.1 
group of college age men and women engaged 
in such worthwhile endeavors. There a.re 
many young people like these. 

Good luck with your b111. 
Sincerely, 

LEO A. HUARD. 

THE UNIVERSITY OF 
SANTA CLARA, CALIF., 

June 23, 1969. 

Mr. OSBORN ELLIOTT, 
Editor, Newsweek, 
New York, N.Y. 

DEAR MR. ELLIO'IT: I was very much inter
ested in the Newsweek story "Help for the 
Victim" (Newsweek, June 23, 1969, p. 59), 
because I can furnish evidence that someone 
is trying to help the victims of crime. I am 
enclosing copies of a press release and a story 
from our alumni news letter concerning the 
efforts of some college students to alleviate 
the misery of the Sam Wassertein's and Park 
Huey's of this world. 

The campaign referred to in the release 
and the story raised $7 ,000, most of which is 
being invested under the supervision of the 
Community Bank of San Jose to enlarge the 
SHOP fund. The student directors of SHOP 
propose to continue their efforts next year in 
order to raise enough money to give mean
ingful help to Susan Bartolomei and others 
in the same predicament. 

The enthusiasm with which so many col
lege students have worked for SHOP ls a real 
tribute to their social awareness and their 
sense of socia.1 responsibiltty. 

Sincerely, 
LEO A. HUARD, 

Dean. 

SHOP Ams VICTIMS OF CRIME 
Victims of crime, llke young Susan Bartol

omei of .Ukiah who was left paralyzed. from 
the neck down after being shot five times, 
will be the benefactors of a new multicampus 
organization, Students Helping other Peo
ple (SHOP), begun this month at the Uni
versity. 

Developed by Santa Clara students, SHOP 
already has branch units on the nearby cam
puses of Foothlll, San Mateo and San Jose 
State. , 

SHOP's first goal is to raise $100,000, which 
its members plan to do by staging rames, 
concerts and drawings during the next two 
months on all four campuses. 

lnoorporated by the State as a non-profit, 
charitable organization, SHOP is gove!'ned 
by a nine-man board of directors, all Santa. 
Clara students. Its purposes are to provide 
relief for 1) those who have suffered injury 
or damage to person or property through 
crimes and criminal assaults; 2) those who 
have suffered injury or damage to person or 
property while rescuing another or an.other's 
property from cI'il.minal assaults or natural 
calamities, such as fires, floods and earth-

quakes; and 3) other similar charitable pur
poses. 

The idea originated in a philosophy class 
of Dr. Patrick Hughes. Guest lecturer for the 
day . was Law School Dean Leo A. Huard who 
was expla.lning the difierence between law 
and justice. As an illustration, he said that 
if Susan Bartolomei had been hit by a car, 
she probably could have collected $400,000 
from the driver's insurance oompany, but 
because she was a victim Of a crime, there 
was no recourse open to her. 

After her tragedy, a bill was passed by the 
State Legislature that provides a maximum 
of $5,000 for victims, but Susan's hospital 
bills alone exceed $35,000 at the present time. 

Huard said that when the cl·ass was over, 
the students and Prof. Hughes became very 
interested in doing something about the 
situation. After investigating the problem 
legally they formed SHOP and applied for 
incorporation. 

Students involved in the organization and 
administration of SHOP include Patrick 
Tondreau of Mt. View, Lee Greeley of Red
wood City, Marcia Fort of Mt. Vernon, Wash., 
David Arata. o! Saratoga, Robert Watson of 
Los Angeles, Philip Mastrocola. of San Jose, 
Larry Bolton of Arcadia, Jeanne Huard of 
Saratoga, Martha Paine of Hollister and 
Frank Sapena of Santa Clara. 

THE TEXTILE-APPAREL 
INDUSTRY 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, an eco
nomic development program ls going on 
in this country backed by Federal legis
lation and Federal funds and frustrated 
by our foreign economic policy. 

The Appalachian Regional Develop
ment Act of 1965 states "that regionwide 
development is feasible, desirable, and 
urgently needed." The act provides for 
Federal and State joint action to help 
the economic development of the region 
and of substantial areas nearby in eight 
Appalachian region States and in the 
State of Mississippi. 

Appalachia is one of two regions un
dergoing economic development in this 
country. The other is the core city, in 
almost every city in our land. 

Both of these underdeveloped areas 
have several things in common. They 
have high unemployment rates; large 
portions of their workers have low sk111 
levels; family incomes are below na
tional averages; living conditions are 
often substandard. There ls one more 
thing these two areas have in common; 
they have large portions of their em
ployed workers employed in the textile
apparel industry, that is, in textiles, ap
parel, and manmade fiber production. 

Throughout our Nation as a whole, 
one in every eight workers in manufac
turing industries is a textile-apparel in
dustry worker. In the Appalachian re
gion, one in every four manufacturing 
workers is in the textile-apparel indus
try. In all, the textile-apparel industrial 
complex provides 2.4 mUlion jobs in the 
United States today. In Appalachia and 
within 50 miles of it-many of which 
areas have similar conditions-are about 
1.1 m1111on textile-apparel industry jobs. 

Some counties in Appalachia have 90 
percent or more of their manufacturing 
workers employed in the textile-apparel 
industry. Somewhat over 20 percent of 
the jobs in the textile-apparel industry 
in the entire United States are in the 
Appalachian region. The manmade fibers 

sector of this industrial complex provides 
half of its jobs in the Appalachian re
gion. 

In many of our largest cities the tex
tile-apparel COJl\plex also plays a signif
icant part in providing employment. In 
the five boroughs of New York City, 30 
percent of all manufacturing jobs are 
directly related to the production of tex
tile and apparel products. In Manhat
tan alone, 39 percent of all manufactur
ing jobs are in the textile-apparel indus
try. 

Naturally, an industry of the size and 
importance to our economy as the tex
tile-apparel industry 1s also providing 
many jobs for others. Cotton farmers, 
sheep ranchers, machinery manufactur
ers, paper manufacturers, utility com
panies, and many other industries sup
ply the textile-apparel complex with 
billions of dollars in goods and services 
each year. The purhcasing power pro
vided the employees of this industrial 
complex provides many more jobs in con
sumer goods and services industries. 

This is an industry which can provide 
jobs to WlSkilled or semiskUled workers. 
Training can be done on the job after 
the person has been hired. High educa
tional levels are not needed for the ma
jority of jobs in this industry. This means 
that it is a very large source of employ
ment for those groups in our economy 
who traditionally have the highest unem
ployment rates: Negroes, women, un
skilled workers. These are the people who 
live in the areas of underdevelopment in 
this country. 

If the textile-apparel industry is to 
be a moving force behind the develop
ment of Appalachia and the core city, 
it must be able to function as a growing 
industry, an industry whose markets are 
fairly reliable in size and growth. As 
things now stand, the textile-apparel in
dustry cannot make plans for growth, 
plans to hire more people, start up new 
plants, enter new areas where reserves 
of unemployed people are waiting to 
work. 

At the same time that our textile-ap
parel complex is providing jobs for our 
harder-to-employ citizens, it is being 
frustr·ated by the tremendous rush of 
imPorted textile and apparel products 
entering this country every day of the 
year. This industry is not interested in 
shutting off all imports of apparel and 
textiles, it recognizes the need to help 
economic development in all parts of the 
world as well as in our own country. But 
it does need to have an orderly market at 
home if it 1s to continue as the impor
tant and viable industry that it should 
be. 

When the imPortation of cotton tex
tile and apparel products began to be a 
threat to the stability of our domestic 
markets for these products, our Govern
ment undertook to help establish an in
ternational understanding concerning 
the world trade in cotton products. That 
was at the very beginning of this decade. 
The Long-Term Cotton Textile Arrange
ment has, in large measure, provided. 
orderly markets within the United 
States as well as in every other partici
pating country in the world. 

We have seen a marked change in the 
type of clothing and textiles used over 
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this decade. Now the dominant type of 
fiber for many textile and apparel prod
ucts is man made rather than cotton. In 
response to this change, foreign textile 
and apparel producers have shipped us 
ever-increasing amounts of manmade 
fiber textiles and apparel. They have 
shipped us so much that in many im
portant areas imports are already pro
viding disorderly domestic markets. 

As the textile-apparel complex views 
the situation, the best solution to the 
problem is the establishment of an in
ternational arrangement covering all 
major fibers. To be most effective, this 
arrangement should be modeled after 
the cotton arrangement. This would per
mit foreign producers to increase their 
exports to the United States in propor
tion to the growth in our domestic mar
kets. At the same time, this type of ar
rangement would enable American tex
tile and apparel producers to manufac
ture for orderly markets with a demand 
more easily determined than under cur
rent conditions. 

Before I close, I would like to give you 
an idea of the importance to the econ
omy of my State of Pennsylvania of the 
textile-apparel complex. 

In Pennsylvania, this industrial com
plex employs 250,000 people, about 16 
percent of all manufacturing employ
ment in the State. It pays $1 billion 
in wages and salaries to these employees. 
The industry has 3,000 plants located 
throughout the State. 

The textile-apparel complex in my 
State is a big employer of core city work
ers in such places as Philadelphia and 
in many cities in our area of Appalachia. 
In Philadelphia alone, 83,000 people 
work in the textile-apparel complex. The 
contribution is even greater in some 
areas of Appalachia. For example, over 
40 percent of the manufacturing em
ployment of the Wilkes-Barre-Hazleton 
and Scranton areas are in the textile and 
apparel industry, some 36,000 of 88,000 
workers. 

Almost all of the textile and apparel 
companies in my State are being hurt 
by imports. With normal growth this 
industrial complex could continue to 
supply increasing job opportunities to 
people who need low skill threshold en
try opportunities. Continued, unchecked 
growth of textile and apparel imPorts, 
particul1arly in wool and manmade fibers, 
will do irreparable harm to this impor
tant industry in my State and many 
others. 

We need an orderly access arrange
ment whereby we can share the growth 
or decline in our textile and apparel mar
kets with the developing nations of the 
world. To do less than this would be an 
admission that this complex is not im
portant to our national economy. I do 
not believe this. I think that the textile 
apparel complex is an extremely impor
tant segment of our industrial complex 
and we cannot afford the luxury of allow
ing it to decline. 

DR. 0. C. ADERHOLD 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, Dr. 

0. C. Aderhold, president emeritus of 
the University of Georgia, passed away 
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July 4 after a long illness. During his 
tenure as president, from 1950 to 1967, 
he provided forceful, dynamic leader
ship that assured the university of a 
ranking position in the forefront of 
higher education, not only in the South, 
but throughout the Nation. He estab
lished himself as one of Georg11a's great
est and most beloved educators. 

The year Dr. Aderhold assumed lead
ership of the University of Georgia, 
enrollment totaled 4,517. The univer
sity's physical plant was valued at $12 
million. Seventeen years later, at the 
time of his retirement, 14,500 students 
were enrolled, studying at modern, well
equipped facilities worth more than $100 
million. 

These statistics are impressive. But 
even more important was Dr. Aderhold's 
concern with the aims of education. Un
der his tutelage, the university is pro
ducing graduates able and eager to 
provide Georgia with the concerned, in
telligent leadership so vital to the prog
ress of any society. This was his great 
accomplishment, for which all the State 
is indebted. 

Mr. President, I join all Georgians in 
mourning Dr. Aderhold's death. Mrs. 
Talmadge joins me in extending our 
deepest sympathy to the family. 

I ask unanimous consent that selected 
editorial eulogies from Georgia news
papers be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editori
als were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Atlanta (Ga.) Journal, July 11, 

1969] 
DR. ADERHOLD 

When Dr. 0. C. Aderhold became president 
of the University of Georgia. in 1950 it was 
a. small institution made up of a. number of 
schools and colleges, frequently on diverse 
courses. Some of these schools were good, 
some were bad and a. few were deplorable. 

When he retired 17 years later, the institu
tion had expanded enormously in size. What 
matters, though, was the increase in quality 
and prestige. 

Dr. Aderhold provided the force which 
brought the several units together and kept 
them there. He knew how to build for quality 
and he did this. He knew how to get money 
for new buildings and new buildings sprung 
up as a result of this talent. He knew salaries 
had to be brought up to standards and they 
were. When he left his office in 1967 he left 
a university which could contribute enor
mously to a state which badly needed qual
ity from the top in order to improve its 
economic standing, its literacy level and 
its social scheme. The improvements in 
Georgia a.re notable. Lt is easy to show that 
they came from the greatly improved univer
sity and University System Of Georgia. Dr. 
Aderhold's imagination and work wm live 
on for a long time. The Joul'llial joins his 
many other fr!ends in extending sympathy 
to his family. 

[From the Atlanta. (Ga.) Constitution, July 
9,1969] 

DR. 0. C. ADERHOLD 

Dr. 0. C. Aderhold presided in an era of 
great change at the University of Georgia. 
When he became president in 1950, the uni
versity had slightly more than 4,000 students, 
and it granted one doctoral degree in 1951. 
The great college rush of the late Fifties and 
Sixties so transformed the school that in 
1967 when Dr. Aderhold retired, Athens had 
more than 14,000 students and granted that 
year 151 doctorates. 

Dr. Aderhold, who died during the pa.st 
weekend, served, then, during 17 years of 
tremendous educational and physical changes 
at the university. "No man has ever done 
more for education in Georgia.," said Dr. 
George L. Simpson Jr., chancellor of the Uni
versity System. 

His family and friends may be proud of 
Dr. Aderhold's enduring contributions to this 
state. 

[From the Savannah (Ga.) Evening Press, 
July 8, 1969] 

DR. 0. C. ADERHOLD 

Dr. 0. C. Aderhold, who died Friday night 
after a long illness, was a leader in the de
velopment of the University of Georgia. and 
was at its head during the period of its 
greatest growth. 

While he was president of Georgia, the 
state university expanded from 4,517 stu
dents to 14,500. The worth of its physical 
plant grew from $12 m1llion to more than 
$100 million. Its research budget rose to 
$14 million representing about 800 studies 
by 650 faculty members. 

During the Aderhold years from 1950 to 
1967, the university's number of graduate 
students increased from 361 to 1,725, and 
when he became president emeritus, he left 
it with a still more prominent future in edu
cation assured. 

Dr. Aderhold was a native of Georgia, a 
Lavonia farm boy who made his way up 
through the ranks in education and who 
made friends all along the way. The many 
Georgia graduates who knew him, and the 
many who profited from the growth of the 
university during his presidency, mourn his 
passing. 

[From the Waycross (Ga.) Journal-Herald, 
July 9, 1969] 

DR. ADERHOLD WAS Bun.DER 

Dr. O. C. Aderhold was at the helm of the 
University of Georgia when it experienced 
its greatest growth. 

While his 17 years were during a post-war 
boom period for education, the wise plan
ning and practical leadership of this career 
educator helped put the University in the 
forefront of the nation's institutions of 
higher education. 

During his tenure as president, the Uni
versity grew from 4,517 students to more 
than 14,500 in 1967. The physical plant in
creased from $12 million to more than $100 
million. 

The research budget grew to more than 
$14 mill1on representing about 800 studies 
by 650 faculty members. 

During the Aderhold years the number 
of graduate students increased from 361 to 
1,725. 

These great accomplishments would not 
have been possible without dynamic leader
ship. 

These excerpts from speeches by Dr. Ader
hold mirror an outlook that helped make 
the University the great force it has become 
in our time: 

"Education is an investment in people. 
Business is good when people have the 
a.biUty to produce and the desire to buy. 
Where schools are best, average incomes are 
greatest and retail sales are highest . . . 

" .... education, to be worthy of its name, 
must be concerned with the worth, the dig
nity and the value of the individual" 

Dr. Aderhold has had a. life-long interest 
in education not only at the campus level 
but at every stage. He once served as presi
dent of the Georgia Education Association 
and he was executive secretary of the Gen
eral Assembly committee which founded the 
Minimum Foundation Program for public 
education, the "constitution" of the state's 
current school program. 

All Georgians are indebted to this dis
tinguished man. His passing saddens us but 
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the campus of the University at Athens, ex
panding and dynamic, stands as a monu
ment to his service. 

RALPH NADER EXPOSES NEED 
FOR PUBLIC INFORMATION ON 
HEALTH EFFECTS OF FOOD ADDI
TIVES 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

this morning Ralph Nader testified be
fore the Select Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs, so ably presided over 
by the junior Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. McGOVERN), about the food supply 
of the United States. In my view, his 
statements regarding the lack of public 
information concerning the contents of 
food products and the eff ecits of food 
additives which are regularly placed in 
the food we all consume should be of 
great concern to everyone. 

During the hearing it was disclosed 
that Mr. Nader as a citizen and, I might 
add, the committee itself have been un
able to obtain complete information as 
to what various commonly consumed 
foods such as frankfurters and baby 
foods contain. 

Mr. President, in view of the impor
tance of Mr. Nader's statement, I ask 
unanimous consent tha.t it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I join the distin
guished Senator from Texas in asking 
unanimous consent that Mr. Nader's 
statement before the select committee 
this morning be printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATEMENT BY RALPH NADER 

Mr. Ohairman, Distinguished Members of 
the Select Committee on Nutrition and Hu
man Needs, I am grateful for the opportunity 
to comment on the matters of greatest mo
ment before you. The Select Oommittee's 
mandate, as set forth in Senate Resolution 
281, is "to study the food, medical, and other 
related basic needs among the people of the 
United States and to report back to the ap
propriate con:unittees of the Senate ... " 
From this mandate, there clearly flows the 
Committee's inquiry into the quantity, qual
ity and distribution of the nation's food sup
ply. This inquiry, past hearings show, in
volves industry, government, the mairket
place and the ultimate receivers of food 
products. I would like to concentrate on the 
food industry and its relations wt.th govern
ment in this statement. 

The food industry is one of the few com
mercial activitt.es th.at has 201 million cus
tomers in th1s country. Its oonsumeir body is 
universal. The industry also offers the prod
uct that has the most intimate oonsumptl.on 
pattern. These two obvious facts have impor
tant and less obvious corollaries. One is that 
the industry has a vertical and hoirizontal 
structure that amasses to itself the mos·t 
comprehensive matrices of political and eco
nomic power. It has the concentrated power 
of mighty corporations and the decentralized 
power of growers and distributoirs right down 
to Main Street, USA. It has felt the lobbying 
might of political votes and differentiated 
economic interest groups, each organized 
around a special focus in their trade groups, 
but all ready to rally around the totem pole 
of their aggregate self-interest. A mighty 
$100 billion industry-affecting the public in 
endless ways, overt and covert--with little 
critical oversight by external institutions
public or private. A crucial touchstone of the 
relentlessly successful acquisition of its ob-

jectives is its transformation of government 
agencies into a manner of corporate socialism 
with such fallouts as annual subsidies to 
Standard Oil in LU> role as "farmer,"-the 
greatest semantic defense of concentrated 
agri-business ever developed. 

The structure of the food industry has 
pointed consequences adverse to consumer 
welfare and citizen knowledge. These conse
quences were pointed out in great detail in 
the report of the National Commission on 
Food Marketing (1966) and its voluminous 
technical studies. The Commission warned 
against the growing concentration in na
tional food processing and distribution, de
claring that it worked to reduce competition, 
raised high barriers to entry by new firms and 
was not at all counterbalanced by economics 
of scale. It is significant that almost all the 
recommendations of the Commission have 
gone unheeded, including its caveats against 
conglomerates and the necessity for action in 
this area. The conglomerates continue their 
takeover of the food industry. Greyhound 
Corp., which cannot even equip many of its 
buses with safe tires, now wants to produce 
hot dogs et al by taking over Armour-the 
nation's second largest meatpacker. ITT is 
taking over Continental Bakery. Competition 
requires competitors competing over better 
quality and service. The corporate radicalism, 
which pitches food companies headlong into 
concentrated collectivism, should alarm all 
those who value the traditional precepts of 
competitive enterprise. 

One of the telltale signs of a deteriorating 
competitive performance in any industry
despite huzzas from the Cha.m.ber of Com
merce table to the contrary-is the enhanced 
ability of firms to promote product distinc
tions without a genuine difference. This is 
known as competing more and more about 
less and less that is relevant to the purported 
purpose or use of the product. This trivial 
product differentiation, often shading into 
effective monopolistic competition, is signifi
cantly a function of high concentrations in 
the relevant product markets. The National 
Commission described the phenomenon quite 
succinctly: 

"High concentration in the food industry 
is undesirable because it weakens compe-ti
tion as a self-regulating device by which the 
activities of business firms are directed to
ward the welfare of the public at la.rge. When 
a few large firms dominate a field, they fre
quently forbear from competing actively by 
price; competition by advertising, sales 
promotion, and other selling efforts almost 
always increases; and the market power in
escapably at the disposal of such firms may 
be used to impose onerous te·rms upon sup
pliers or customers. The breakfast cereal field 
provides one of the clearest examples in the 
food industry: Four firms have 85 percent of 
the business; advertising and sales promo
tion amount to 19 percent of m·anufacturers' 
sales; retail prices of cereals rose more than 
other retail food prices between 1954 and 
1964; profits are nearly double the average 
for all food manufacturing; and entry of a 
new competitior would be extremely difficult. 

"The substantial oosts built into the 
price of food as a result of various forms of 
selling effort-advertil.sing, sales promotion, 
expens'1ve paickaging, salesmen-are an im
portant form of inefficiency in the food in
dustry." 

It is important not to misunderstand, as 
segments of the food and advertising indus
tries are wont to do, the Commission's point. 
The thrust of the Commission's conclusions 
is that these costs are mostly directed toward 
non-price, non-quality competition, not to 
promotional cost.s per se. A tour of a c~e.al 
plant offers a glimpse of the tremendous ef
fort that has gone into the packaging, style, 
shape, copy activities, the shape, color and 
texture of the cereal and how little atten
ti:on is devoted to the nutritional level of the 
cereal. In .a spectacularly maligned passage, 

the Commission majority asserted its view of 
the consumer's position: 

"The principal criticism of the effioiency 
of the industry, in the broad sense of the 
term, is the cost devoted to selling efforts 
that yield little value to consumers. This 
point is closcly related to the other prin
cipal criticism of the food industry from the 
standpoint of consumers; the difficulty they 
encounteir in trying to buy so as to get the 
most for their money. 

"The difficulty takes numerous forms. 
Some advertising is mislead1ng or downright 
deceptive; some package sizes and designs 
ex.aiggerate the oontents; essential informa
tion that should be contained in labels if 
often hard to find, illegiible, or even missing; 
package contents may be in odd oir non
stand.ard amounts for no technioal reason, 
making price comparisons difficult; per
pound prices of the '1arge economy size' oc
casionally are higher than per-pound prices 
of smaller sizes; "cents-off" labels proclaim 
price reduotions that may not be genuine; 
special prt.ces create confusion as to what 
the going price is; not al.I products advertised 
as weekend features are sold at speci.al 
prices; consumer grades are confined to a 
few products and are by no means unifoirmly 
used even f'oir those; and standards of iden
tity are lacking for many products." 

When one company controls over 95 % of 
the canned soup market (Campbell Soups); 
when by 1958, according to the Commission's 
studies, 80% of all food industries were clas
sified as oligopolies (a condition of few sell
ers); when four companies-Kellogg, Gen
eral Foods, General Mills, and Quaker Oats 
have over 85 % l"'f breakfast cereal sales; 
when the 22 largest food manufacturers 
spend about 18 % of sales on advertising 
(compared with less than 3 % for automo
bile companies), it is imperative to evalu
ate continually the effect on the consumer 
of such market structure and these built-in 
costs. If all these promotional costs reflected 
consumer-benefiting technological innova
tions and enhanced nutrition, for example, 
it would be one thing. As a coverup for 
quality deficiencies and inefficiencies, such 
promotional costs simply drain the consum
er's real income without his achieving value 
comparable with the increased costs. Food 
manufacturers spend on promotion a per
centage of sales only exceeded by the soap 
and cosmetic industries. The difference is 
that one industry is selling food (a neces
sity) and the other (cosmetic industry) is 
selling hope. 

The connection between industry structure 
and conduct and the consumer's pocketbook 
is clear but rarely communicated in under
standable terms. The chief Federal Trade 
Commission economist--Willard Mueller
who manages to escape the arcane terminol
ogy of his profession, recently described 
what price fixing by the leading bread bak
ers of the State of Washington meant to 
consumers. Prior to the commencement of 
the conspiracy in 1954, Seattle bread prices 
were very near the national average. During 
the tenure (1955-1964) of the price-fixing, 
Seattle bread prices rose sharply and aver
aged between 15 percent and 20 percent 
above the national average. After the FTC's 
decision against the bakeries, Seattle bread 
prices began to tumble and for the past 
four years have been at or below the na
tional average. Mr. Mueller concluded about 
this not untypical situation: "The people 
of the State of Washington paid about $3.5 
million more for bread each year during 
1955-1964 than they would have paid had 
prices continued at the national average, or 
about $35 million over the 10-year period. 
Since 1964, when the conspiracy was declared 
illegal, Washington consumers have paid 
about $15 million less for their bread than 
they would have paid had the conspl.racy 
continued in effect." 

Such market conduct cheapens the con-
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sumer dollar, much as government-inspired 
inflation does and in effect not only reduces 
real income, but probably impairs the food 
budget of poorer households. 

A standard food industry argument about 
higher costs is to cite figures showing that 
there has been a decline in the percentage 
of consumer income spent on food since 1935. 
This argument merely reflects Engel's law of 
diminishing percentage expenditures for 
foods as real incomes increase. 

In their operating practices, however, food 
manufacturers and processors do everything 
they can to overcome _Engel's law. The trade 
press is filled with pages stressing the same 
themes-maximize sales and reduce costs. 
There are many ways to achieve these goals
some of them quite laudable. What is of 
concern here is the achievement of the goals 
at the expense of quality, nutrition, quantity 
and truth in the marketplace. 

Before moving to a number of specific 
cases illustrating central themes of deplor
able industry behavior, it is useful to de
scribe briefly both the burden on the indus
try and the manipulative strategies vis-a-vis 
the consumer which are harmful and bilk
ing. 

Food products are consumed with such 
profound need and deep trust by people 
that the common law long ago reserved 
hazardous food products for strict liability 
treatment. Harmful ingredients or dete
riorations in food represent a. classic "latent 
defect" of tort law. Harm done to persons 
by such food products constitutes a silent 
violence which is usually not perceivable 
by the senses until it is too late. The defense 
of caveat emptor-now heading for obliv
ion-generally went out long ago in food 
product liability cases. The silent violence 
of harmful food products ranges from minor 
discomforts to erosion of bodily processes, 
shortening of life or sudden death. With 
the growing chemical and other technologies 
of food growing, processing and packaging, 
the magnitude of potential harmful genetic 
impacts is alarming scientists at recent sym
posia. Silent violence is rarely confronted 
by high level calls for law and order, mass 
demands for empirical and statistical stud
ies as for street crimes and disorders. The na
ture of the assault-quiet, most often harm
ful over time, and attacking cell or tissue 
structure--simply does not generate the 
kinds of moral indignation and concern re
served for the more primitive types of do
mestic violence. 

Under such an insulation, and aibsenrt gov
ernment data gaithertng, regulawy and en
forcement activity worthy of the chiaillenge, 
the food Lndusfu'y has illSltitutionalized an 
indifference to the adverse consumer conse
quenoes of its :manuf.aoturlng, processing and 
merehandising riesponsd.'bilities. Much of the 
industry's activity goes beyond indiffeTence, 
moreover, and is calculated to maximize 
sales and minimize ooots no matter what the 
nutritional toxic, carcinogenic or mutagenic 
impact may be on humans aind their progeny. 

Whart the food ind us.try does to reduce 
criitical oonsumer feedback and divert con
sumer attention to highly ct01ntrollable de
mand patterns is really quite simple. Long 
a.go, anthropologists dJOcumented in their 
study of diverse societies thart food pTefer
enoes a.re culturally d·etermined. Some socie
ties eat insects which would repel Americans; 
other societies think semi-digested fisih re
gurgitated from a mammal to be a pirime 
delicacy. The pertinent point is that a far 
more complex society with mass, instantane
ous oommunicat~ons offerrs :m.a.ny opportuni
ties for skilled salesmen to shape oonsume.r 
preferences. There is nothing esoteric about 
this practice. It is applied social science. 
Generating cultUl'lal deterrmlnants of food 
tastes and pTeferences has become ain indus
try all by itself. Heredity does not explain 
Why America.ins eat Bond Bread and Why 
Frenchmen would not even call it bread, 

much l·ess eat the spongy conglomerate. Cul
ture--oommerol:al culture parrticu1arly-ex
plai.ns the difference. 

Flor the domestic food 1.ndUJSltry there a.ire 
several imporrtant oonsumer preferences to 
meet if a pairticular product is to be com
mercially successful. These are: taste, tex
ture, tenderness, aesthetics and convenience. 
The ingenious mi:suse of modern chemistry
esipeC'ially ooloo:ing agents, seaisonings and 
preservaitives-cian meet these prefe1'enoes. 
The tragic factOT is that these pre.ferences 
can be met by non-nutritious, contaminated, 
deteriorrating and other adulterated food. 
products. Fu:rther, the same chemical ta.cities 
that meet these prrefeTences also mask the 
true condition o.f the producrt and dull w:hiart 
sensory detection facilities the consumer 
has to alert h!im to wholesome products. The 
soothing pictures and messages on the pack
ages and in th·e medLa further lull the con
sumer into blind trusit. 

Now, for some specific cases out of many 
to show how some of the afore-mentioned 
principles are applied and how supremely 
indifferent or calculating the industry is to 
the consumer's welfare: 

1. A combination of facilitative technology, 
creeping greed and a somnolent U.S. De
partment of Agriculture has resulted in a 
very significant increase of fat content in 
frankfurters. Between 1937 and 1967, fat 
content increased from 18.6% to 31.2% and 
the protein content decreased from 19.6% 
to 11.8%. The upswing in fat content con
tinues with the latest figures in the 33 % 
range and the American Meat Institute 
claiming that the maximum fat content 
normal in this product is in the 33-35 % 
range. New techniques-some developed by 
the USDA and some developed in Germany 
promise even more emphatic production of 
"fatfurters." Recent Department of Agricul
ture tests show brands exceeding 40 % fat 
with one brand reaching 51 % . As is its in
dustry-indentured practice, USDA refuses to 
divulge fat content by brand name. Rather 
it proposes to limit fat content to 33 % which 
together with water, spices and miscellaneous 
debris very nearly exceeds the substandard 
meat that makes up the rest of this sausage 
type product. Fifteen billion hot dogs are 
consumed annually by Americans. If we ac
cept reputable and repeated medical studies 
and judgment linking high fat diet to higher 
blood cholesterol levels which are connected 
with the rising incidence of heart and coro
nary disease (the nation's leading cause of 
death) then these 15 billion hot dogs are 
among America's deadliest missiles. As an 
economic fraud-looting would be a better 
word-the "fatfurter" is costing consumers 
tens of millions of dollars. The looting is 
done with slide rule efficiency-each manu
facturer knows how many pennies per pound 
he saves with every increment of fat. The 
consumer, of course, has no idea how much 
fat is in frankfurters-there has been no 
labeling required-and little awareness of 
the serious health hazard involved in his 
later years. Hot dogs as a device to defraud 
people under the guise of meat, and as a 
food form to sell the substandard meat 
palatably, has matched the dreams of any 
meat companies avarice. 

Given the fore-going on hot dogs, it should 
not come as any surprise that hamburgers 
are subjected to similar adulterations with 
ingredients that are cheaper than meat. All 
over the country, hamburgers ar-e exceeding 
state ingredient requirements. In New York 
City, hamburgers were exposed recently by 
the Commissioner of Consumer Affairs, Bess 
Myerison Grant, as 'highly adulterated with 
such discernible matter as starchy flour, 
cereal and chemical additives. (A 1963 New 
York State study came to similar conclu
sions.) Although advertised as "all beef" 
hamburgers, they were really "shamburgers." 
Earlier this year ln Columbus, Ohio, city of
ficials tested hamburgers and found that 

70% of them (from 40 stores) exceeded fat 
content limits of 20% for ground beef and 
30 % for ground meat advertised as ham
burger. The 1967 Wholesome Meat Acrt hear
ings in the Congress contained further docu
mentation of this problem. 

An additional and little mentioned prob
lem from excessive fat content in these 
products is that a far greater percentage of 
calories come from the fat than the fat-mea.t 
percentages in the hot dog or hamburger 
would indicate. (Fat has 9 calories per gram 
while protein has 4 calories per gram) . 

2. One of the enduring characteristics of 
the food industry is its penchant to sell now 
and have someone else test later. In case 
after case, the sequence of doubt to risk to 
reasonable certainty of harm has been the 
burden of researchers outside the food in
dustry. It comes as a highly disturbing dis
closure that this sequence is emerging for 
the one area of food product in which most 
people hold greatest trust. I am speaking of 
baby food. 

Competent nutritionists are showing grow
ing conoern over the amounts of salt, sugar, 
starch and monosodium glutamate in many 
baby foods. Salt is of particular concern be
cause of its link to increase hypertension. 
According to a prominent expert on infant 
nutrition, Dr. Samuel Fomon, University of 
Iowa, a child with a hereditary exposure to 
hypertension would be especially affected 
now and in later years by the salt in baby 
food. Sodium intake is increased further to 
the degree that baby foods with abundantly 
salted meats, vegetables and even some fruit 
displace milk. Why ts salt put in baby food? 
Not for the baby, but to please the taste of 
the mother. The same appeal accounts for 
the addition of sugar to strained vegetables. 
Sugar also provides the baby food with a 
cheaper substance than vegetables and loads 
the baby with empty calories (i.e. a nutri
tionally poor, cariogenic and possibly a;thero
genic substance). A research official at the 
H. J. Heinz Company admitted that the in
clusion of salt and sugar by his company was 
in response to another company's initiation 
of the practice and claiming that their food 
tasted better in their advertisements. As a 
minim um, since salt and sugar do nothing 
for the baby, yet raise risks against the baby, 
the burden of proof should be on the com
panies who use them. They have not met 
nor attempted to meet this burden of proof 
at all, as far as any of their disclosures 
indicate. 

Price and profit considerations also deter
mine the use of increasing amounts of modi
fied starches in strained fruits and dinners. 
The use of starch has no nutritional justifi
cation but it does have nutritional adversi
ties. According to Harvard nutritionis:ts, this 
starch replaoes meat, and decreases the con
centration of iron, copper and other nutri
ents not found in milk (which is a principal 
nutritional justification for the introduction 
of baby food) . Why is modified food starch 
added to baby food? One reason is to pre
serve the texture of the food against baby's 
saliva liquifying unmodified starch. The 
modified starch is no longer normally di
gested. (A pertinent study by Thomas A. 
Anderson, National Research Laboratory, 
H. J. Heinz Company (1969) suggests that 
modified starches are not dig·ested "in a 
manner identical to their unmodified coun
terpart." He also suggests that modified 
starches actually raises the blood cholesterol 
level.) 

The attraction of monosodium glutamate 
(85% of which is produced by Accent Inter
national) to the baby food producers is en
hancing the flavor of these starchy foods for 
the benefit of the mother. There is no evi
dence that baby craves MSG. It was not until 
the late 1940's that large scale MSG produc
tion began in this country. Yet not until last 
year did the first report of the "Chinese 
restaurant syndrome"-a. cluster ·or pa.tho-
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logical reactions affecting some people who 
ate Chinese food-emerge. Typically, the re
port was not done by industry researchers, 
but by an · tndependent physician. There 
still is no data on the tolerance of babies to 
MSG. It is known that MSG increases the 
sodium content of the food, that it has re
acted in large doses, most seriously on mice 
and chicks, that the FDA has conducted tests 
on how much MSG is going into baby foods 
and that Campbell Soups is contracted for 
tests at Alvany Medical College, N.Y. The 
question repeats itself-when the benefit is 
nil nutritionally and is commercially geared 
to the mother, why take the risk without 
studying the effects first? 

Another ingredient on which alarms· are 
being raised is the nitrate content of vege
table baby food. Nitrates come from the 
residuals of nitrogen fertilizer (which is ex
pected to increa.se massively in the next few 
decades). Once inside the baby, nitrates can 
lead to nitrite poisoning-to which babies 
are most vulnerable. Professor Barry Com
moner of Washington University, St. Louis, 
has written a paper on such poisoning dis
covered by European public health officials 
among infants that was traced to the con
sumption of unrefrigerated American-proc
essed baby food. Professor Commoner claims 
that in recent tests he ran on strained beets 
in baby food, the amount of nitrate was 
consistently above what is considered ac
ceptable levels. He plans to publish this data 
officially in the fall. The more precise extent 
of this toxic hazard to infants is not fully 
known in this country because no one is 
trying to find out in any systematic way. The 
food industry does not appear interested in 
·incorporating detection techniques or doing 
research on this problem. 

Other activity toward safer baby food is 
worthy of note. The Nutrition Committee of 
the Pediatrics Academy is urging the indus
try to reduce the salt content of baby foods. 
There is little hope that the baby food com
panies, especially the hard-liner of the in
dustry-Gerbers-wm listen to the pediatri
cians. Heinz ls experimenting with unsalted 
food and perhaps the company will inform 
the Committee of its :findings. 

3. The food companies are averse to label
ing their products for nutritional content so 
a.s to permit the consumer greater choice and 
judgment. Baby food displays a listing of in
gedients (sugar, salt, starch, MSG) but there 
is obviously a need to list protein, fat and 
important vitamins and minerals. West Ger
many requires specific nutrient labeling and 
there is no evidence of pending bankruptcy 
of German food companies. An FDA toxico
logical adviser, Dr. 0. G. Fitzhugh, declares 
that the individuals who are particularly 
susceptible to MSG should learn to stay away 
from food with large amounts of MSG. How
ever, many foods, such as mayonnaise, french 
dressings and salad dressings may also con
tain MSG and are not required to list it on 
the label. Previously it was noted that the 
USDA does not require the label of hot dogs 
and sausages to carry the percentage content 
of their major components such as fat, spices, 
water and meat. But pet food manufac,turers 
eagerly put detailed ingredient statements 
on their labels (e.g. dog food produced by 
Armour & Company and by General Foods 
Corporation) to let owners know what their 
pets are ea.ting.• Similarly, detailed labeling 

•The Senate hearings on the 1967 meat act 
contained information a.bout a. substantial 
number of poor people eating dog food as a 
normal diet. I have heard of this consump
tion pattern from various sources around the 
country including the large northern cities. 
The pet food companies, I am told, have some 
surveys which point more concretely to this 
being the case. Certainly the television com
mercials display an exuberance on dog food 
which may persuade some people that what 
1s so good for the dog ls good for the master. 

obtained for cattle feed because cattle owners 
want fast growing, large cattle for market. 

4. The case of artificial sweeteners illus
trate the unwillingness of the industry in 
a.nti:cipating and resolving a health problem. 
The significant marketing of artificial sweet
eners began a decade ago. The FDA, without 
engaging in precautionary testing, had 
promptly included these sweeteners ( cycl:a.
mates) on its GRAS (Generally Recogni~ed 
As Safe) lis·t. Th01Se artificial sweeteners were 
promoted as an antidote to obesity, without 
any evidence that this was the case. Sales 
rocketed, increasing seven-fold between 
1962 and 1967. One aspect of General Foods 
handling of these sweeteners can be Ulus
trated in the following way. A customer can 
go into a market and buy a packet of Kool
Aid. On the hack, there is the following 
FDA required statement: "Contains 31.5% 
calcium cycle.mate and 3.2% sodium sac
charin, nonnutritive artificial sweeteners 
which should ,be used only by persons who 
must restrict their intake of ordinary 
sweets." Now oompare this advice with the 
content of TV advertisements for exa..ctly the 
same product, but whioh omit entirely this 
advice. (Exh-ibit) 

Late last year, due entirely to government 
research at FDA, scientific doubt was cast on 
the safety of cyclamates, which millions of 
Americans were consuming daily in food and 
drink. It was discovered th:at a breakdown 
chemical of cycle.mates called Cyclohexyli
mine appeared to oaues genetic damage. On 
the basis of this and other damaging British 
information, private label foods containing 
the cyclama te were banned by three British 
retail chains from the shelves Of 27 depart
ment stores and 270 supermarkets. No sim
llar action has been taken by any American 
business. The FDA put out recommended 
intake levels in a manner conducive to non
comprehension by anyone but a physician. 
In addition, it is very difficult for a con
sume; to tlnd out how much cycl.amaite by 
grams is in the artificially sweetened prod
ucts. The FDA has not widely distributed 
cycl!amate content by brands and sizes. And 
cycle.mates still remain on the FDA GRAS 
list as a product for which no testing and no 
tolerance levels are required. 

5. If we accept the rhetoric of modern 
bUJSiness in the area of the social responsi
bility of the large corporation, it is not . 
incumbent for the large food companies, at 
least, to study and act on the dietary patterns 
of different groups that make up their con
sumer market. Should not General Mills, 
General Foods, Quaker Oats, Green Giant, 
Ralston-Purina., Kellogg, Lipton, Coca-Cola. 
and other companies be actively concerned 
about the USDA reporting last year as fol
lows: In 1955, 40 % of fammes consumed poor 
diets, by 1965 the figure reached 50%. Of the 
fammes living on poor diets, 63% had income 
above $3000/year. Other trends between 1955 
and 1965 showed "an increase in the propor
tion going to gra,in products because of more 
purchases of bakery products; and an in
crease in the proportion going for beverages 
such as soft drinks, punches, a.des and bev
erage powders." (USDA-Household Food 
Consumption Survey, 1965-1966 report No. 
1) The same report indicated that "From 
1955 to 1965 (percentage) consumption in
creased for soft drinks, punches and a.des, 
potato chips, crackers, cookies, doughnuts, 
ice cream, candy and peanut butter." Do the 
food companies have an overall responsibility 
for what they sell, !or the dietary shifts. 
downward in nutrition that their oampaigns 
promote, for the deep ignorance of nutrition 
in the population that breeds food quackery 
at its extreme? 

Other questions come to mind: Is private 
industry generating an economy of deficient 
abundance with middle-class consumers be
ing persuaded in faulty food diets? Why has 
private industry neglected to apply to domes
tic consumer markets the highly nutritious 

foods developed for people overseas under 
government sponsorship or encouragement? 
While the food corporations of the U.S. 
supply "Vitasay" to Hong Kong, "Pronutro" 
to South America. and "Incapurina." to the 
same area, U.S. consumers are being fed on 
potato chips, pretzels, snacks that come in 
various sculptures and colors. While the 
Coca-Cola company is distributing a high 
protein chocolate drink "Saci" to developing 
countries, it supplies the U.S. with cola-a. 
massive affliction that contains absolutely no 
vitamins or proteins. It does add caffeine, 
however, and is not required to announce 
that fact on its label, contrary to nearly 
unanimous FDA staff recommendations in 
1966. The views of companies testifying be
fore this Committee will be interested to read 
on these subjects. (By way of comparison, 
the following food selections for good nutri
tion by the Agricultural Research Service, 
USDA, October, 1968, are appended. You may 
wish to note how many heavily merchandised 
so-called food products are absent from this 
list and would never make any such a list.) 

Telling evidence as to the inadequate con
cern for consumer welfare by food manu
facturers and processors is the amount of 
funds committed to research and nutritional 
testing. The National Commission on Food 
Marketing reported in 1966 that in 1964 the 
food manufacturing companies spent $1,-
389,000,000 on advertising, while the same 
compa.nies in the same year only spent $135,-
000,000-less than one-tenth as much on re
search and development. Of this $135,000,000 
spent on corporate R&D, fully 90 percent was 
devoted to research and development of 
such promotional items as package design, 
consumer motivation and the like. Only a 
bare $12,000,000 was spent on basic food re
search. Food and kindred products rank low
est, except for primary metals, in the num
ber of research and development employees 
per 1000 employees. The industry's attitude 
toward its own responsibilities in testing the 
various effects, short and longer range, of 
their additives ls reflected in the tragically 
low research and testing budget, most of 
which goes to developing new convenience 
foods using more additives and not on the 
effects of these additives on the human or
ganism. The level of technical competence in 
the food laboratories is now, as judged by 
the producers of food additives who sell to 
these companies (Chemical and Engineering 
News Record, October 10, 1968). 

One of this century's greatest geneticists. 
Dr. Herman J. Muller, put this kind of prob
lem in proper focus: 

"What we are concerned with ... is the 
possibility of (food additives, drugs, nar
cotics, antibiotics, pesticides, air .pollutants 
aind water pollutants) being mutagenetic, 
that ls, producing mutations in the genetic 
material, and being thereby damaging not 
only to the directly exposed individuals but 
even to their descendants. 

"It is now important to know wha\. sub
stances have such effects, how they may be 
recognized and dealt with, and in what ways 
the effects will be expressed in the exposed 
and subsequent generations." 

Over the pa.st several years, leading genet
icists and biologists meeting at scientific 
meetings have expressed alarm at the la,ck of 
national policy and oommitment to under
standing the somatic and genetic impacts on 
people by the thousands of chemicals, in
cluding food additives, that are confronting 
us. When scientists such as Dr. Rene Dubas, 
Dr. Richard A. Kimball (Oak Ridge National 
Laboratory), Dr. Marvin Legator (FDA) and 
Dr. Matthew Meselson of Harvard show deep 
worry, it is time we all became concerned 
about the need for safety guidelines and 
monitoring procedures within an overall stra
tegy of prevention. 

The specific and mounting pressure for ac
tion is well stated in an FDA five-year pro· 
gram 1970-1974: 
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"The use of direct food additives in food 

manufacture will have approximately dou
bled by 1974 from the level of use prior to 
the passage of the Food Additives Amend
ment (1958) to the Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act. Over l,000,000,000 pounds of some 2,500 
food additive chemicals will be consumed. 
Both the methodology for their detection 
and their long-term toxicological significance 
require an expansion of research activities by 
the FDA. Unknown alteration products fur
ther complicate the attaining of the neces
sary security in the safety of the food sup
ply. The primary need at present is for the 
development of multi-additive detection 
methods to facilitate surveillance and meas
urement of actual additive intake levels. The 
needs are similar in the area of natural 
poisons such as the mycotoxins." 

In the time available, a few words should 
be directed toward the performance of the 
FDA and USDA in safeguarding and promot
ing the quality and nutritional value of the 
food supply. Federal government perform
ance can be divided into five functions
research, regulatory, support, statistical and 
studies and educational. 

1. Research-USDA research on the food 
supply has been heavily dictated by the De
partment's promotional responsibilities and 
the state of surplus oomrnodities or the 
health of particular agricultural sub-indus
tries. These activities have clearly taken 
precedence over activities to insure product 
quaUty and nutrition which affect the great
est number of citizens. The Department's 
proud sense of priorities was disp·l.ayed on 
Maroh 10, 196'9 before the House Appropria
tions Subcommittee. Dr. F. R. Senti noted 

· the Department's aohievements in improving 
cotton products and cotton markets, devel
oping treatments for apple ciders for longer 
storage periods, the reduction of cucumber 
spoilage and similar advances which may in
directly help the consumer but directly as
sist the sellers. In dollar terms, the USDA's 
budget request for fiscal 1970 was $33,448,000 
for industry oriented research and only $5,-
527,000 for what is termed "nutrition and 
consumer use research." In addition the De
partment requested another $8,558,000 for 
"marketing research." 

When dealing with its regulatory duties, 
FDA in most cases does not do its own re
search nor does it, in most cases, reveal the 
raw data of industry or other outside scien
tists. It jus·t reviews the summaries of these 
data. The tragi<: results of this practice have 
been well documented in the field of drugs. 
What is not as well known is the way the 
FDA allowed itself to err in the food irradia
tion project of the U.S. Army. In 1962, the 
FDA approved the preservation of bacon by 
treating it with radiation. They granted this 
approval after reviewing the summaries of 
scientific data done outside the agencies. It 
was not until five years Later that FDA dis
covered a series of danger signals in the old 
data that required them to remove permis
sion to treat any food with radiation. In the 
intervening period, more than 30,000 Army 
and Air Force recruits were fed food similar 
to that which had caused eye lesions and nu
tritional defidencies in laboratory rats. (Arti
cle from FDA Papers appended). 

It is apparent that FDA needs more funds 
and manpower for research which presently 
is only a small percentage of FDA's overall 
annual budgetary level of some $23,000,000 
for fiscal year 1970. In no area ls the dis
tributive injustice of federal funds more 
clearly etched than in this pathetic alloca
tion for insuring the purity and safety of 
the nation's food supply. FDA has failed, 
however, in vigorously pushing for its right
ful share of public funds and in taking the 
lead for bringing public attention on the 
woeful absence of minimal research facil
ities and manpower. An authoritative as
sessment of how little is being done in genetic 
monitoring, Including the Impact of food 

additives and pesticides, by Dr. S. S. Epstein, 
Director of Research, Children's Cancer 
Research Foundation, Inc. is submitted for 
the record. Dr. Epstein provided this ma
terial in response to questions put to him 
last August by Senator Edmund Muskie. 

2. Regulatory-The regulatory deficiencies 
of the USDA in meat and poultry inspection 
are now well known. Successful pressuring 
of Departmental personnel to refuse public 
disclosure of inspection reports, widespread 
complicity, incompetence and demoralization 
among the inspector corp., and the ad hoc 
overruling of honest inspectors by politically 
attuned supervisors are samples of this 
breakdown in inspection and enforcement. 
The massive violations of the Department's 
own standards make a mockery of law and 
order in poultry and meat plants and the 
state inspected plants are operated within 
a worse system of anarchy. 

Unlike most regulatory agencks, the FDA 
does not have subpoena authority either to 
summon witnesses or to require firms to di
vulge pertinent records. The agency has re
quested Congress for such authority but a 
battery of trade groups defeated this ele
mentary power to protect the consumer at 
the earliest stage of any potential risk situa
tion. A lengthy list of plants which refused 
FDA inspection requests in 1962 is ap
pended for the record. Anemia pervades the 
legal authority of the agency. Abuses and de
ficiencies pervade the industry that this 
authority purports to control. The monthly 
seizure and recall lists that appear in FDA 
Papers provide some illustrative cases. 
Samples are provided for the record. FDA 
is trying to stop the 11legal diversion of in
cubator reject eggs into human food chan
nels. Contaminated carmine red color finding 
its way onto candy, food s.easonings, meat 
extenders and barbecue sauce over a wide 
area was a recent FDA case. 

Present compliance levels with microbio
logical contamination eliminating proce
dures are estimated by FDA to be approxi
mately 65% of the industry. This means that 
35 % of the Industry is engaging in practices 
that could lead to widespread food contami
nation and disease. For example, there are 
presently an estimated 2 million human 
cases of salmonella a year. The National Re
search Council report (November, 1968) on 
salmonella stated: "In addition to the pain 
and suffering it causes, this disease is re
sponsible for substantial costs in the form of 
medical care, hospitalization and lost income 
through absence from work . . . we consider 
the total cost to be at least $300 million an
nually and probably more." Last year, Con
gressman Benjamin Rosenthal of the House 
Government Operations released details on 
the commercial resale of dozens of foods after 
they were rejected by the government · as 
unfit for government procurement. 

An instance showing how helpful FDA 
subpoena power would be came from a vol
untary act of cooperation earlier in the 
decade. A canned product for infant feeding 
was recalled from the market when it pro
duced convulsions In over 130 infants. In this 
case the manufacturer furnished complete 
information about manufacturing processes, 
formulas, and other pertinent data, and one 
FDA scientist was able to pinpoint the diffi
culty. A change in the formula and process
ing operation gave a baby food too low in 
vitamin Be. When this vitamin was added 
to the formula, FDA reports, there was no 
more trouble. 

In 1967, the Report on the National Com
mission on Community Health Services, 
chaired by former HEW Secretary Marion 
Folsome, described the current level of sup
port being given to food protection at all 
levels of government as "grossly inadequate." 
"It does not even permit the responsible 
agencies to apply avallable knowledge to pre
vent such illnesses, much less to cope with 
the multitude of new and emerging prob-

lems . . . Changes in the production and 
processing of foods, increasing exposure of 
foods to chemicals, and changes in food 
preparation and nationwide distribution 
methods and techniques, together with in
adequate public health controls, have created 
the potential for massive nationwide out
breaks of food-borne mnesses." 

It is important to recognize that those 
companies who wish to strive for excellence 
in nutrition and food quality are at a marked 
disadvantage when there is inadequate po
licing of the industry, when abuses are re
warded with greater sales and when the less 
reputable capitalize on the irregular or non
existent enforcement of the law. 

3. Support Function-Both the USDA and 
the FDA have neglected their support func
tion for state and local government particu
larly in the dissemination of information, 
techniques and evidence of violations. The 
Wholesome Meat Act of 1967 requires a 
stronger role by USDA toward the state's 
inspection services, as does the Poultry In
spection Act of 1968. The FDA Ln its 5 year 
program plans wants to turn what little in
forcement and surveillance activity It has 
to the states and to develop voluntary com
pliance by industry. The entire posture ls 
one of passivity in the midst of a need to 
deploy legal regulation far more compre
hensively. 

4. Statistical and Studies-The prototype 
system has been worked out In the health 
area on a nationwide basis. The computers 
are available for use. But the national and 
Congressional will to establish a first rate 
system of data gathering on food-borne dis
eases, their etiology, nutritional content of 
various food products and the like, appar
ently wm have to await a disaster, judging 
by past responses in the consumer protec
tion area. Studies for preventive impa<:t are 
likewise lagging. More creative work has been 
done on the food needs and problems of 
the astronauts in recent years than on the 
nutritional needs of 200 mill1on other Amer
icans. 

5. Education-The FDA apparently views 
its educational role in food as one principal 
of rebutting nutrition quacks. Thus, to any 
one who writes FDA expressing concern over 
the quality of the food supply, the FDA 
sends him a four page specially prepared 
question and . answer sheet filled with com
placeny and assuaging remarks rebutted re
peatedly by FDA officials through out the 
years in speeches and statements. Many 
other answers are to questions that are more 
like strawmen and hardly representative of 
the real problems confronting a federal food 
safety regulator. 

In marked contrast to statements by Dr. 
Herbert Ley, Jr., Commissioner of Food and 
Drug Administration and others, the fact 
sheet replies to one question on additives 
this way: "Today's scientific knowledge, 
working through good laws to protect con
sumers, assures the safety and the whole
someness of every component of our food 
supply." On December 3, 1968, Dr. Ley told 
the 12th FDLI-FDA Educational Conference: 
"I am not going to tell you that FDA has 
devised the perfect system for keeping haz
ardous chemicals out of our foods, and 
you'll simply have to live with it. But I must 
also point out that our scientific knowledge 
in this particular field is still extremely 
superficial. We know too little of potential 
secondary and long-range effects of man's 
chemical diet." 

Another illustration of educational lag ls 
the failure of USDA to inform consumers 
that food processors and retailers have de
veloped coding systems that indicate the 
date the package was packaged and inspected 
or an expiration date for perishables. But 
consumers cannot utilioo these cryptic codes. 
Yet shouldn't USDA attempt to provide the 
same protection for consumers that exist for 
retailers? Otherwise, the integrity of USDA 
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grades is impaired because they were applied 
before the product degraded over time. 

CONCLUSION 

A nation which took until 1967-1968 to 
"discover" hunger in its midst is a nation 
which has been complacen.t far too long 
about its food supply. Year after year, the 
Agricultural Yearbook painted a glorious 
picture of America's food supply with a 
marked ab111ty to ignore the nutritional 
deprivations and dietary deficiences of mil
lions of Americans and as well the deteriorat
ing impact on food quality by the food in
dustry. Quantity is not necessarily quality 
and it certainly is not necessarily just dis
tribution. We have little about which to be 
complacent. Heart disease, cancer and 
stroke-the three leading causes of death in 
this country-are increasingly being tied to 
diet. Infant mortality which is in part a 
function of malnutrition is not being elim
inated as rapidly as possible. Presently, the 
U.S. ranks 12th in the world in infant mor
tality. The U.S. has a high background of 
genetic defects which is currently being 
cited as one explanation for the 20 % of 
pregnancies that do not end ln birth. 

Life expectancy of an American male who 
reaches the age of 40 has increased less than 
4 years since 1900. Life expectancy for a 
white· American male from age 1 to 65 is 
slightly lower than it was in 1959-1961. The 
U.S. in life expectancy at birth presently 
ranks 18th for men and 11th for women, 
according to the Public Health Service. The 
enormity of our neglect of these problems, as 
against our enormous unused resources with 
which to respond, makes lt more morally im
perative to appraise thoroughly this silent 
violence and overcome it. 

OIL IMPORTS 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the 

highly controversial issue of oil imports 
and the present mandatory oil import 
program is now under study by an oil 
import task force established by the 
President. Statements have been solic
ited from all parties interested in the 
oil import question. Because of the vital 
importance of oil exploration and pro
duction to the State of Wyoming, I have 
submitted such a statement to the task 
force. 

One important aspecit of the overall 
effects increased imports could have on 
the domestic petroleum industry is in an 
adequate domestic natural gas supply. 

Earlier this year, in testimony before 
the House Commit;tee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior for Mineral Resources, Hollis 
M. Dole, and Director of the Bureau of 
Mines, John F. O'Leary, warned that a 
shortage of natural gas is imminent 
without the development of new produc
tive capacity. In fact, during 1968, for 
the first time in hisitory, we utilized more 
gas than we added to proved reserves. 
The same is true of gas liquids. For the 
fifth time in the past 9 years, we suffered 
a net decline in crude oil reserves. 

The discovery, development, and pro
duction of oil and natural gas go hand in 
hand, and although we could, at the ex
pense of further development of our 
domestic petroleum-producing capacity, 
make up the difference in our oil needs, 
gas is another question. 

With 140,000,000 domestic gas users in 
the Nation dependent on a reliable sup
ply of natural gas for all or part of their 
household needs-heating, cooking, 

laundry, and the like-we simply cannot 
afford to run short. 

It is not a problem of running out of 
gas. Secretary Dole told committee mem
bers we are not running out of mineral 
resources, but there is every indication 
we are short changing the science and 
mineral technology industries, needed 
for their discovery capabilities, profitable 
production and processing, at a time of 
widening world competition and increas
ing demands. 

The increased shift to foreign sources 
of supply raises an important question, 
Dole said. How long can the United 
States rely on investment abroad to sub
stitute for the development of new tech
nology in expanding the U.S. mineral 
supply? There is evidence that time is 
running out. 

I will point out to my good friends and 
colleagues, who believe that removal of 
oil import quotas would lower product 
prices, that the impact on the domestic 
natural gas industry could be disastrous. 
Gas is something we cannot import like 
oil. Optimistically, according to Director 
of the Bureau of Mines O'Leary, we are 
between 5 and 7 years away from estab
lishing a viable gas synthesis technology, 
capable of supplementing our natural 
gas supplies of this clean and flexible 
fuel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my July 15 state
ment to the Cabinet Task Force on Oil 
Import Controls be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLIFFORD P. HANSEN 

The Nation's security as to essential fuels, 
long-range supplies of petroleum, the sta
billty of the U.S. dollar, and the economics 
and government operations of more than 
half of our states including my State of Wy
oming, are vitally affected by our Govern
ment's oil import policies. Therefore, the re
view and the conclusions of the Cabinet 
Task Force on Oil Imports Controls wlll be of 
far-reaching consequence to all Americans. 
As a member of the Senate from one Of our 
important oil-producing states, I welcome the 
opportunity to present, for the task force's 
consideration, the following views. 

World events are such that lt would seem 
the question as to whether the United States 
should pursue policies which will assure ac
cess to adequate petroleum supplies within 
our own control is not even debatable. For
tunately, and due ln great part to the Man
datory Oil Import Program initiated by 
President Eisenhower, the Nation has been 
able thus far to maintain lts self-sufficiency 
in essential supplies of both oil and natural 
gas. 

However, our self-sufficiency in both oil 
and gas, both of which are developed and 
made available in the exploratory programs 
Of the domestic petroleum industry, already 
has been lost. While the United States has 
excess oil producing capacity, it does not 
have sufficient idle capacity to fill domestic 
requirements should all present imports be 
disrupted or discontinued. Last year for the 
first time, U.S. productive capacity fell below 
domestic demand. Shortagea of natural gas 
are said by the Bureau of Mines to be in 
prospect as early as this winter, and this is 
confirmed by natural gas utillties which 
have infmmed the Federal Power Commis
sion that they are presently unable to con
tract for new gas supplies needed to meet 
expanding consumer requirements. 

This Nation, therefore, already is con
fronted with a fuel crisis which our best 
authorities believe to be imminent. Such a 
prospect lllustrates that security as to es
sential energy supplies cannot be confined 
to the narrow concept of developing fuels to 
"fight the last war". A family having in
vestments in natural gas equipment for heat
ing, for alr-conditionlng, and for laundry, 
certainly would face insecurity as to both 
their health and their economic status if gas 
stortages suddenly rendered their expensive 
gas appliances useless. 

There are 40 mllllon gas meters ln the 
U.S. and a $30 billion investment in gas ap
pliances, and a family having such invest-. 
ments ln natural gas equipment for heating, 
cooking, air conditioning, laundry and the 
like certainly would face insecurity and 
health hazards if a gas shortage suddenly 
made such appliances useless. And gas ls 
something we can't import llke oil. 

It should, therefore, be kept in mind that 
imported oil which discourages exploration 
for and development of domestic crude oil, 
likewise ls discouraging the search for, dis
covery and availablllty of additional supplies 
of natural gas which already is in insufficient 
supply to meet existing demands. Viewed in 
terms of such realities, it ls clear that "se
curity" as to U.S. petroleum fuels, both oll 
and gas, ls important in terms far broader 
than for waging war. In fact, the most se
rious shortages of petroleum liquids since 
World War II have occurred in situations 
which did not involve general or extended 
warfare-the Iranian oil shutdown of 1951, 
the Suez crisis of 1956-57, and the Arab
Israell war of June 1967. 

It is assumed that the Department of 
Defense, responding to the Task Force's ap
peal for interdepartmental commentary, as 
well as other witnesses, wlll document the 
strategic defense necessity of maintaining 
adequate petroleum fuels, and the need for 
effective import controls to serve that pur
pose. Therefore, I will limit the remainder of 
my comments to other aspects of the problem 
which I consider almost equally important. 

First, it is my conviction that the United 
States, as the consumer of about a third of 
the world's liquid petroleum fuels, and the 
great bulk of the natural gas burned for both 
household and industrial purposes, simply 
could not afford to become substantially de
pendent upon foreign sources for these fuels. 
It is estimated that, by 1980, the domestic 
consumption of petroleum liquids will aver
age 18 million barrels dally. In hearings re
cently before the Senate Antitrust and Mo
nopoly Subcommittee, witness after witness 
estimated that-with no import controls-
the United States would increase imports to 
about 50 percent of consumption in the rela
tively short range of about five years. Many 
believe that with no restraint on imports, 
the overabundance of low-cost foreign oll 
would, within this period, rise to 75 percent 
or more of the domestic market. 

For lllustrative purposes, however, assum
ing a 50 percent import level, lt becomes ap
parent that imports in 1980 would approxi
mate 9 milllon barrels a day. At $2 per barrel, 
which is minimal, imports of this order of 
magnitude would represent a dollar outflow 
of $18 million daily and would approach $8 
b11lion a year. Should we go the route of such 
increased dependence, it is clear that we 
would be importing natural gas from Canada 
and from other world areas in liquefied form, 
at perhaps additional costs of $2.5 billion to 
$4 billion a year. 

Because this Nation is the most massive 
user of petroleum fuels in the world, it is 
clear that the balance of payments impact of 
a rapidly accelerated and unlimited depend
ence on foreign supplies would be intolerable. 
It would create a cost and a dollar drain 
that without qm~stion could not be offset, 
and the ultimate result, I am convinced, 
would be a devaluation of the dollar. 
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It is all too clear that, aside from the se

curity problem and even if we had unques
tioned assurance of access to world supplies 
at current prices for the foreseeable future, 
the United States--as a matter of economic 
policy and its own national interest-could 
not afford to be a customer of foreign coun
tries for the bulk of its petroleum supplies. 
It is equally clear that an end, or a substan
tial loosening of import limitations now 
existing, would point the Nation in the direc
tion of this intolerable economic predica
ment. I submit that such a course would be 
economic folly. 

My own State of Wyoming is the 5th rank
ing petroleum producing State and also one 
of the most active in exploration and new 
discoveries. Last year oil and gas production 
increased by $31 million to a total value of 
$406 million in Wyoming. In a state of only 
300,000 population, the industry employs 
7,000 people and pays more than 40 percent 
of total state taxes including a one percent 
minerals severance tax enacted this year. 

Over 70 percent of the mineral estate in 
Wyoming is in government ownership and it 
is interesting to note that at the present 
time, about 70 percent of Wyoming's oil pro
duction is from the public domain. Further, 
it ought not to go unnoticed that 39 percent 
of all the funds in the Bureau of Reclama
tion's resolving fund, which is the royalty 
from production on public lands, comes from 
oil and gas development in Wyoming. 

Minerals are Wyoming's number one in
dustry and oil and gas account for 75 percent 
of total minerals production value. Obvi
ously any diminution in petroleum explora
tion and production from whatever cause 
would have dire effects on the overall econ
omy of not only Wyoming but all major oil 
producing states. 

One other point upon which I wish to 
comment involves the integrity of the oil 
import program. It is essential that any reg
ulatory program apply equally to those citi
zens and those companies being regulated. 
Any regulatory process which accommodates 
one citizen, or one company, or one geo
graphic area, at the expense of another, can
not· survive. It becomes morally bankrupt. It 
becomes, from a practical standpoint, un
workable-because one special deal or ex
ception begets demands for more special 
deals and exceptions. 

The present Mandatory Oil Import Pro
gram, during the Johnson Administration, 
was so used and abused. It took on the char
acter of a cookie jar or goodie bank from 
which only certain and select boys, on the 
basis of promises that they would share the 
benefits, were allowed the choice morsels. 

This is a known fact that the chief execu
tive officer of at least one company receiv
ing a special deal to move large amounts 
of gasoline from a refinery in the Virgin Is
lands to the U.S. mainland was listed as a 
$100,000 contributor to the Humphrey
Muskie campaign. This certainly leaves con
siderable doubt in my mind about the ob
jectivity of the oil import program as it was 
then administered. 

This is no way to run a government pro
gram. It is the certain road to a lnss of con
fidence in government. It iJS the eventual 
road to c.hiairges of rank favoritism and scaiil
daJ. F1ormer InteriJ01r Secretary Stewart UdaU, 
who riddled the preserut progriam with ex
ceptLons and exemptions during the three 
yeams, 19-65-68, made the understatement of 
the yeair on page 106 of the June 1969 issue 
of Fortune mrugiazine, where he states, with 
respect to his administration of the oil im
port program, "It was a minor miracle thrut 
I got by without any m a jor soandal." 

I oommend Mr. Udall for his candidness, 
aind I say that this oomment embodies a 
valuaible less10n for the pa-esent Administra
tiion. The Task Force will be bombarded with 
·appeals for special exemptions, special treat
ments and specfaJ d1eals. It should make ce1"-

tain toot whatever restruc1tudng it reoom
mends in the present program deal first and 
foremost with a&sur'1ng thait the special deal 
iJS out and wlll not be tole•rated in the Nixon 
Administra.tiOlll. Unless tha.t is made clear, 
the program, in my opLnion, is foredoomed 
and its purpose, however important, will be 
automati<cally thwarted. 

Now, I tUTil to one specific c:a.se of special 
pleading. This involves pressures precipi
tated by the Occidental Petroleum Oompany 
to carve out a special deal under whioh a 
large poirtion of the New England petroleum 
market would be cairved out and set a.side 
f\or that oompany, to be supplied from its 
prolific wells in Lilbya. Under the Occidental 
plan, thiis company would m.i5'use the Foreign 
Trade Zones AO't as a means of circumvent
ing the oil import program. In a F'Olreign 
Trade Zone whioh the State of Maine seeks 
at Machiasport, Maine, OccideintaJ would 
oonstruc'l a 300,000 barrel refinery. From this 
refinery, 200,000 barrels daily of petroleum 
produots would move into U.S. markets. 

This biziarre plot to giaiin sipeciaJ exemp
tLon from the import prog;ram is particularly 
attiiaictive, because it now has two rivals. No 
less than three oompanies now have offered 
to build refin.eq--J:es at Machia.sport, 11" permit
ted to operate on foreign oil. 'I1o gain such 
speoia.l privilege, they have promised price 
cuts to New Englaind consumers and they 
have pledged to put up to 20 oents per bar
rel of imported product into a special kitty 
for a New Engl.and Conservation Fund. In 
the case of Occidental's plan, this would 
amourut to $7 million a year. 

Much support has been garnered for the 
Occidental project on claim that New Eng
land faces (1) shortages, and (2) unreason
able prices for home heating fuel. There 
have been no shortages, and the facts show 
that wholesale prioes of home heating fuel 
in New England have been as low or lower 
than prices in any other geographic area of 
the United States. New England simply does 
not have a case for special favor under the 
oil import program on the basis of el ther 
short supply or unreasonable prices. Cer
tainly, it does not have a case justifying spe
cial treatment giving a multimillion dollar 
economic advantage to one company or even 
a group of companies. 

In this connection, the charges which have 
been made with respect to New England fuel 
prices have implied that certain large sup
plying companies have engaged in practices 
which amount to a restraint of trade. It has 
been charged that some large suppliers have 
been unwilling or unable to meet the re
quirements of small, independent fuel oil 
dealers and jobbers. It has been charged that 
these large suppliers have followed a pattern 
of buying out and eliminating the competi
tive smaller jobbers and dealers. Such prac
tices, if they exist, would seem to involve 
questionable and perhaps illegal tactics. If 
there are, in fact, practices which amount 
to trade restraint due to the economic power 
of any company or group of companies, 
then there clearly would be a case for prose
cution under Flederal antitrust laws, and the 
proper place for such complaints is before 
the Department of Justice. The 011 Import 
Administration is neither the intended nor 
the proper agency to handle charg·es of un
fair competition or price disc;rimination if · 
either, indeed, exists. 

Neither cam practices of price discrimina
tion, or anti-competitive practices, be cor
rected by handling special competitive ad
vantages to one refiner. Two wrongs do not 
make a right. Therefore, I appeal to the Task 
Force to recommend to the President r igid 
standards or guidelines which would apply 
with equal force to all parties affected by 
the oil import program. It is the special deal 
and the special exception which brought the 
present program into dis·repute and resulted 
in the present study. Unless ironclad guar
antees are assured against such special deals 

favoring particular persons, particular com
panies, or particular geographic areas, the 
basic weakness of the pl'esent p·rogram will 
have been left intact for correction by some 
future Task Force, or perhaps by the 
Congress. 

In oonclusion, I make and stress these 
particular points: 

1. Loss of reasonable sufficiency in petro
leum fuels from domestic sources in the 
United States would leave the Soviet Union 
as the single major world power with a.de
qurute petroleum to meet its economic re
quirements and to wage war. Therefore, the 
necessity for import controls on petroleum 
to serve the vital end of maintaining rea
sonable self-sufficiency is more important 
than ever. 

2. Because the consumption of petroleum 
in the United States is so large and grow
ing so rapidly, the Nation-aside from the 
defense question-could not afford depend
ence on foreign sources for a major portion 
of our energy requirements; the pressure on 
our balance of payments position would be 
intolerable and the strain on the dollar 
unbearable. 

3. Any diminution in present rates of pe
troleum exploration and production result
ing from increased imports would have dire 
effects on the economies of major oil pro
ducing states such as Wyoming where pe
troleum explora·tion and production is the 
number one revenue, employing and tax 
paying industry. 

4. The first goal of the Task Force should 
be to firmly establish guidelines and stand
ards which will apply equally to all affected 
parties, so as to restore the integrity and 
stability of the program which was all but 
dismantled by special deals and exemptions 
during the Johnson Administration. 

5. There has been no demonstrated need 
for increased imports of foreign oil, and, 
the record before the Task Force will show, 
in fact, that U.S. exploration for and de
velopment of both oil and natural gas has 
been declining for over a decade. It is self
evident that any substantial increase in 
imports would further aggravate the down
trend in exploration-drilling, and jeopardize 
our ability to meet future demands for these 
fuels. Therefore, total imports should be 
held within their present relationship to 
domestic demand, and serious thought 
should be given to reducing this ratio if 
present unhealthy conditions in the domes
tic indU&try persist. 

MOON LANDING DAY-HOLIDAY 
FOR MANY 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, on 
Sunday, next, a very brave yonng 
American will set foot on the moon. He 
and his two companions will thus join 
the ranks of the great explorers and 
adventurers of our time. Furthermore, as 
in the days of Columbus, it can truly be 
claimed that man has entered into a new 
world. 

Recently, I received a petition from 
26 of my fellow Texans urging that this 
date be made a national holiday. The 
statement is indicative of the intense in
terest my fellow Texans, particularly 
those from the Space Capital of Houston, 
show in this project. 

I ask nnanimous consent that the peti
tion and the names and addresses of the 
26 signers be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the petition 
and signatures were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH and Hon. JOHN 

TOWER: We the undersigned desire that you 
advocate and support the declaration of a 
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National Holiday to recognize and celebrate 
man's first landing on the Moon. Surely no 
other exploratory effort in the history of 
mankind wm have been as meaningful. 

Ward J. Idol, Houston, Tex. 
E. F. Newenschwander, Houston, Tex. 
F. Rodd, Houston, Tex. 
Gaither E. Simmons, Houston, Tex. 
Noble H. Solvison, Houston, Tex. 
James M. Curtis, Houston, Tex. 
Raymond Kulraik, Houston, Tex. 
Mrs. J. A. Parks, Houston, Tex. 
Syd Joplin, Houston, Tex. 
James A. Beshirs, Houston, Tex. 
Jack E. Whitley, Houston, Tex. 
Erwin W. Schulz, Houston, Tex. 
W. P. Springer, Houston, Tex. 
R. C. Rumble, Houston, Tex. 
Joseph A. Ayres, Houston, Tex. 
W. H. Day, Houston, Tex. 
John Rich to, Houston, Tex. 
Earnest A. Siger, Houston, Tex. 
Charles W. Lord, Houston, Tex. 
Willie Eckles, Houston, Tex. 
Bill J. Coye, Houston, Tex. 
J. L. Mcintyre, Houston, Tex. 
Charles J. Morngence, Houston, Tex. 
J. 0. Soam, Houston, Tex. 
M. B. Landers, Houston, Tex. 
Mrs. Jesse Thompson, Houston, Tex. 

THE DO SOMETHING ADMINISTRA
TION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Presidenrt, in recent 
days, scattered journalistic statements 
have created the impression there is a 
deep current of di.soontent throughout 
the Nation over what the authors of 
these statements refer to as the inaction 
of the Nixon administration. 

It is true that the new administration 
has declined to use the tired techniques 
of previous Demoora tic administrations 
to ballyhoo its programs. 

It is quite obvious that the public wel
comes the respite from the continual 
sales pitch it has received during the 
past 8 years to sell these programs. This 
does not mean, however, that the Nixon 
administration has the Nation in the 
doldrums. On the contrary, we now have 
a hardworking, no-nonsense adminis
tration of which our citizens are proud. 
This fact is effectively outlined by David 
Lawrence in his recent column entitled 
"Administration Critics Answered," pub
lished in the Washington Evening Star 
of July 10. I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be prinrted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ADMINISTRATION CRITICS ANSWERED 

(By David Lawrence) 
A lot of criticism h:as been uttered by 

Democrats in Congress that the country is 
witnessessing a "do-nothing" administra
tion. President Nixon and his Cabinet have 
been charged with faUlng to furnish Con
gress with important legislative proposals 
that could have been acted on in the last 
six months. 

But a oounteroomm.ent ls made by the 
Republicans-namely, that the country is 
witnessing a "do-nothing" Congress. This, of 
course, is a generalization, as there are 
many committees in both the Senate and 
Hou.se which have been working assiduously 
on certain problems. 

Yet it is true that hardly any major legis
lation has been enacted. If the subject ls 
examined more closely, it will be found, 
however, that constructive activity has also 
been going on during the last six months in 
the Executive Branch of the government. 
For when an administration changes, the 

incoming president and his cabinet must 
familiarize themselves with each problem 
and get a picture from the inside before they 
can concentrate on how to make improve
ments in established practices. 

The Executive Branch of the government 
under President Nixon is in fact a "work
hard" administration. It is reluctant to act 
impulsively or come to conclusious without 
a thorough analysts of the merits of the pro
and-con of controversial subjects. This takes 
time. 

Congress itself has an obligation to enact 
laws dealing with vital problems, and there 
is nothing in the Constitution which says 
that either the House or the Senate or both 
must watt for recommendations from a pres
ident before ·starting to legislate. It is sig
nifi.cant, therefore, that neither the House 
nor the Senate has initiated and passed im
portant legislation in recent months. 

Not long ago, a group of 23 Republicans 
from the House went around the country to 
find out firsthand something about the 
campus riots. They brought back a lot of 
interesting information which was presented 
in a report to the President. This ts the 
kind of con.tact that could be made on other 
kinds of governmental problems, too. 

While each house has committees which 
specialize in particula.r subjects, not many 
members of either house can find the time 
to read thoroughly all the printed reports. 
There are journalists who do more reading 
on the various subjects before Congress than 
is done by some senators or representatives. 
This is due not to a lack of interest on 
the part of congressmen, but to a preoccu
pation with problems from their home states 
or districts or with a specialized subject or 
two dealt with by the committees on which 
they serve. 

If each house could send around the coun
try a group of 20 members and if each group 
could spend a few weeks studying a par
ticular topic, the information gathered 
would be invaluable to Congress. Members 
who go back to their own districts or states 
too often find themselves importuned for 
jobs or favors. 

Special groups really could learn what the 
American people are thinking about--their 
reactions to the crime wave, their feelings 
about busing children from one school dis
trict to another, and their views on ways 
and means of getting better quality educa
tion for people of all races. The anti-poverty 
program, for instance, and the impact o! 
the Medicare program are but two of the 
many important issues that are before the 
government and on which the thought.s of 
citizens should be obtained. 

Government is a far more difficult opera
tion than it has ever been at any time here
tofore in American history. For the growth 
of population to more than ~00 m1111on has 
created problems. States and cities as ·.11ell 
as the federal government have never had 
to deal with one of the biggest challenges 
today-How to redistribute the population. 
Virtually 70 percent of all the people are 
concentrated in urban areas occupying less 
than 3 percent of the land in the United 
States. More factories could be built in 
country districts, and other devices could 
help to redistribute population. 

With all these problems facing the coun
try, members of Congress who are crying out 
that the administration of President Nixon 
is "doing nothing" are not being realistic. 
The truth is Congress itself could be of 
greater help if it really got in direct touch 
with the thinking of the American people as 
a whole and then constructively legislate. 

SURPLUS FEDERAL LAND FOR 
HOUSING 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, on July 8, 
I introduced a b111 (S. 2563) which would 
amend the Federal Property and Admin
istrative Services Act to permit the dis-

posal of surplus real property for public 
housing purposes. 

My attention has now been called to 
the fact that the U.S. Conference of 
Mayors, at its annual meeting in Pitts
burgh, Pa., on June 18, 1969, passed res
olution 15, specifically urging that the 
Federal Government make surplus Fed
eral land available for housing. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
resolution of the conf erenee be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

RESOLUTION' 15. SURPLUS FEDERAL LAND 

Whereas one of the factors inhibiting con
struction of necessary housing uni ts across 
the country is the lack of avaUable land in 
suitable locations; and 

Whereas local governments a.re searching 
for land not only for housing but for many 
other public purposes, such as parks and 
recreation; and 

Whereas the federal government from time 
to time makes surplus federal land available 
to local governments for a variety of pur
poses; and 

Whereas under present regulations and 
laws governing the disposition of surplus 
federal land the acquiring local government 
must pay fair market value for the property, 

Now therefore be it resolved that the U.S. 
Conference of Mayors calls on the Adminis
tration and Congress to recognize the needs 
of local governments with respect to surplus 
federal land and enact legislation which wlll 
make such land available to local govern
ments at less than fair market value. 

Be it further resolved that Congress im
mediately provide funds for construction of 
m111tary public quarters on lands now held 
as reserve for m111ta.ry housing, or that such 
lands be reclassified as surplus and made 
immediately available for housing. 

Be it further resolved that the Conference 
urges that if surplus federal land is appro
priate for housing or park and recreation 
use, a local government should be given a 
preference to acquire it for those purposes .. 

Be it further resolved that the following 
should be used as guidelines for disposition 
of surplus federal property: ( 1) If the local 
government originally donated the property 
to the federal government, the property 
should be reacquired at no cost. (2) If the 
federal government originally paid for the 
property, the local government should be 
permitted to reacquire it at the original cost. 
(3) In no instance should local governments 
be required to pay more than 50 % of the fair 
marltet value. 

TAX R:EVISION PROPOSALS 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an editorial published in yester
day's Washington Daily News. The edi
torial indicates the need for the prompt 
enactment of the Nixon administration's 
tax revision proposals. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Daily News, 

July 14, 1969) 
SENATOR LONG'S NEW SIGNAL 

Senator Russell Long, who ls in a key posi
tion of power as chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, apparently has done a 
switcheroo on the question of hustling along 
the surtax extension bill. About $9 billion in 
government revenue is at stake in this blll
the difference between a probable infiation
spurring deficit and a modest surplus. 

The Senator earlier had indicated he and 
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the other Senate Democrats would not act 
on the tax bill until it had been loaded with 
tax "reforms" to their satisfaction. But now 
he volunteers to get the b111 moving before 
July 31, or mid-August at the latest. 

There already is some tax reform in the 
bill as passed by the House, and the Senate 
could add more if it chooses. But, as the 
senator now agrees, the important need is to 
get the tax bill passed "to balance the budget 
and stabilize the economy." 

Tax revision long has been urgent and 
both President Nixon and Congress now are 
committed to a sweeping overhaul. But, as 
Sen. Long and everybody else knows, some 
revisions are bound to arouse dispute. The 
delay would jeopardize the government's rev
enue and stir up more inflation. 

Whatever the reason for Sen. Long's shift 
in attitude, he is on the right track-and we 
hope the other Senate Democrats will join 
him. The sooner the tax bill is passed, the 
sooner Congress can get to work on tax re
forms. 

THE NEED FOR FEDERAL RAIL 
SAFETY 

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, in rail
road safety, the illness is evident, the 
remedy is given. 

The illness is the increasing number of 
railroad accidents. The very week of the 
publication of the Federal task force re
port, two railroad accidents occurred val
idating the report's conclusion. A pass
enger train derailed outside Washington, 
D.C., killing one person and injuring a 
hundred more. In Nevada, a freight train 
carrying 750-pound bombs exploded, 
throwing bombs more than 300 y;ards. 
Both accidents were caused by equipment 
not now regulated by either State or Fed
eral Governments. 

The remedy i.; a recently released Fed
eral task force report on railroad safety, 
recommending that "legislation author
izing broad Federal regulating power over 
railroad safety should be enacted." That 
recommendation only serves to endorse 
the bill (S. 1933) I had the honor to in
troduce in this body on April 22, 1969. 

So far we have been luckier than we 
deserve. Potentially tragic accidents have 
occurred in relatively isolated areas; 
miraculously few have been injured. 
Continued neglect will not be rewarded 
by continued luck. Let us enact mean
ingful railroad safety standards before 
there is a major railroad tragedy. The 
July 7, 1969, issue of the National Ob
server brought some much needed na
tional publicity to this urgent problem. 

I ask unan1mous consent that the Na
tional Observer article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TASK FORCE REPORT ON RAIL SAFETY Is OVER

SHADOWED BY Two ACCIDENTS 

The report of a Federal task force on rail
road safety did not receive much publicity 
last week; it was overshadowed by two spec
tacular train wrecks. 

A passenger-train derailment outside 
Washington, D.C., on June 28 killed one per
son and injured 100. The apparent cause: 
a buckled rail. 

A freight train carrying 750-pound bombs 
caught fire in the Nevada desert, blowing 
15-foot holes in the roadbed and hurling 
bombs more than 300 yards. The apparent 
cause: a faui.ty axle bearing. 

The task force, which was composed of 
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labor, management, and Government rep
resentatives, recommended that "legislation 
authorizing broad Federal regulatory power 
[over railroad safety) should be enacted ...• " 
Its conclusion was illustrated by those ac
cidents; both wrecks were caused by equip
ment not now regulated by either staroe or 
Federal governments. 

RISING NUMBER OF ACCIDENTS 

The task force, detailing the rising number 
and severity of railroad accidents, suggested 
railroad safety has become a national prob
lem and now requires national cures. Some 
examples: 

Grade-crossing accidents account for two
thirds of all railroad fatalities, approximately 
1,600 a year. Yet only one-fifth of the na
tion's grade crossings are protected by auto
matic safety devices. 

More than 8,000 train acctdents were 
recorded last year wi·th two-thirds of them 
caused by derailments. 

The cause of accidents is almost evenly 
divided among human error, equipment fail
ure, and track and roadbed defects. The 
severity of the accidents is mu1tiplied by the 
cargoes now carried in greater quantity
ha.za.rdous materials such a.s chemicals, acids, 
explosives, a.n.d gases. 

But, if the dimensions of railroad accidents 
a.re clear, the poss1'bility of much immediate 
improvement in railroad safety is not. The 
report stressed the need for "a co-ordinated 
approach by industry, labor, state, and Fed
eral Government" and recognized "long
standing differences among the three groups" 
a.s one barrier to prompt improvement. 

RESEARCH IS NEEDED 

In its recommendations, the task force 
called for: rules and regulations establish
ing safety standards in all areas of railroad 
safety; the creation of a. panel to assist in 
lawmaking and to study present industry in
fluence on existing regulations; the initia
tion by Government and industry of research 
on safety technology; a concerted grade
crossing safety program; and better methods 
of reporting railroad accidents. 

On Capitol Hill, Sen. Vance Hartke, Indiana 
Democrat and chairman of a Commerce 
subcommittee on surface transportation, 
praised the task force's participants for 
their unusual co-operation but stressed that 
"with rail accidents increasing at an alarm
ing rate, it's imperative for Congress to take 
decisive action soon." 

But such action is sure to rankle those now 
concerned with railroad safety, and will be 
strongly contested. At present no Federal 
standards govern the design, construction, 
or maintenance of railroad car trucks, fraxnes, 
wheels and axles, track, switches, or roadbed. 

The task force sketched the "areas of 
agreement rather than disagr·eement" be
tween the parties who must co-operate before 
any new railroad-safety provisions can go 
into effect. But until these differences are 
explored and resolved, train wrecks will con
tinue to overshadow task forces. 

STATE TRAFFIC SAFETY COUNCIL 
AND NEW YORK POLICE LAUNCH 
CAMPAIGN AGAINST DRINKING 
DRIVERS 
Mr. GOODELL. Mr. President, the 

State Traffic Safety Council of New York 
has done pioneering work in the field of 
drinking, driving, and drugs. An out
standing example of this is the fact that 
more than 900 public officials attended 
2-day workshops on this subject con
ducted by the council in Watertown, 
Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Albany, 
Binghamkn, Valhalla, and Farmingdale. 
Some 300 agencies and political units of 
government participated in these semi
nars. 

The council has also conducted val
uable training programs in other areas 
such as police administration, accident 
control and prevention, and the use and 
maintenance of accident records. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to commend the council and its leader
ship for the vital contribution they are 
making to insure that New York State 
highways are safer for motorists and 
their families. Gov. Nelson Rockefeller 
has served as an active, hard-working 
honorary chairman of this organization 
since its inception, and I heartily ap
plaud his efforts in the field of traffic 
safety and police work. To my knowledge 
no other Governor in the United States 
has worked so hard to improve the police 
profession and to upgrade its standards 
and personnel. A word of thanks is owed 
to C. W. Owens, president of the New 
York Telephone Co., who is serving so 
vigorously and ably as the president of 
the council. He succeeded Baldwin Maull, 
vice chairman of the board of the Ma
rine Midland Banks, Inc., as the council's 
finance chairman and more recently as 
president. Both of these outstanding 
leaders are serving the council and pro
viding it with dedicated leadership at 
the specific request of Governor Rocke
feller. Another man who has provided 
outstanding leadership to the council in 
recent years is N. H. Wentworth, vice 
chairman of the boards, the Continental 
Insurance Cos. After serving the council 
as president and finance chairman, he is 
now the chairman of the council's execu
tive committee. 

It is only appropriate to mention the 
names of the business and industrial 
leadership which has been promoting 
traffic safety through the council's pro
grams. These men give of themselves to 
promote the health and welfare of all 
New York State residents. Their effort 
deserves the attention not only of the 
Congress but also the attention of busi
ness and industrial leaders in every State 
of the Union. Here is a list of the names 
of the men serving on the council's :fi
nance and advisory committee, to whom 
I gladly pay tribute for their inspiring 
work: 

William R. Adams, president, St. Regis 
Paper Company, New York. 

Melvin W. Alldredge, chairman of the 
board, the Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea Com· 
pany, Inc., New York. 

Frank A. Augsbury, Jr., president, George 
Hall Corporation, Ogdensburg. 

G. Wallace Bates, vice president and gen
eral counsel, New York Telephone Oompany, 
New York. 

George S. Beinetti, President, Rochester 
Telephone Corpora.ti on, Rochester. 

Joseph M. Bell, Jr., Chairman of the Boa.rd, 
New York State Electric and Gas Corporation, 
Binghamton. 

Lee S. Bickmore, Chairman of the Board, 
National Biscuit Oompany, New York. 

R. Burdell Bixby, Chairman & Secretary, 
New York State Thruway Authority, Elsmere. 

Kenneth E. Black, President, The Home 
Insurance Company, New York. 

Lew L. Callaway, Jr., Publisher, Newsweek, 
Inc., New York. 

George Champion, Chairman of the Board. 
The Chase Manhattan Bank, New York. 

Donald C. Cook, President, American Elec
tric Power Company, Inc., New York. 

Kempton Dunn, Chairman of the Boo.rd, 
Abex Corpo_ration, New York. 
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Gordon Edwe.rds, Chairman of the Board, 

Kranco, New York. 
Victor T. Ehre, President, Utica Mutual 

Insurance Comp.any, Utica. 
Edmund H. Fallon, Executive Vice Pres.I.

went, Agway, Inc., Syracuse. 
Gilbert W. Fitzhugh, Chairman of the 

Board, Me,tropolitan Life Insurance Oom
pany, New York. 

J. Frank Forster, President, Sperry Rand 
Corporaition, New York. 

Curtiss E. Frank, Vice Chairman of the 
Board, Dun & Bradstreet, Inc., New York. 

Paul A. Gorman, President, Western Elec
tric Company, Inc., New York. 

Henry H. Henley, Jr., President, Cluett, 
Peabody & Company, Inc., New York. 

Henry B. Henshel, President, Bulova Watch 
Comp.any, New York. 

J. Victor Herd, Chiairman of the Boards, 
The Continental Insurance Companies, New 
York. 

Andrew Jones, Senior Editor, Reader's Di
gest, Pleasantville. 

Robert C. Kirkwood, Chairman of the 
Board, F. W. Woolworth Company, New York. 

Samuel J. Lefrak, President, Lefrak Orga
nization, Inc., Forest Hills. 

George J. Leness, Forme·r Chairman of the 
Board, Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner & Smith, 
Inc., New York. 

Charles F. Luce, ChaJ.rman of the Board, 
Consolidated Edison Company of New York. 

L. W. Lundell, Chairman of the Board and 
President, C. I. T. Financial Oorpora.tion, 
New York. 

John 0. Zimmerman, President, General 
Motors Acceptance Corporation, New York. 

Earle J. Machold, Chairman of the Board, 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation, Syra
cuse. 

Malcolm A. Macintyre, President, Chemical 
Div1sion, Martin Marietta Corporation, New 
York. 

Mercer C. Macpherson, Vice President, 
Chemical Bank New York Trust Company, 
New York. 

David J. Mahoney, Chairman of the Board, 
Canada Dry Corporation, New York. 

Joseph A. Martino, Honorary Chairma,n 
of the Board, National Lead Company, New 
York. 

R. C. :M:cCurdy, Former President, Shell 
Oil Company, New York. 

William G. Miller, Former Vice Presddenit 
Chairman of the Board, Worthington Cor
poration, H111rrison, New Jersey. 

W1lliam H. Moore, Chairman of the Board, 
Bankers Trust Company, New York. 

William H. Newcomb, Chairman of the 
Board, Great American Insurance Com
pany, New York. 

William S. Renchard, Chalrman of the 
Board, Chemical Bank, New York Trust 
Company, New York. 

Ralph Saul, President, American Stock 
Exchange, New York. 

John M. Schiff, General Partne·r, Kuhn, 
Loeb and Company, New York. 

J. Fred Schoellkopf IV, President, Marine 
Midland Banks, Inc., Buffalo. 

Lewis P. Seiler, Chairman of the Board, 
Associated Dry Goods Corporation, New 
York. 

A. C. Seymour, Executive Vice President, 
Royal-Globe Insurance Companies, New 
York. 

John A. Spencer, Regional Vlce President, 
General Electric Company, New York. 

Jack I. Straus, Chairman, Executive Com
mittee, R. H. Macy & Company, New York. 

Wi111am J. Taylor, Chainnan of the Board, 
Railway Express Agency, Inc., New York. 

John J. Tuohy, Chairman of the Board, 
Long Island Lighting Company, Mineola. 

Huntington M. Turner, Executive Vice 
President, H. S. Koster & Company, Inc., 
New York. 

George R. Vila, Chairman of the Board 
& President, Uniroyal, Inc., New York. 

Thomas F. W1llers, president, Hooker 
Chemical Corp., New York. 

The June issue of Law & Order mag
azine has featured an article describ
ing the New York council's activities. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that this article, "Police Launch Cam
paign Against Drinking Drivers," be in
serted in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
POLICE LAUNCH CAMPAIGN AGAINST DRINKING 

DRIVERS 
The drunk behind the wheel is not a new 

problem nor was he invented along with the 
auto. In ancient Rome, Caesar warned his 
chariot drivers not to drive after drinking. 
Lord Nelson warned his sailors about over
imbibing, then rationed rum or grog as a 
daily fuel for men whose lives at sea were 
filled with hardship. After his victories, how
ever, the whole crew got extra rations and 
also got gloriously drunk. Thus it comes as 
no surprise that the problem is still with 
us and growing to alarming proportions. 
There is ample evidence todiay that alcohol 
is a factor in 50 % or more of our highway 
fatalities. More alarming than the actual 
fatalities, however, is the fact there is rea
son to believe that alcohol is a factor in 50 % 
of all accidents. 

A recent report to Congress stated that 
"every witness who testified at a recent 
hearing on this problem expressed deep and 
growing concern regarding the incidence of 
impairment by alcohol in relation to high
way accidents. Though it is, on the basis of 
present information, impossible to state how 
many accidents were in fact the result, or 
even in part the result of the driver's or the 
pedestrian's consumption of alcohol, the 
statistics do indicate clearly that alcohol ls 
a factor present to some degree in about 
50% of all accidents. This is a serious prob
lem and a perplexing one. Its alleviation and 
control will be extremely difficult but its 
magnitude precludes its evasion." 

LAW AND ORDER Magazine has periodically 
called attention to the serious nature of 
this problem on a national scale. This effort 
was made to highlight the fact that this is · 
more than just a police headache. The prob
lem transcends police work and has in
vaded all levels of society. The poor get drunk 
as well as the rich, and the middle class has 
no monopoly on drinking. The skilled and 
the unskilled drink. And drinking, once 
thought to be an exclusive prerogative of 
the male, has shown a disturbing increase 
among women. 

ALCOHOL AND DRUGS 
Equally alarming in today"s society is the 

use of drugs. Dr. Bernard Newman, Presi
dent of the National Association Of Police 
Laboratories, estimates there are as many, if 
not more, individuals driving cars under the 
influence of one form of drug or another 
than there are under the influence of liquor. 
Where the drinking and driving problem has 
been thorougly researched, the fact about 
the use of drugs and driving have hardly 
been gathered, let alone touched. 

Dr. Newman, who is a widely acclaimed 
lecturer and Director of the Suffolk County 
(N.Y.) Police Laboratory, is recognized as 
one of the pioneering experts in this field. 
Investigations conducted by Dr. Newman 
frequently show drivers who appear under 
the influence of alcohol, when tested, show 
no signs of it. 

We know the use of drugs is causing a 
rising number of traffic accidents and deaths, 
but we can't do anything more about it be
cause we need more knowledge, facts, stud
ies and research. In many cases today it is 
difficult to determine by blood, breath or 
urine tests if a p&son is under the influence 
Of drugs, Dr. Newman says. 

He further states that "The law handles 
the 'drugged driver' the same way it handles 
the drinking driver. Yet it doesn't really de-

fine the term 'drug' or the term 'under the 
influence of drugs.• " 

Dr. Newman points out the law is mean
ingless if there is no way to prove guilt or no 
means available at present to prove guilt. 
"We simply don't have the guidelines," he 
says. "Laws are not the answer. The time 
has come for a maJor university or federal 
agency to step in and fund some much 
needed research ln this vital area." 

When Dr. Newman talks of drugs he is 
referring to all forms of drugs from the 
common aspirin to pain killers to transquil
izers to heroin, the worst. It is obvious that 
marijuana or heroin have a definite and im
mediate effect on the reflexes of the driver
and these are indeed dang&ous drugs. But 
relatively little is known of the impact of 
many of the so-called minor drugs such 
as the little aspirin or medicines prescribed 
by doctors for the common cold. The body 
of knowledge on what these drugs do as they 
relate to the average driver is so skeletal that 
it is more than obvious that much serious 
research needs to be done. 

NEW YORK'S STATEWIDE CAMPAIGN 
Law and order recently discovered that a 

statewide campaign was being conducted in 
the State of New York to combat the rising 
incidence of drinking, drugs and driving. 
This campaign was launched by the State 
Traiffic Safety Council-New York-under 
the presidency of Baldwin Maull, Vice Chair
man of the Board of the Marine Midland 
Banks, Inc., and President of the New York( 
Telephone Company, Cornelius W. Owens, 
who is the Council's Finance Chairman. Gov
ernor Nelson A. Rockefeller is the Honorary 
Chairman of this organization. The Council is 
a private, non-profit agency wholly dedicated 
to traffic safety and supported by contribu
tions from business and industry. It has 
been in existence for nearly ten years. 

Governor Rockefeller recognized the ur
gency of the drinking driving problem facing 
the state when he recently called on the 
legislature to enact a tougher law zeroed in 
against the drinking driver. The Council, 
thus alerted by its Honorary Chairman, 
quietly began preparations for a massive at
tack on the problem. The planning and or
ganization in New York established a pat
tern for other states to follow. To our knowl
edge no other state has ever attempted any
thing on a comparable basis. 

Before detail1ng the campaign, one might 
well ask what is the nature of the drinking
drug-driving problem in New York State? 
The problem falls into several categories: 

1. Tougher laws are needed. 
2. Stricter enforcement is needed. 
3. Prosecutors should enforce the law and 

judges should hand out meaningful sen
tences. 

4. The public must support enforcement 
of the laws and also their enforcement 
agencies. 

The situation is not peculiar to New York. 
It exists in every state in the nation. The 
courts are sympathetic to offenders. Prose
cutors are reluctant to prosecute. Juries are 
inclined to be more understanding than they 
should be. Thus with the cards already 
stacked against them, the police naturally 
are reluctant to enforce existing laws. A re
cent survey conducted by the State Traffic 
Safety Council-New York-among police 
agencies showed that arrests and convictions 
in drunken driving cases was at best negligi
ble and almost nonexistent. 

WHEN ARE YOU LEGALLY DRUNK? 
Stripped of its legal verbiage, the New 

York drunk-driving law states that if the 
alcohol content of a man's blood is 0.15%, 
he's legally intoxicated and shouldn't be 
driving, and if he is, his alcoholic content 
is prima facie evidence of his guilt. A 0.10% 
alcoholic content in his blood indicates to 
the arresting officer that the driver has had 
it and should be removed from the road. It 
is also evidence of sufficient strength to 
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prosecute. This is true in most states though 
a few consider an alcoholic content of 0.08 % 
as prima facie evidence. Most European coun
tries also consider the smaller 0.08 % figure 
as damaging evidence or proof that the mo
torist ls unfit to drive and should be Muled 
into court. Europe is stricter than we are. 

Here's how New York organized a state
wide assault on the problem: Following a 
staff conference of the State Traffic Safety 
Council and conferences with state and local 
officials, the program virtually dictated itself. 
Eight r~gional two-day seminars would be 
held at key population centers in New York. 

Julian D. Rivo, the Council's Director of 
Research and Planning, was placed in charge 
of the attack. Mr. Rivo has an interesting 
background. A graduate of the University 
of Buffalo, he served for six years as Train
ing Director in the Sheriff's Department, Erie 
county, New York. ·While there, he devel
oped the curriculum leading to an Associate 
Degree in Police Science at Erie County 
Technical Institute and later served with 
the Municipal Police Training Council in 
the Office of Local Government at Albany, 
New York. As a dedicated police official and 
training director, he has maintained a twen
ty year interest in the problems of enforce
ment as they relate not only to general 
training and upgrading of performance 
standards for police, but a special interest 
in enforcement as it relates to the drinking 
driver. 

The Council issued a press release strongly 
endorsing Governor Rockefeller's proposals 
for stiffer laws against the drinking driver. 
Hundreds of newspapers in the state picked 
up the story and featured it prominently. 
The press went one step further: It inter
viewed local police officials to find out what 
they thought of the need for such legisla
tion and enforcement. Their follow-up 
stories established the need for further ac
tion. 

RELUCTANT LAWMAKERS STALL BILL 

Most officials interviewed agreed with the 
Governor's position and also endorsed the 
Council's call for support of this legislation. 
But lawmakers are reluctant to pass such 
laws, and as we closed the June issue, no 
concrete action has been taken on the bill. 
In the meantime, the State Traffic Safety 
Council felt it could not wait for the salons 
to make their move. The problem was urgent 
and action was called for, while the merits 
of the b111 were being debated in Albany. 

The Council initially sent out letters of 
invitation to all enforcement agencies in New 
York-nearly six hundred. It invited the 
chiefs and sheriffs to these seininars and 
also to send their men to the seininars at 
Watertown, Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse, Al
bany, Binghamton, Valhalla and Farining
dale. 

The council obtained the cooperation and 
approval of the New York State Association 
of Chiefs of Police, New York State Sheriff's 
Association, New York State Police, Inter
national Association of Chiefs of Police, and 
New York State Municipal Police Training 
Council. 

Sponsoring agencies at the eight sites in
cluded the Watertown Police Department, 
Albany Police Department, Broome County 
Sheriff's Department, Westchester County 
Sheriff's Department, Nassau County Police 
Department, Suffolk County Police Depart
ment, Erie County Sheriff's Department, 
Rochester Police Department, Monroe Coun
ty Sheriff's Department, and the Syracuse 
Police Department. 

THE TWO-DAY SEMINARS 

The two-day course would seek to answer 
the following questions: How does the man
ner in which alcohol is consumed affect the 
driver? What laboratory tests are available 
to detect the drugged driver? Why do police 
reports of accidents frequently note the pres
ence of alcohol or drugs in only a fraction 
of the cases? Why is conviction of the drink
ing driver helped by scientific evidence show-

ing the motorist's blood alcohol content at 
0.15% or more at the time of arrest? Does 
a referee have discretion to suspend or revoke 
drivers' licenses in cheinical test refusal 
cases? Were the new drinking and driving 
regulations largely responsible for the sub
stantial reduction in road accidents in the 
first year following the passage of Great 
Britain's Road Safety Act? What legislation 
is needed in New York State to implement 
the federal standard on "Alcohol in Relation 
to Highway Safety"? What steps or pro
grams must be taken ait the local level to 
reduce accidents and fatalities arising from 
the drinking driving or drug problem? 

While the Council sought to answer these 
questions specifically, it was felt that the 
police and other public officials should be 
given a thorough indoctrination on the full 
scope of the problem. Accordingly, speakers
experts in their areas-were provided by the 
state or local agencies for each workshop. 

Dr. Newman, whose services were loaned to 
the Council for the entire series of seminars 
by Commissioner John L. Barry of the Suf
folk Oounty Police Department, was the key
note speaker at each session. Max I. Basner, 
Senior Referee, New York State Department 
of Motor Vehicles, was an especially power
ful speaker on the subject "Revocations/Sus
pension of Drivers' Licenses in DWI/DWAI." 
Sgt. Frank D. Sinith, Division Headquarters, 
New York State Police, spoke on "Breath 
Testing Equipment" at seven locations. His 
services were provided through the courtesy 
of Superintendent William E. Kirwan under 
whose direction the State Police have cracked 
down on drinking drivers wherever they are 
found in jurisdictions under their control. It 
is significant that drunken driving arrests 
by the State Police rose 41 % to nearly 5000 
in 1968. Other speakers who spoke at all 
eight sites were John O. Moore, Motor Ve
hicles Pt1ogram Coordinator, New York State 
Department of Motor Vehicles; Emerson H. 
Westwick, Traffic Safety Specialist, Institute 
for Highway Safety, Washington, D.C.; and 
Edward T. Ayres, Assistant Director, Bureau 
of Alcohol, New York State Department of 
Mental Hygiene. The District Attorney or one 
of his top assistants, in each county where 
the seminar was held, spoke on prosecution 
of drunken driving cases, and a local magis
trate covered the subject of the role of the 
court. 

Cominissioner Francis B. Looney of the 
Nassau County Police Department welcomed 
the nearly 300 police and other public offi
cials who attended the workshop held in 
Long Island by indicating that his depart
ment would continue to maintain pressures 
on motorists who imbibe too much and then 
drive their motor vehicles. Nassau County 
has obtained several breath-testing machines 
and in recent years has virtually doubled its 
arrests of drinking drivers. 

When the final session was held in Syra
cuse nearly 900 police and other officials had 
attended the eight workshops. The Council 
received many letters of commendation from 
law enforcement agencies whose personnel 
had participated in the two-day course. It 1s 
too early to predict the impact of these semi
nars on enforcement practices in New York. 
Suffice it to say these hard-nosed officials and 
chiefs who sent hundreds of their men to 
these sessions on full pay did not do it as a 
courtesy. Scattered evidence, however, indi
cates that the drinking driver had better 
watch out in New York State. Conversations 
with police who attended these workshops 
reveal they have returned to their depart
ments inspired and convinced that if our 
highways are to be rid of this menace, the 
police must jack up their efforts and the 
courts and prosecutors must cooperate with 
the police. 

Fifty thousand deaths a year on our high
ways are too many. The public is demanding 
better protection. They will get it if they 
support their enf·orcement agencies. For the 
police can only do as good a job in traffic 
control and safety, in strict enforcement 

against the drinking driver, as the public is 
willing to support. It may very well turn out 
that what 1s happening in New York State 
may have a judicious impact on the forty
nine other states. Time will tell. 

FISH INSPECTION 
Mr. HART. Mr. President, the Con

sumer Subcommittee of the Senate Com
merce Committee has been holding public 
hearings on S: 1092, my bill to authorize 
mandatory Federal fish inspection. 

It is with great pleasure and satis
faction that I present to my colleagues 
a resolution-No. 43-on this subject 
adopted at the Sixth Biennial Michigan 
AFL-CIO Convention held in Grand 
Rapids, June 9-11, 1969. 

In contrast to the testimony presented 
yesterday by the administration, the 
Michigan AFL-CIO urges legislation that 
will provide consumer protection "at least 
as strong and effective as that of the 
meat and poultry inspection statutes." 

I ask unanimous consent that the reso
lution be printed in the RECORD. 

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

RESOLUTION 43--SEAFOOD PROCESSING 
LEGISLATION 

Whereas, The Labor Movement, led by the 
Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butciher 
Workmen, AFL-CIO, played a major and de
cisive role in the enactment of strong and 
effective legislation for the inspection of 
meat and poultry, and as a result no filthy, 
diseased, or adulterated red or poultry meats 
can be legally sold in the United States by 
mid-1970, and 

Whereas, A major food problem exists con
cerning fish and no mandatory federal in
spection of seafoods exists in one of the most 
highly perishable foods, and 

Whereas, The Inishandling of this food 
caused serious illness and death for eleven 
persons in the past five years due to botulism, 
and 

Whereas, Most of all of these deaths could 
have been prevented by proper inspection of 
the product or facilities processing these 
foods, and 

Whereas, There is general agreement on 
the need for fish inspection legislation and 
many companies are still protesting and a.re 
seeking a cut-rate program that would elimi
nate an inspector in the plant during proc
essing which would make such legislation a 
sham and a farce, and 

Whereas, Strong and effective fish legis
lation based on the meat and poultry pro
grams is before Congress (S. 1092) cham
pioned by our own Senator Philip A. Hart 
(D. Michigan) and 

Whereas, A major effort will be made this 
year to provide this additional protootion to 
the consumer, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Michigan State AFL
CIO strongly supports the legislative cam
paign for fish inspection and that it supports 
legislation that wiU provide consumer pro
tection at least as strong and effective as 
that of the meat and poultry inspection 
statutes, be it further 
-Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
sent to the Maritime Trades Department, 
AFL-CIO, and to all Senators of the United 
States. 

WHAT IS RIGHT WITH AMERICA 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, a lead

ing daily newspaper in my home State 
of Utah recently sponsored a contest 
and invited teenagers to submit essays 
on "What's Right With America." The 
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quality of thinking and dedication to 
our Nation's highest ideals that is evi
dent in the winning essays provide the 
answer to the essay subject, in my opin
ion: What's right with America are 
young citizens such as these. 

First-place winner Jolynn Anderson, 
who, incidentally, was 13 years old on 
Independence Day, based her essay on 
President Nixon's memorable inaugural 
suggestion that we in America learn to 
talk rather than shout, so we can hear 
words and thoughts rather than the 
cacophony of voioes. 

Miss Anderson wrote: 
I hear an overwhelming chorus of another 

side of America, the real Amerioa. The Amer
ica that will lead all citizens to a great, 
prosperous and happy future. 

What's right with America? It's you. You're 
right about America. And as long as each 
one of us can feel this way and keep work
ing in the right direction-That's what's 
right with America! 

Mr. President, I believe each of us can 
benefit from reading this excellent essay. 
I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed following these remarks. I also . 
ask unanimous consent that the run
ners-up in the contest also be printed. 
They were written by John B. Quinn, 
18, of Bountiful, Utah, and Kevin C. 
Cromar, 16, of Salt Lake City. All of 
the essays appeared in the July 4 edi
tion of the Deseret News. 

There being no objection, the essays 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHAT'S RIGHT WITH AMERICA 
(By Jolynn Anderson) 

(Jolynn Anderson, 13, is the daughter of 
Mr. and Mrs. Belmont F. Anderson, 2746 Apple 
Blossom Ln., and will be in the eighth grade 
at Churchill Junior High School this fall. 
Jolynn is active in sports such as skiing, base
ball, swimming and gymnastics, along with 
studying history, social science and similar 
subjects. As first prize winner, Jolynn receives 
a. $500 U.S. Savings Bond.) 

In his Inaugural address President Nixon 
said he didn't like the shouting in America. 
He said we should talk instead of shout so we 
could hear each other's words instead of 
voices. I hear shouting. The headlines blast 
out the news of riots, demonstrations, war. 
The television blares of discontent, black 
power and civil disobedience. The neighbors 
talk of rising costs, governmental problems 
and poverty. Youth talk of drugs, cars and 
end of the world. 

Oh, yes, I hear all this. But overpowering it 
are the words of Americans, not the loud 
voices. I hear an overwhelming chorus of 
another side of America, the real America. 
The America that will lead all citizens to a. 
great, prosperous and happy future. 

And what do I hear? I hear a. group of 
Community citizens planning an outing for 
Senior Citizens. I hear a. young man of 17 say 
in a talk, "I may or may not be a leader of 
this country in the next few years, but I know 
for sure that I will be a leader in my com
munity, my church, and a leader in a home. 
I want to be the kind of leader that will ad
vance my community, that will support and 
develop my church, and I want to be the 
kind of father and husband that leads a 
happy and secure family." 

I see a group of Boy Scouts, young and 
energetic, half of them already advanced to 
the Eagle Scout rank, performing a good deed 
task of cleaning a ball park. 

I see a community, my community, and 
schools planning a D for Decency Week, when 
they show what they like about good m•ovies, 
proper music, wholesome entertainment and 
books that improve the mind. 

I read of a group of young people in Florida. 
who demonstrated for the obliteration o! 
obscenity. I watched a group of school stu
dents collect money, clothes and toys for a 
school for the mentally retarded. 

I see a large majority of college students, 
well dressed, clean looking, building them
selves, and a credit to their university. I 
know minority groups who respect law a.ind 
order and who expect to work for what they 
get. 

I watched our Legislature in action. They 
were honest, hardworking men, anxious to 
make the right vote to improve their state. 

What's right with America. is everywhere. 
It isn't hidden, it isn't disguised, it isn't so 
subtle you can't see it. It's in your home, in 
your school, in your church, on the street, 
in your government, on the battle front in 
Vietnam. You're looking at it, hearing l:t, 
feeling it, brea.thing it. It's you, it's your 
sist~r. it's your teacher, your bishop or 
reverend, your congressman, your soldier 
brother, your mom and dad, your President 
of the United States. 

What's right with America? It's you. You're 
right about America. And as long as each one 
of us can feel this way and keep working in 
the right direction-That's Wh\t's right with 
America! 

WHAT'S RIGHT WITH AMERICA 
(By John B. Quinn) 

(NoTE.-John B. Quinn, 18, is a recipient of 
a $250 U.S. Savings Bond as second place win
ner. A son of Mr. and Mrs. Horace A. Quinn, 
1130 N. 718 East, Bountiful, he was graduated 
from Viewmont High School this spring. John 
was active in debate, Model United Nations, 
football, swimming and track. He also was a 
Sterling Scholar nominee in social science 
and was a member of the National Honor 
Society. He is holder of the Eagle Scout and 
Duty to God awards. John plans to attend 
Claremont Men's College, Claremont, Calif., 
this fall.) 

In recent years, America's ineffectual 
search for peace in Vietnam and her seem
ingly insurmountable domestic crises have 
forced America to experience spasms of 
self-questioning. Thus the seething domestic 
situation has led critics to label American 
society a contemporary wasteland, a "sick" 
society. As guidelines become scarcer, emo
tionalism becomes more common. Hence the 
radical demands vast transformations while 
the reactionary of the right, the superpatriot, 
insists that America lost its way somewhere 
in the past and only an about face wm cure 
her ills. Fortunaitely, an examination of these 
extremists will not reveal the true condi
tions of America. It is upon the goals, prin
ciples, and values of the average citizen that 
America will survive or fall. Collectively, this 
may be termed the American Conscience. 

The American Conscience is based upon a 
code of principles originally formulated in 
1787 upon the writing of the United States 
Constitution. Among these principles are 
equality under law, self determination, and 
the dignity of the individual. It is because 
the Constitution has ingrained these prin
ciples in our national character that America 
has a conscience. The absence of this stand
ard would be an invitation to political 
anarchy and moral apathy. 

As a result of the American Conscience, 
America has a capacity 4::0 be shocked-a ca
pacity to recognize wrong. Thus, though the 
extremists may propagate violence and hate, 
the American Conscience rejects the ex
tremists. If violence Ls a reaction to in
justices, it is the American Conscience which 
wm stimula.t~ reform. Hence, it was the 
American Conscience in 1800 which resulted 
in the repeal of the Alien and Sedition Acts 
of 1798, it was the American Conscience 
which freed the slaves, and it was the Ameri
can Con!lcience which keyno·ted numerous 
reforms during the Progressive Era. 

In contemporary American Society it is 
the stable American Conscience which denies 

the accusa.tions of sickness. Much of the 
agitation prevelant in our society is actually 
a sign of health. The minority groups clamor 
for reform because they have faith that by 
appealing to the American Conscience reform 
is possible. 

It cannot be denied that conflicts are rife. 
But America is not sick, because the Ameri-
can Conscience is healthy. We see this 

conscience in the way that the majority 
reacts to the crimes of the minorlty-though 
Sirhan Sirhan may assassinate Robert Ken
nedy, the public .wm be shocked and still 
grant him a. fair trial; though there may be 
disturbances in Selma, Alabama, Congress 
will react with the Voting Rights Act of 1965; 
that though campus revolutionaries may 
seize campuses the public will react with 
ind:ignation, and thait though Russia may 
rape Czechoslovakia the United States will 
lead the free countries of the world in op
position to the act. 

The American Way-political, economi
cally, socially-is not on trial today. Its worth 
is proven. It is the American citizen who is 
on trial. Minorities will always perpetuate 
crimes, but will the majority recognize the 
crimes and take steps to redress? Thus far, 
the majority has. This is what's right with 
America. 

WHAT'S RIGHT WITH AMERICA 
(By Kevin Cromar) 

(NOTE.-Kevin C. Cromar, 16, is the son of 
Mr. and Mrs. Douglas W. Cromar, 4813 View
mont St. (2085 East), and will be a junior at 
Olympus High School this fall. He receives a 
$100 U.S. Savings Bond as third pla.ce winner. 
Interested in American history and politics, 
Kevin follows news events and worked with 
the state headquarters for the Nixon cam
paign. He is holder of the Eagle Scout and 
Duty to God awards. Following high school, 
he plans to attend law school after a mission 
for The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day 
Saints.) 

We constantly hear the wrong in Amer
ica-the shouting voice of the minority of 
Americans. 

They are the Students for a Democratic 
Society on the college campuses, euphemiz
lng communism as a "New Left." 

Americans who sing Ho Chi Minh chants 
and scream "police brutality." 

Americans who have distorted and blown 
up our mistakes, shouting that America is 
200 years mistaken. 

Americans who believe the only way to 
correct our mistakes is through mob violence, 
insurrections and riots. 

Americans who encourage the enemy with 
their "better Red than Dead" attitude, guis
ing their treason as the "peace movement." 

Americans guilty of the crime and delin
quency that plagues the land. 

Americans who believe "God is dead;" that 
religion, an institution America was founded 
on, is "not with it." 

Americans who rationalize immorality as 
the "new morality." 

There is another voice in America.. It is a 
quiet voice that goes little-noticed in the 
tumult and the shouting. It is the voice of 
the majority of Americans, the forgotten 
Americans-the non-shouters; the non-dem
onstrators. 

They work in America's factories. 
They mine America's minerals. 
They farm America's fertile soil. 
They run America's businesses. 
They serve the people in government. 
They are students of America's schools. 
They worship God according to their be-

lief, allowing others the same privilege of 
religous freedom. Their individual faith and 
the nation's trust in God has sustained 
America. through hardship and crisis. 

They have the American dream to build 
and to dream, to fail and to succeed, to 
dream again. 

They give life to the spirit of America. and 
steel to its backbone. 
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They love America.. 
They respect its flag. 
They obey its laws and will not tolerate 

their violation by others. If they don't like 
something they change it; not through re
bellion but through the ballot box. 

Americans who have given their lives out 
of love for their country. Their voice echoes 
a.cross the battlefield cemeteries, through the 
rows of white crosses, and over the tombs of 
the unknown soldiers. 

What's right with America. is her people. 

THE ABA'S ARGUMENTS AGAINST 
THE HUMAN RIGHTS CONVEN
TIONS ARE OF DOUBTFUL 
VALIDITY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

ratification of the international conven
tions on human rights now before the 
Senate is prevented by no overwhelming 
force. But one of the principal oppo
nents to their ratification-the American 
Bar Association-speaks with a strong 
voice. 

The Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee saw fit in 1967 to recommend ap
proval of the Supplementary Slavery 
Convention, but tabled those on forced 
labor and the political rights of women. 
The committee's recommendations for 
these last two conventions run directly 
parallel to those of the American Bar 
Association. 

This organization reasoned-and so 
rePorted to the Foreign Relations Com
mittee-that these conventions would 
impinge on fields that are of purely 
domestic concern and therefore, usurp 
the sovereignty of the National Govern
ment. The association also stated that 
these treaties would increase the Power 
of the Federal Government, thus up
setting the delicate balance between 
State and Federal jurisdiction. 

There are several excellent reasons, 
Mr. President, to doubt the validity of 
these arguments. 

The state of the world is increasingly 
such that matters once of solely domestic 
concern are now irrevocably interna
tional in character. President Kennedy 
said that-

The day-to-day unfolding of events makes 
it ever clearer that our own welfare is 
interrelated with the rights and freedoms 
assured the peoples of other nations. 

Indeed the very purpose of conven
tions such as these is to establish the 
understanding among nations that 
human rights are not simply a matter of 
domestic concern, but the proper busi
ness of all people acting together. We 
cannot afford, then, to view the ratifica
tion of these agreements as a sacrifice 
of authority. Rather, we must see them 
as an opportunity to demonstrate our 
commitment to principles already in our 
Constitution and to translate those prin
ciples to the international community. 

The very fact, moreover, that these 
conventions contain nothing that is not 
already in our Constitution and thus 
would not require any new laws to be en
acted, insures that their ratification will 
do nothing to alter the balance between 
State and Federal jurisdictions. 

Thus the arguments of the American 
Bar Association, Mr. President, upon 
which the Foreign Relations Committee 
has seen fit to place so much weight, are 
of questionable value. I urge the com-

mittee to reexamine its :findings, to con
cur with the overwhelming weight of 
opinion on these vital matters and rec
ommend ratification of these conven
tions. 

PROGRESS AFTER WATTS RIOTS 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, follow

ing the Watts riots of 1965, there was 
formed in Los Angeles, Calif., the Man
agement Council for Merit Employment, 
Training, and Research. Under the able, 
dedicated and energetic leadership of 
H. C. "Chad'~ McClellan, business in the 
Los Angeles area was told of the prob
lems facing the community, was urged to 
respond, and the manner in which they 
did is a source of pride to me and, I am 
sure, to all Californians. 

The management council has been 
able to open up communications between 
the minority community and the busi
ness world, develop a close working rela
tionship with employers in the Los 
Angeles area and established good work
ing relationships with the California 
Employment Service and the Los Angeles 
city school system. 

As the ranking Republican on the 
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Sub
committee on Employment, Manpower, 
and Poverty, I have frequently praised 
the contributions of the management 
council, because I believe that their work 
could very well serve as a model for the 
entire Nation. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that a progress report 
which appeared in the Los Angeles Area 
Chamber of Commerce magazine be 
printed in full in the RECORD. 

Incidentally, Mr. President, in Cali
fornia at the request of Governor Reagan 
and Secretary Finch, who at that time 
was the Lieutenant Governor of the 
State, the management council has 
farmed a statewide effort. Management 
councils have been formed in San Diego, 
San Francisco, Monterey Peninsula, 
Pasadena, Monrovia, Orange County, 
and Fresno, as well as by efforts by in
dustries in the San Fernando Valley, in 
Santa Monica, in Sacramento, and in 
Riverside, Coulton, and San Bernardino 
communities. 

In short, Mr. President, the business 
community in California is mobilized 
and is making a tremendous effort and 
we are very confident that although the 
problems are tough, we will be equal to 
the task. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE MANAGEMENT COUNCIL FOR MERIT 

EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING, AND RESEARCH 

SUMMAR'l 

The Management Council has officially 
been in operation since March 1966. It is a 
non-profit corporation, privately funded. If 
the actions taken by the Committee which 
preceded the organization of the Manage
ment Council were to be included, as per
haps they should be, the Council has served 
the community for more than three years 
following the riots of August, 1965. 

The purpose of this report is to outline the 
techniqlies employed in the Los Angeles area 
for the benefit of businessmen here and in 
other Management Councils. 

BACKGROUND 

Immediately following the riots which oc
curred in Los Angeles beginning on August 

11, 1965, the Los Angeles Chamber of Com
merce appointed a Rehabilitation Commit
tee of seven members. 

The committee was charged with the re
sponsibility of doing what it could toward 
rehabilLtation of the stricken area. No spe
cifics were given. 

The committee met immediately and 
reached several conclusions. When the riots 
ended, great controversy was taking place in 
Los Angeles over probable causes and pos
sible remedies for the situation. Complaints 
were registered against the Police Depart
men t, the schools were criticized, the Wel
fare Departments were maligned, charges of 
every kind were voiced, including some 
against the Negroes themselves for their con
duct. The committee decided that it should 
stay out of the controversies to avoid bias 
or partisanship. The committee recognized 
that Governor Pat Brown had just appointed 
the McCone Commission and assigned to it 
the specific task of determining the under
lying causes of the riots and offering some 
recommendations for remedy. 

The committee decided that before deter
mining a course of action it should assemble 
the essential facts. Some were chilling: 

1. Approximately 650,000 Negroes reside in 
Los Angeles County, 450,000 of this number 
living in the curfew area.. 

2. The riots which lasted six days cost 34 
lives. There were 3,438 adults arr·ested .. . 
The number of juveniles arrested was 514 .. . 
Of the adults arrested 1,232 had never been 
arrested before; 1,164 had a minor criminal 
record (arrest only or convictions with sen
tences of 90 days or less) ... Of the juve
niles arrested 257 had never been arrested 
before; 212 had a. minor criminal record. 

3. The riots covered an area of slightly 
more than 46 square miles and resulted in 
the destruction of 200 buildings with an 
economic loss of approximately $40,000,000. 

4. In 1964 the Negro communities in seven 
Eastern cities were stricken by riots and in 
each case the fundamental causes were the 
same: not enough jobs to go around, inade
quate schools, and resentment of police au
thority. 

5. In 1964 the Urban League ma.de a na
tional study concerning Negro conditions in 
68 major cities in this country. Included were 
ten economic factors such as housing, job 
opportunity, etc. Of the 68 cities studied, 
Los Angeles emerged as the one offering the 
best score. 

6. It was clear that unemployment in the 
Negro community was two to three times 
that in the white community; from all indi
cations, there were some 25,000 unemployed 
Negroes in the central section of Los Angeles 
County and probably an equal number o! 
unemployed Mexican-Americans. 

There was an actual shortage of semi
skilled and skilled workers in Los Angeles 
County. 

8. Welfare costs in Los Angeles County 
were running in excess of $400,000,000 annu
ally (perhaps one-fourth o! this being ex
pended in the curfew area). 

9. Transportation to and from the Watts 
area was poor. Los Angeles covers an area. of 
approximately 450 square miles. Industry 
is not concentrated in any one area. It is 
dispersed. A worker residing in Watts may be 
called upon to travel a. considerable num
ber of miles from his home to his place o! 
employment. This circumstance, however, 
while especially difficult for the disadvan
taged did not apply to him alone. There was 
no fully adequate rapid transit system in Los 
Angeles. Most citizens tended to rely upon 
private means of transportation rather than 
upon any public transit system. 

PHILOSOPHY OF THE JOB PROGRAM 

The war on poverty has many facets. The 
problem is immense. This fa.ct ls clearly 
recognized by the Management Council For 
Merit Employment, Training and Research. 

Fundamentally, there are two parts to the 
poverty program, ea.ch o! which ls lmpor-
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tant, although each ls different from the 
other. Part I has to do with welfare. 

The Council believes that any nation 
should see to it that the poverty-stricken 
should be cared for by society to the extent 
that none go hungry, unclothed or without 
shelter. Charity should be participated in 
by all who can afford it and welfare should 
be the concern of all of the people. Provi
sion for the needy should be generous. In 
the ordinary sense, however, welfare pro
grams, like simple charity, tend merely to 
accommodate the poor, making their unfor
tunate circumstances more bearable by 
making the recipients of charity more com
fortable. 

Desirable as welfare programs are, how
ever, and generous as they must be, more 
than mere charity is needed if poverty is to 
be significantly reduced. Thus the second 
part of the poverty program should concern 
itself with the means of escape; the means 
by which those in need can permanently re
move themselves from the disadvantaged 
category. 

It ls to the "escape'• part of the poverty 
program that the Management Council ad
dresses itself. While it certainly is a part of 
the war on poverty, it is not a welfare plan 
nor is it charity. 

The Management Council was organized 
to help the disadvantaged help themselves. 
They welcome this approach. Almost with
out exception, the disadvantaged, in this 
area, principally Negroes and Mexican-Amer
icans, would far rather hold a respectable 
job and earn a living than subsist on welfare 
payments of any kind. With opportunity, 
incentive and a reasonable amount of en
couragement, the disadvantaged will respond 
and perform productively and with good 
results. For the many who need pre-job 
training, it is now available in numerous 
areas of our community. There are five Skill 
Centers and eight adult vocational schools 
in the disadvantaged areas of Los Angeles. 

Once the disadvantaged unemployed learn 
that a rea.soil!a'ble amount of pre-job tTain
ing results in their getting a job opportu
nity, training is readily .a~epted. Th;ree 
years ago, some people were reluctant to ac
cept t r aiining in the Skill Centers; there is 
now a long wait ing list, simply because most 
of those graduating have been and are be1ng 
plMed in meaningful jobs. 

The Management Council in Los Angeles 
is now working in direct relationship with 
1200 employer firms, with "affiliaJtes," and 
with Management Oouncils in other parts of 
California. and the nation. 

An affiliate is simply an employer organi
zation opera ting under a different name. 
Most of our affiliates-they now number 15-
are Chambers of Commerce. A Chamber of 
Commerce, having establ·ished a relationship 
with our Management Oouncil, conducts its 
own independent program, utilizing its own 
membership and its own staff organizat1on. 

The other Management Councils which 
have been organized with our cooperation 
extend up and down the State. They are lo
cated in San Diego, Orange County, Pasa
dena, Monrovia, Fresno, Monterey, San Fran
cisco and Long Beach. Others are in the 
stages of development. 

The objectives of the Management Council 
are limited. Th~s is because the over-all 
problem ls immense; the Management Coun
cil has taken a rifle-shot, rather than a 
shot-gun approach. 

The means enc.ployed by the Council in 
this effort are to place qualified job appli
cants from the disadvantaged areas of our 
community into appropri•ate contact with 
willing employers who need workers. 

In addition, and toward this single-pur
pose objective, the Management Council en
deavors to arrange, to the extent possible, 
such pre-job training as may be necessary 
to enable the job applicants from the disad
vantaged areas to meet job entry require
ments. 

The Management Council serves as a 

catalyst in bringing together employers and 
the disadvantaged unemployed. It also serves 
as a coordinator to insure that many agen
cies and organizations which are earnestly 
trying to be helpful work in full cooperation 
rather than at cross purposes with each 
other. Thus, the major function of the 
Management Council is to encourage em
ployers to reach into the disadvantaged areas 
for the purpose of discovering, recruiting 
and hiring qualified, disadvantaged unem
ployed to fill open jobs. 

FINANCING 

Financing of the Management Council has 
been achieved as follows: Initially, the aero
space industry at the request of H. C. McClel
lan, subscribed $23,000 as the foundation for 
broader based underwriting. Thereafter, 
funding of the operating budget has been 
obtained entirely from private foundations. 

In 1966, a grant was made by the Ford 
Foundation in the amount of $50,000 as par
tial underwriting for 1966 and 1967. 

Also in 1966, the Haynes Foundation of 
Los Angeles contributed a total of $65,000 as 
partial underwriting for the years 1966-1967. 
Subsequently, the Haynes Foundation grant
ed the Management Council an additional 
$35,000 for the year 1968 and has cominitted 
$25,000 for the year 1969. 

Another foundation, which does not wish 
to be identified, provided $200,000 for the 
years 1967 and 1968 and has cominitted an 
additional $100,000 for the year 1969. 

The total of these grants has made it pos
sible for the Management Council to op
erate without deficit and to be financed 
through the year 1969. 

In addition to the above-mentioned op
erating grants, additional sums have been 
provided for specific projects sponsored by 
the Council. Among these are the following: 

$5,000 has been subscribed by private in
dustry to underwrite the cost of planting 
1,000 trees in the Watts area. 

A $10,000 special project fund has been 
made available by the Los Angeles Clearing 
House Association for a variety of projects 
such as support for the Watts Summer Fes
tival. 

$7,000 has been subscribed by the Henry 
Salvatori Foundation for a number of smaller 
projects. 

The paint industry has subscribed $10,000 
worth of paint and paint products for a 
house painting project. 

Norris Industries of Los Angeles has sub
scribed $4,000 for an additional house paint
ing project and has also contributed $2,000 
support of a Negro recreational school in 
Compton. These are but a few of the special 
projects underwritten by industry outside 
of the regular activities of the Management 
Council. 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Briefiy stated, the achievements to date are 
these: 

Extensive dialogue has been established 
with leaders of the Negro community of Los 
Angeles. This includes good relations with 
numerous Negro organizations, including the 
Opportunities Industrialization Center, the 
Westminster Neighborhood Association, Op
eration Bootstrap, the Watts Chamber of 
Commerce, the Sons of Watts Improvement 
Association and the Black Congress. This 
communication with the residents of the 
South Central City continues to increase. 

A working relationship has been estab
lished with 1200 employer organizations in 
metropolitan Los Angeles, most of the con
tacts having been made first with the presi
dent of the company or the chief executive 
officer. Through constant cooperation with 
these firms, it has been possible to arrange 
positive recruitment froni the disadvantaged 
areas of our city to fill open jobs. Included 
in the working plan has been the organiza
tion of a Merit Employment Committee, 
made up of personnel officers from maj01' 
manufacrturing firms. 

A close working relationship has been 
established with the California Employment 
Service as well as with other government 
agencies to insure good coordlna ti on and full 
cooperation to th.e maximum extent possible. 

A strong liaison has been worked out with 
the Los Angeles City School System for the 
purpose of developing adequate and favor
able contact between the adult vocational 
schools in the disadvantaged areas and em
ployers who oan hire graduates when their 
studies have been completed. 

This work has included extensive surveys 
to determine which skills are in short supply 
for the benefit of those schools where train
ing takes place. It has also included evalua
tion of training courses by professional in
dustry representatives as an aid to the 
schools in detennin.ing the level of com
petence industry will require. 

EMPLOYMENT SURVEYS 

As the work of the Council has proceeded, 
three surveys have been made of cooperating 
employers to find out how ma.ny each had 
hired up to a given time following the riots 
of August 1965. The first survey was made of 
100 employers in December 1965. This survey 
indicated 2,150 had been hired since August 
of that year. 

On March 11, 1966 the second survey was 
made, this time by letter. The letter was 
directed to the president of each of the same 
100 companies previously contacted. Enclosed 
with the letter was a report form upon which 
the company was asked to indicate how 
many had been hired from the South Cen
tral City (curfew area) since the August 
1965 period. This time the total reported was 
4,751-ln writing. 

The third survey was made in November 
1966. On this occasion the same letter was 
mailed which went out on March 11, but it 
was sent to 250 corporation presidents. The 
same reporting enclosure was included; 201 
responded. The total placements thus re
corded were 17,903. 

No hiring surveys have been made by the 
Management Council since November 1966 
nor are any contemplated at the present 
time. Sufficient evidence has been accumu
lated, however, to indicate that substantial 
progress continues to be made month by 
month. No longer is it possible to easily find 
qualified candidates for the curfew area; 
most of those who remain unemployed need 
pre-job training. The qualified have found 
good jobs. 

An unemployment survey covering 20 ma
jor cities was reported by the Department of 
Labor in February, 1968. The combined Los 
Angeles-Long Beach areas reveal substantial 
improvement in the unemployment level of 
the Negroes in this area. The report also 
shows a very favorable comparison between 
the Los Angeles metropolitan area and the 
other 19 cities surveyed by the Department 
of Labor. This change has come about in 
spite of the fact that more thran 1,000 Negro 
citizens arrive in Los Angeles County from 
other states ea.ch month. 

THE PRECIPITATING INCIDENT 

A drunk-driver arrest sparked the riot.s. 
Obviously, the clrcumstaru::es which made 
the disturbance possible were complex, 
varied ·and diverse. It ls not easy even now 
either to identify or fully under.stand all of 
the factors responsible for this trouble. It 
appears logical that the inner frustrations 
which had smoldered and burned for many 
years in the minds of Negroes across the 
country and the strong sense of denial, both 
real and imagined, finally exploded into rage 
and violence unprecedented for this commu
nity. 

CONFERENCES WITH GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS 

The Chairman of the Rehab1litation Com
mittee met with the Mayor of Los Angeles, 
with the Chief of Police, with a representa
tive of the Los Angeles County Human Re
lations Cominission and with the Governor's 
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coordinating officer on many occasions for 
purposes of communication and coordination. 

In addition, conferences took place be
tween the Chairman of the Chamber's Re
habilitation Committee and President John
son's Fact-Finding Mission, headed by Ram
sey Clark, Deputy Attorney General, which 
spent several days in Los Angeles immediately 
following the riots. The principal purpose of 
these conferences was to assure, to the ex
tent possible, good coordination and com
munication between each of the agencies 
endeavoring to serve whether they be pri
vately operated or governmental. 

The Rehabilitation Oommittee adopted 
these objectives: 

"The objectives of the Rehabilitation Com
mittee are relatively limited when consider
ing the problem as a whole. In order to be 
effective to the maximum in our work we 
believe that it is essential that our function 
be limited to one simple purpose-provid
ing job opportunities for the disadvantaged." 

"The fundamental objective of the Re
habilitation Committee is, therefore, to 'place 
qualified job applicants from the disadvant
aged areas of our community into appropriate 
contact · with willing employers needing 
workers. 

"Toward this end it ls our purpose to ar
range, if possible, such pre-job training as 
may be necessary to enable the job appli
cants from these areas to meet minimum 
job entry requirements. 

"The Rehabilitation Committee will serve 
as the catalyst in bringing together em
ployers and the disadvantaged unemployed. 
We will also serve as a coordinator to insure 
that the many agencies and organizations 
which are earnestly trying to be helpful work 
in full cooperation rather than at cross pur
poses with each other. 

"A major function of the Rehabilitation 
Committee will be to encourage employers to 
reach into the disadvantaged areas for the 
purpose of recruiting qualified disadvantaged 
unemployed to fill open jobs." 

The Plan was businesslike and practical. 
First, the Council persuaded a group of 

prominent Negro businessmen from the cur
few area to form a "counterpart" committee 
of fifty and provide dialogue with the Negro 
community. (The Rehabilitation Committee 
was expanded to a membership of thirty
five.) The "counterpart" committee itself se
lected an executive committee. Over a period 
of several weeks, nine meetings were held 
which were attended by members of the 
executive committee from each side. Some of 
these meetings lasted into late night hours. · 
Beyond a doubt the benefits which resulted 
from the forthright discussions which took 
place were substantial. But the going was not 
easy. 

Those closely associated with this effor• 
have learned a great deal about involvement 
with the residents of the Negro community. 
McClellan, for example, now board chairman, 
has said on numerous occasions that what he 
has learned in these past three years about 
the problem has changed his mind on many 
of the ideas he formerly held. He has stated 
time and again that, as a resident of the Los 
Angeles area for more than half a century, 
he thought he understood the people in the 
community. Furthermore, he has said that 
he considered himself a professional in the 
general field of human relations. Throughout 
his industrial experience his was largely a 
role of personnel administration; executive 
management, dealing with people. 

He has served on assignments in the gen
eral field of human relations overseas. His 
travels have included Asia, many countries of 
South America, many countries in Western 
Europe as well as six visits to Russia where 
he spent most of a year. In all of these travels 
he has been called upon to meet with his 
industrial counterparts in the development of 
improved understanding. Frequently coun
tries visited were, to say the least, unfriendly. 
Even so, McClellan has felt that he was mod
erately successful. He has been invited back 

to every country ever visited. He has twice 
been called upon to serve as Ambassador to a 
foreign nation, in one case upon nomination 
by the host country. 

But McClellan has declared that never be
fore in his experience had he met a problem 
quite as difficult in communication. 

"Our Committee wanted to talk about job 
opportunities for the minority unemployed. 
We wanted to limit our efforts to this part of 
the problem. The Negroes wanted to talk 
about every subject related to discrimina
tion and they wanted immediate assurances 
of action. Each wanted to voice a lifetime of 
complaints. 

"Time and again we explained our con
clusion that to be effective we must limit our 
activities to something in which we could be 
productive. Interested though we were in the 
problems of housing and all forms of dis
crimination which had plagued them in the 
past, we simply wanted to deal with the 
problem of jobs. At first we found it impos
sible to limit the discussion to this subject. 

"It took several weeks of lengthy, drawn 
out, of times bitter discussion, before we 
finally convinced the Negro panel that we 
were limiting our function as the means of 
accomplishing the maximum within our 
capacities. It seemed to us that the break
through came late one night following a 
rather high tension meeting at one of the 
hotels . . The discussions had been lengthy, 
vigorous and at times bitter." 

Finally, after a somewhat forthright state
ment from Chairman McClellan in which he 
made an appeal for objective understanding, 
one of the Negroes stood up and said: "Mr. 
McClellan, we are beginning to trust you." 
McClellan rose somewhat indignantly and 
said: "Well, gentlemen, I have news for 
you-it is justified." From that icebreaking 
point forward, the Rehabilitation Committee 
addressed itself to the p:roblem of job op
portunity and how to achieve it. 

"It puzzled us at first that we could not 
seem to establish friendly, objective, down
to-earth discussions with the Negro Execu
tive Committee. We believe now, after our 
experience of the past three years, that our 
problem is the same one that plagues many 
well-wishing organizations trying to work 
with minority groups. We believe, inci
dentally, that what we discovered here is 
something that the American people to this 
day do not fully understand. It is the degree 
of resentment, frustration and bitterness and 
even hatred that permeates the Negro 
society. 

"From our viewpoint, few among us are 
fully aware of what all Negroes suffer as a 
consequence of the prejudice which still per
sists in our society as a whole. Little by little 
we learned, as we spent hour after hour with 
our Negro counterparts, what was in their 
minds and the depth of feeling which re
sided there. 

"They did not talk about it much and they 
never fully stated the degree of their resent
ment, but it was there-always there-and 
we sensed it in time. 

"Every Negro in the nation, regardless of 
what his name is, awakens in the morning 
conscious of the fact that he is black. He 
knows that he must face it all d.ay, every 
day in little ways and sometimes in big ones. 
He feels degraded, insulted, denied or 
humiliated. It is on his mind until he falls 
asleep at night." 

BUSINESSMEN'S COMMITTEE 

The Negro businessmen's committee 
adopted a resolution rejecting the concept of 
rioting as a means of achieving goals. This 
proposal was born in long discussion and 
some resistance; when it was explained that 
such a resolution would be helpful in per
suading employers to cooperate, a resolution 
was adopted. 

"Actions contrary to the concepts of law 
and order such as took place here recently can 
never be justified in a civilized society. 

"There were, nevertheless, underlying 

causes for these incidents which must be 
identified and understood as a first step to
ward permanent cure. Governor Brown has 
appointed a commission made up of leading 
citizens for precisely this purpose. In addi
tion, many other investigating bodies are at 
work. 

"We earnestly hope that these investiga
tions will be thorough, penetrating and un
biased. We sincerely believe they will be. 

"When all the facts are in hand and the 
full truth is kno.wn, appropriate and ade
quate steps must be taken to immediately 
correct whatever is wrong in this community. 
Our city of Los Angeles, particularly the 
Negro community, deserves no less than this. 

"In the meantime, we join wholeheartedly 
in the coordinated effort by business, indus
try and government to rebuild, repair, re
store and create new jobs and improve con
ditions in our city." 

The above resolution was adopted unani
mously by the entire 50-member committee. 
The Rehabilitation Committee made it clear 
to the Negro leaders that the program would 
be strictly private enterprise, without govern
ment financing, yet conducted in full co
operation with all agencies, public or private, 
designed to provide job opportunities for 
the qualified minorities. It was clearly under
stood that we would recommend only that 
employers hire qualified applicants, and that 
employers would not be asked to lower their 
standards to accommodate the deficient. This 
would only . create "second-class" employees 
who would be the first laid off in an economic 
slump. 

The committee of Negro businessmen 
agreed that the two groups would not par
ticipate in marches, boycotts, picketing or 
the like to achieve these ends. All declared 
that persuasive efforts would work far faster 
and deserved the first chance. 

If the Rehabilitation Committee failed to 
produce it would be dissolved. But if the 
Negroes insisted on militant action, the com
mittee would abandon the program and ad
dress itself to other matters. The Negro com
mittee unanimously agreed to work with 
the Chamber in developing persuasive, non
militant means of attaining common objec
tives. T~ the date of this report they hq,ve 
kept their commitment fully. 

COORDINATION WITH THE CALIFORNIA EMPLOY• 
MENT SERVICE 

At this point, as a result of discussions 
which had already taken place between top 
local officers of the Department and members 
of our Committee, it was agreed that there 
should be close coordination between the 
California Employment Office and the Com
mittee. Up to this time there had not been 
as effective employment service delivered to 
industry from the disadvantaged areas as had 
been needed. There was no employment office 
in the Watts area and, for whatever reason 
the Negroes had developed an unfriendly 
attitude toward the California Employment 
Service generally and were reluctant to use 
it. Thus employers themselves, failing to 
achieve solid recruitment through that 
means, made only limited use of such offices 
as were open and operating at that time. 

Mr. Arthur Morgan, Los Angeles Area 
Manager for the Service, joined with the 
Committee enthusiastically in the develop
ment of a workable, compatible plan in the 
hope of attracting not only Negro job can
didates but willing employers as well. New 
procedures were developed. Attention was 
given to employers' specific needs and an 
attitude was created in the Department's 
Service Office which would tend to encour
age increasing employer participation. A State 
Employment Office was opened on 103rd 
Street in Watts. 

STEP TWO-EMPLOYERS INITIAL CONTACTS 

Having developed a seemingly workable ar
rangement with the California Employment 
Service to recruit, screen and refer Negro job 
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candidates, the Committee turned to the 
employers themselves. 

On August 24, 1965, the Committee sent 
this telegram to the President or chief exec
utive officer of one hundred of the largest 
employers in the Los Angeles area. The tele
gram follows: 

You are urgently requested to attend a 
brief but important conference concerning 
recent riots. 

The time: 4:00 p.m., Thursday, August 26. 
The place: Board Room, Los Angeles 

Chamber of Commerce. 
R.S.V.P.: 482-4010, Miss Angela Nolan. 
Marion Banks, Robert L. Gordon, Ernest J. 

Loebbecke, Robert W. Maney, Harold Quin
ton, Charles S. Thomas, and H. C. McClellan. 

The attendance was outstanding. Most of 
those invited came to find out what was 
going on and to help. This initial employers' 
meeting proved to be highly successful, and 
set a pattern which has been followed 
throughout the many, many similar employ
ers' meetings which have taken place since 
that day. The meeting lasted one hour and 
fifteen minutes. The situation in the crisis 
areas of our city was depicted with clarity 
and purpose. The facts were revealed, includ
ing the penalties which had been suffered by 
the community as a consequence of the riot 
and the possibility that another riot could 
occur unless appropriate steps were taken by 
the community as a whole. 

It was not suggested that industry or the 
employers could or should by themselves 
solve the problem. It was not recommended 
that industry engage in a welfare or charity 
program. It was suggested only that the fun
damental issues involved here did indicate 
that industry itself should bear some respon
sib111ty out of pure selfish interest, if nothing 
more. 

It was pointed out that unemployment in 
the distressed area was perhaps three times 
that of the County area; those assembled 
were reminded that welfare costs out of tax
payer funds exceeded $400,000,000 annually 
in Los Angeles County alone. It was declared 
that a shortage existed even then of both 
akilled and semi-skilled workers throughout 
industry in the metropolitan Los Angeles 
area. It was declared that investigation had 
revealed that half of the unemployed in the 
curfew area were well equipped to meet 
minimum job entry standards for jobs then 
open. 

(1) One of the companies represented had 
recently announced a plan to import 1500 
workers from Chicago and East of there at a 
cost of $1,000 per man-just to operate id.le 
machines. 

Those assembled were urged not to lower 
employment standards nor to hire the un
qualified candidates. They were, however, 
urged to look ob1ectively at the large number 
of candidates then available who were ac
tively seeking jobs and whose applications 
were on file at the new California Employ
ment Service in the heart of Watts in their 
search for qualified workers. 

The Committee explained the new rela
tionship with the California Employment 
Service which had been developed. A repre
sentative of that agency was present to make 
his own statement of purpose and plan and 
to demonstrate w11lingness to cooperate to 
the maximum by seeking out qualified can
didates and screening them carefully in order 
to serve the employers as best they could. 
The response was unanimous, enthusiastic 
and amrmatlve. We requested that the "word" 
be passed on to the personnel departments. 

A few days later the personnel officers of 
the same one hundred companies whose pres
idents had been in attendance at the first 
meeting convened in the Chamber of Com
merce Board Room. During this meeting the 
facts were reviewed (the personnel men had 
already received favorable recommendations 
from the front office) and details for action 

were worked out. Toward the close of the 
discussion the personnel officers approved the 
formation of an action Committee from their 
own membership. This would be called the 
Merit Employment Committee (a subcommit
tee of the Rehab111tation Committee). In the 
months which followed, this Committee was 
to become an exceedingly effective part of 
the whole job development program. 

INITIAL RESULTS 

Largely through the initiative of the Merit 
Employment Committee, more than fifty 
companies promptly sent their personnel 
representatives to the new Watts employ
ment office to interview candidates and hire 
on the spot. Seventy-four companies placed 
jobs orders th.ere. 

Up to this time the Committee had no 
paid staff. H. C. McClellan, the Chairman, 
was devoting full time to the effort and he 
had enlisted the services of Murray A. Lewis 
whose employer had released him on a full
time basis with pay for a brief period. Even 
so, progress was good from the beginning. 

Follow-up letters had been sent to each of 
the employers contacted. Close relationship 
had been maintained with the California. Em
ployment Office in Watts. It was obvious that 
hiring was taking place, but in order to ac
tually determine how much action had re
sulted from the eft'orts made would require 
both staft' and plan. 

To make certain that we were correct in 
our evaluation of pTogress made, each of the 
initial one hundred employers was requested 
by telephone to report how many had been 
hired from the South Central City area since 
the riots. The total thus reported was 2,153 
as of December 15, 1965. 
ORGANIZATION OF THE MANAGEMENT COUNCIL 

FOR MERIT EMPLOYMENT, TRAINING AND 
RESEARCH 

On December 2, ·1965, the McCone Commis
sion, appointed by California Governor Pat 
Brown, submttted its report to the Governor. 
Contained in this report was the following 
statement: 

"We commend the work of the Los Angeles 
Chamber of Commerce through its Reha
bilitation Commlttee, under the chairman
ship of Mr. H. c. McClellan. T121s committee 
organized one hundred employers and, 
through their eft'orts, over 1,200 Negroes have 
been employed by private industry in re
cent months. It is the hope of our Commis
sion that all of the one thousand or more 
major employers in the metropolitan area 
will join this cooperative eft'ort. We urge that 
a permanent organization, properly staffed 
and financed by the Chamber of Commerce 
be established for this purpose. The Com
mittee, as well as several major employers, 
should continue to operate, in conjunction 
with the State Employment Service in the 
South Central area and the committee of 
Negro businessmen, and should establish 
joint counseling and employment functions, 
so that those who seek jobs can make appli
cation with a minimum o! inconvenience and 
expense. 

"The great majority of the unemployed 
in the South Central Los Angeles area are 
unemployable because they lack skill and 
training. To meet that pressing need, a major 
job training and placement program should 
be lndtiated in the area. This program should 
be large and should be concentrated in an 
area which is predominantly Negro." 

With this in mind several steps were taken 
by the Chamber's Rehab111tation Committee 
to broaden its base beyond the Los Angeles 
Chamber o! Commerce. 

"Mindful of the recommendation made in 
the McCone Commission Report and having 
learned from our own experience that there 
was potential success in dealing with the 
problems of the disadvantaged unemployed, 
we organized promptly." 

Ten business organizations were asked to 

cooperate in the formation of a non-profit 
public service corporation called The Man
agement Council for Merit Employment, 
Training & Research. Each of the organiza
tions was requested to formally approve the 
undertaking and to designate a principal 
officer to serve on the Council's Board of 
Directors. Annual dues of $100 were stipu
lated. Each of the organizations accepted the 
Council's invitation and designated an offer 
to serve. Funding by industry followed. The 
Management Council corporation was formed 
and offices were opened in the Chamber of 
Commerce building. The first Officers and 
Directors of the corporation were: 

President: H. C. McCellan, Chairman of 
the Board (on leave) Old Colony Paint & 
Chemical Co. 

Vice Presidents: Daniel P. Bryant, Presi
dent, Bekins Van & Storage Co., President, 
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce. Hugo 
Riemer, President, U.S. Borax & Chemical 
Corp., and President, Merchants & Manu
facturers Assn. 

Secretary-Treasurer: David G. Soash, Ex
ecutive Vice President, Merchants & Manu
facturers Assn. 

Directors: Robert L. Gordon, Executive Vice 
President, Dank of America N.T. & S.A., 
President, Downtown Businessmen's Assn. 

Wi111am H. Fellows, President, Old Colony 
Paint & Chemical Co., President, California 
Manufacturers Assn. 

Rollin Eckis, President, Richfield 011 Cor
poration, President, Western Oil & Gas Assn. 

Neil Pa.piano, Attorney, Trippet, Yoakum & 
Ballantyne, President, Los Angeles Junior 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Sterling Peck, General Manager, Bel Air 
Sands Hotel, President, Southern California 
Hotel & Motel Assn. 

Floyd 0. Gw1nn, Proprietor, Gwinn's 
Restaurants, President, Southern California 
Restaurant Association. 

H. M. O'Haver, Metropolitan Division Sales 
Manager, Southern California Gas Co., Presi
dent, The Industrial Council of the City of 
Commerce. 

F. Marion Banks, President, Southern Cali
fornia Gas Co. 

Dr. Arthur G. Coons, President Emeritus, 
Occidental College, President, The Coordinat
ing Council, State of California (Education). 

Louis B. Lundborg, Chairman of the Board, 
Bank of America N.T. & S.A. 

John Robert Fluor, Former Chairman o! 
the Board, National Assn. of Manufacturers, 
President, The Fluor Corp. 

Harold Quinton, Chairman of the Board, 
Southern Oaliforn1a Edison Co. 

James P. Lydon, Vice President--Industrial 
Relations, Lockheed Aircraft Corp. 

J. Curtis Counts, Vice President-Indus
trial Relations, Douglas Aircraft Co., Inc. 

Eugene D. Starkweather, Vice President-
Personnel, North American Aviation, Inc. 

W111iam Larrabee, Vice President-Indus
trial Relations, Northrop Corp. 

Executive Director: Murray A. Lewis. 
Administrative Associate: J.M. Wright. 

MORE COMPANIES JOIN 

While continuing to work with the initial 
one hundred employers who had been en
listed by the committee, the Management 
Council now reached out for more employers. 

Invitations were sent to the presidents of 
each of 167 firms to meet in the Board Room 
of the Chamber of Commerce on February 8, 
1966, just as had been done with the first 
groups. 

The same procedures were followed and the 
results were identical with those achieved 
with the first one hundred companies in De
cember of 1965. The response was enthusias
tic and amrmative from the Presiden~. This 
meeting was followed by a group meeting 
With the personnel directors of the same 
corporations and again, full cooperation was 
assured. 
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AFFILIATES 

At this point it was decided by the Council 
to further expand its efforts by decentralizing 
some of its activity through cooperation with 
enlisted affiliates. It was concluded that in 
outlying communities, such as the City of 
Commerce, Pasadena, Santa Monica and Long 
Beach, greater progress could be achieved if 
the strongest local employer organization 
would join in the employment program. with 
its own staff, "motivating" its own member
ship, substantially in accordance with the 
means we had developed in the Management 
Council. 

It was contemplated that the Management 
Council would serve as a resource for each 
outlying affiliate enlis·ted, providing employ
ment information, establishing employment 
service contracts, coordinating public serv
ice agencies supporting the hiring plan and 
offering samples of letters which have proven 
effective, techniques which have been suc
ces.sful and even providing staff support for 
conferences, meetings or counsel. 

Each afiilia te would be expected to pay 
annual dues in the amount of $100. Thus an 
"operating affiliate" in an outlying area 
would be substantially in the same position 
as a central city affiliate excepting that the 
outlying affiliate would, in addition to co
operating with the Council in its effort, 
operate its own independent membership 
motivating program, using the Management 
Council as a resource. 

The first outlying affiliate to engage in this 
special independent effort was the Industrial 
Council of the City of Commerce, an orga
nization with more than 300 industrial em
ployer members. (Its President had already 
become a member of of the Board.) Other 
affiliates soon undertook similar action, by 
unanimous action of the Board of Directors 
of the Southern California Restaurant As
sociation with 800 members; the Southern 
California Hotel and Motel Association, 100 
members; and the Independent Garage 
Owners' Association, with 400 members; later, 
other affiliates were enlisted. 

FIRST SURVEY 

Now-March 11, 1966--was a good time to 
take stock of employment progress. Thus, on 
March 11, 1966, a letter was sent to the 
Presidents of the one hundred companies 
who had met in the Chamber of Comemrce 
Board Room right after the riots occurred. 
This letter requested that each company for
ward to the office of the Management Council 
specific information as to the number hired 
from the area of the South Central City. A 
report was enclosed for this purpose. 

Eighty-nine companies responded. The 
total reported as having been hired from the 
South Central City area since the riots of 
August 1965 was 4,751. This information was 
provided by eighty-nine companies only, and 
additional employers were cooperating. 

THE SITUATION CHANGES 

Progress continued. On March 1966 it was 
evident that while the unemployment prob
lem remained severe, considerable success 
had been achieved. Based on the reports 
filed by the Watts Employment Office and 
elsewhere, and judging from the reports 
industry, it was clear that qualified Negroes, 
those able to meet minimum job entry level 
standards, had become increasingly scarce. 
For example, the Yellow Cab Company was 
short more than 100 drivers and would will
ingly accept Negroes if they could be found. 
There were applicants, but practically none 
who could qualify as cab drivers even though 
the requirements were minimal. A cab 
driver earns as high as $140.00 per week. 
There were then more than 100 Negro drivers 
working for the Yellow Cab Company. 

Similarly, it was discovered that the Oity 
Transit Lines were short of help and were 
seeking bus drivers. A bus was equipped with 
desks, chairs and staff and sent to the Watts 

area. Recruitment was undertaken for a 
period of two weeks only to find that prac
tically no candidates appeared who could 
meet the minimum tests, including the abil
ity to make change for a dollar. 

An effort was made through the Recruiting 
Office-the California Employment Service-
in Watts, but even here we were unable to 
locate enough candidates for jobs who could 
meet either the needs of the Cab Company 
or the Transit Lines to fill open positions. 

This did not suggest that the problem had 
been lessened; quite the contrary. It sim
ply meant that there were fewer unemployed 
Negroes qualified to fill open jobs than for
merly. The best had been hired. There were, 
however, literally thousands still without 
work within the area who would require pre
job training before they would be acceptable 
by business and industry. This was serious. 
Furthermore, the whole problem of placing 
the disadvantaged unemployed was greatly 
complicated by the fact that nearly 150,000 
new citizens come to the County each year 
from other parts of the country. Many are 
without adequate education or work experi
ence. 

MULTIOCCUPATIONAL SKILL CENTERS 

Fortunately, a program had been conceived 
which was admirably suited to the need for 
prejob training. This program, made pos
sible by the Federal Manpower Development 
and Training Act, provided for the establish
ment of four Skill Centers in the Los Angeles 
area. 

The purpose of the Skill Centers was to 
enable the disadvantaged unemployed to 
receive first-rate training under modern 
methods which would, within a relatively 
short period of time, qualify the trainees for 
job entry. Included in the training programs 
would be fundamental education, attitudinal 
development, and specific skills within the 
categories then needed by industry. 

Furthermore, and most important, train
ing programs in the Skill Centers would also 
underwrite living costs of the trainees while 
courses were conducted. Women would be 
included. 

There were, in addition, such pre-job 
training organizations as the Opportunities 
Industrialization Center, which were in most 
1nstanoes separately financed and some of 
them privaitely funded. These would address 
themselves to motivation of the disadvan
taged, fundamental educaition, and a mini
mum of skill development. Included in this 
group, in addition to the O.I.C., were the 
Westmlnister Neighborhood Associ:aition, Op
eration Bootstrap and others. 

It was unfortunate that the Skill Center 
program, as well as the others named, were 
slow in getting underway. Progress could ·and 
should have been much faster. The benefit 
from training of the kind offered by these 
institutions wru:i immediately evident because 
of the faot that ,as quickly as graduates were 
produced jobs were made available to them. 
To some this was a surprise. lnit:Lally, some 
Negro advisors said Negroes would be un
willing to attend such training centers, espe
cially those Federally funded, because of sus
picion and doubt. They claimed experiences 
of the past, here and elsewhere, h!ad shown 
few jobs avallahle when training had been 
completed. The first Skill Center was 
picketed. 

It is true that at first enrollment in the 
Skill Centers was slow and cons-lderable crit
icism was offered. As tral.ning got underway, 
however, each of the Sk111 CeDJters achieved 
surprising results. The Community Skill Cen
ter, for example, at 150th Street & Figueroa 
in Los Angeles, moved most qwf.ckly into 
training programs, achieving instant success. 
The Management Council, working closely 
with the California Employment Service, saw 
to it that all of the first graduates were hired 
immediately---even though most had police 
records. A Skill Center on East lllth Place 

in Los Angeles had moderate but girowing 
success and the Skill Center in Pacoima, 
while getting off to a slow start, began to 
show promise ru> the months passed by. 

TRAINING IN THE ADULT VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS 

While the adult vocational schools were 
earnestly trying to develop employability in 
those who took their courses, there were se
rious problems which stOOd in the way . 

In the disadvantaged. a.reas alone there 
were fourteen adult vocational schools (twen
ty-eight altogether). These schools had very 
limited contact with business and industry. 
The teachers were not alwiays fully aware of 
what the dem·and occupations were, nor did 
they know the level of competency required 
to make a trainee employable upon gradu
ation. 

It was immediately evident that there was 
need for the development of a closer relation
ship between industry and these schools. Dr. 
William Johnston, Assistant Superintendent 
of Schools for Adult Education, welcomed a 
liaison between the Management Council and 
his office as a means of establishing a close 
working rela·tl.onship. 

The Management Council appointed Mr. 
Eldridge W. Reese, a former corporation 
president interested in education, to serve as 
OUJ." representative. Similarly, Dr. Johnston 
appointed Mr. George H. Winder, Adminis
trative Coordinator for Especially Funded 
Programs, as Mr. Reese's counterpart in edu
cation. The Merit Employment Committee 
of the Management Council, made up of top 
personnel officers in industry, selected a sub
oommlttee to work with Mr. Reese and Mr. 
Winder. They were: Walter King, Pacific 
Telephone & Telegraph Oo.; Robert Tyler, 
Western Electric; and Robert Coe of Pacific 
Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

Joint meetings were held immediately with 
representatives from the California Depart
ment of Employment and coordination be
gan. Subsequently, when this progress was 
brought to the attention of the Los Angeles 
Board of Education a resolution was adopted 
making the Employment Service and the 
Management Council "partners" with the 
school system in developing improved teach
ing. 

As a part of the procedure which followed, 
the Management Council made a comprehen
sive survey of industry's actual needs by con
tacting 160 companies and surveying twenty
six specific occupational skills for the schools 
to teach. This survey, when submitted to the 
school system, resulted in substantial 
changes and improvement in job placements. 
In the many months that have followed this 
initial effort the relationship between indus
try and the adult school system has con
tinued to improve. Representatives from the 
Management Council as well as representa
tives from industry have, in addition, par
ticipated in dozens of graduations, school 
ceremonies, teachers' meetings, staff meet
ings and other events over the past three 
years. 

The adult school system is now prepared 
to set up special classes for any company or 
for any group of twenty or more pupils either 
on their premises or on those most con
venient for those in attendance. This has 
opened up many localized training possi
b111t1es. 

The Council has also cooperated closely 
with the Mexican-American Opportunity 
Foundation and with other training facm
ties operated separately from the regular 
school system. 

HIRING SURVEY-NOVEMBER 1966 

In November 1966, the Council began one 
final progress check on employment achieved 
in the South Central City, the 46-squrare mile 
riot area. There was a very special reason 
why the information would be needed. Gov
ernor Reagan, being impressed by the results 
achieved by the Management Council, had 
asked its President to accept the responslbil-
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ity for developing similar programs in other 
cities throughout the State where minority 
unemployment problems existed. The Presi
dent of the Management Council had ac
cepted the assignment with the clear under
standing that the effort would continue to be 
wholly a private enterprise undertaking, not 
financed by Government. This meant that a 
substantial sum of additional money would 
be needed and needed promptly. 

It was recognized that to obtain suoh un
derwriting from private resources would re
quire current information on hiring achieved. 

On November 11, 1966 a letter was again 
sent to the Presidents of major employer or
ganizations in the Los Angeles area. The 
letter requested a specific report on the num
hP.r hired from the SoUJth Central City area 
and a report form was enclosed for that pur
pose. The letter this time was sent to 250 
corporation presidents or chief executive 
officers. 

Two-hundred-one companies responded. 
The tabulated result of hirings reported 
totaled 17,903. 

From the very beginning, the members of 
the Board of Directors of the Management 
Council were well aware that the placement 
of the unemployed ls complicated; that em
ployment only begins with hiring. What hap
pens then? How long does the new worker 
stay? How much does he earn? Is he pro
moted, fired, discriminated against or merely 
tolerated until the "persuasion pressure" ls 
off? 

The Council was not so naive as to believe 
that aZZ job placements represented a net de
crease in unemployment. If a man quit and 
was re-hired by another firm, he could be 
counted twice. Furthermore, some who quit 
or were fired were not rehired, and many of 
the employers would have hired some of the 
disadvantaged from the area without any 
urging by the Management Council. Also, 
those few companies reporting did not repre
sent total hirings because we were working 
with many, many more companies which had 
not been asked to report, even though :r:iany 
were cooperating fully and had hired many 
of the disadvantaged. 

Nevertheless, it was essential to evaluate 
what was being accomplished. Therefore, 
early in 1966, shortly after the Management 
Council was organized, a contract was entered 
into with the University of Southern Cali
fornia to survey the newly employed from 
the South Central City area to find the an
swers. $13,500 was paid to the University to 
make this study possible and was paid out of 
the funds of the Management Council. 

The study was conducted by the Research 
Department Of the School Of Business Ad
ministration. A random selection of one hun
dred names from those first hired, men and 
women was made from the records of the 
OalUornia. Employment Service Office in the 
heart o:f Watts. Those chosen represented 
employees of fifty-nine different companies. 
All were Negroes. 

Beginning ten man ths after hiring took 
place and ending after fourteen months' em
ployment, interviews were conducted with 
those whose names had been selected. These 
interviews were conducted at night in the 
homes of the employees by professional Ne
gro personnel, people hired on a part-time 
basis from the California Employment Serv
ice by the University. In addition, employers 
were interviewed as well as personnel officers. 
Some of these interviews were conducted by 
University students; some by faculty mem
bers. A review Of the study is encouraging. 
In summary, it revealed the following: 

1. Two-thirds of those first hired and 
traced were still employed by the same com
pany. 

2. Of the one-third who left the initial job, 
half had found another job at higher pay 
and were working. (Most of these were in the 
$2.00 per hour or less initial starting rate). 

3. Average rate of pay, including women, 
was $2.75 per hour. 

4. Most workers sruid it was the best job 
they ever had. (90 % said the job was differ
ent from any they had ever had before.) 

5. 30 % had moved into better homes dur
ing the period covered by the Universdty of 
Southern California Survey. (Most of these 
had actually moved out of the area.) 

7. All companies contacted reported satis
faction with the programs-planned to hire 
more minorities in the future. 

6. Not one Of the Negroes interviewed who 
had terminated reported he left the job be
cause of discrimination. 

8. Most had received pay increases-half 
had been promoted. 

PUBLIC RELATIONS 

As noted earlier in thd.s document, it never 
was the plan of the Management Council to 
seek publicity. To thd.s day, no press release 
has ever been issued by the Council. It had 
been the Council's intention to let results 
speak for themselves and it had also been 
their hope that industry, not the Manage
ment Council, would receive credit for what
ever progress was made in hiring the dis
advantaged. 

Nevertheless, consdderable publicity re
sulted from the Council's actions, starting 
with the newspa.per coverage given a speech 
made by the Management Council president 
early in 1966 before the Los Angeles Rotary 
Club during which a progress report on hir
ing was given. The news media have since 
frequently s_ought information on progress. 

When numbers hired were first reported, 
the Council was challenged by a resident of 
the South Central City area and by two local 
politicians, who discounted the achievements 
of industry. In every case the challenges took 
place without any effort being made to con
tact the Management Council office to learn 
what the basis was for the report given. Both 
were invited and both declined. 

Because Of this difficulty in communica
tion and because the disadvantaged unem
ployed. generally are suspicious and hard to 
convince (with considerable justification, 
based upon past promises made and not 
kept), the Management Council elected not 
to release the results of the November 11 hir
ing survey. While it was essential that the 
informaton be obtained in order that Foun
dations being approached for funds would 
have some solid indication progress, it would 
be a mistake to announce the number hired 
publicly. 

It so happened, however, that almost on 
the same day that the results of the Novem
ber 1966 employers' hiring survey were ob
tained, the report from the University of 
Southern California on what happened to 
the Negroes first hired was completed. 

When the news media learned, through 
their own sources, of the two reports, the 
Council was pressed for full information. It 
had planned no announcements; the surveys 
were conducted only for the Council's own 
guidance. 

But it became obvious that to keep the re
ports secret would give rise to unhealthy 
speculation. The decision was made to make 
results available, with full warnings about 
how the results were to be interpreted. In 
this, the press and broadcast media was most 
cooperative and thorough. 

Some elements of the community, how
ever, chose to interpret only the surface of 
the surveys, and publicly questioned the 
validity of the surveys and the effectiveness 
of the Council without even having read the 
news reports thoroughly. This action created 
a. small but frustrating "credibility gap" 
within that section of the minority commu
nity most thoroughly conditioned to doubt 
and suspicion. 

Thanks in a part to a thorough and objec
tive full page story which appeared later in a 
prominent Negro newspaper, at least a part 

of that suspicion has now been dispelled, but 
certainly, early reports caused some damage 
which can never be undone. 

THE STATEWIDE EFFORT 

Almost immediately following the election 
of Governor Ronald Reagan he joined with 
Lieutenant Governor Robert Finch in re
questing that the President of the Manage
ment Council undertake statewide responsl
b111ties in the development of job and train
ing opportunities for the disadvantaged. 
After considerable discussion, the invitation 
was accepted by McClellan. The terms were: 
no salary, no expense account from the 
State, and a pattern of effort calllng for the 
establishment Of Management Councils sim
ilar to the one in Los Angeles in other major 
cities throughout the State. All efforts were 
to be privately financed. 

This invitation was not immediately ac
cepted by McClellan, however, Lieutenant 
Governor Robert Finch and McClellan met 
for breakfast on four different occasions to 
discuss the possibilities of such an arrange
ment and to explore means by which real 
progress might be achieved by such a plan. 
The Lieutenant Governor was very persuasive 
and succeeded in enllstl.ng McClellan into 
the program because it seemed both to him 
and to McClellan that the Governor was 
right in seeking statewide participation by 
Lndustry on some sound plan. 

The effort made to develop industry pro
grams in key cities of the State has resulted 
in the formation of a Management Council 
in San Diego, a Bay Area Management Coun
cil in San Francisco, Management Councils 
for the Monterey Peninsula, Pasadena, Mon
rovia, Orange County and Fresno, as well as 
some efforts by industry in the San Fer
nando Valley, in Santa Monica, in Sacra
mento and in the Riverside, Colton and San 
Bernardino communities. 

The Bay Area Management Council was 
formed under the chairmanship of Reed 
Hunt, Chairman of the Board, Crown Zeller
bach Co. of San Francisco. Structured simi
larly to the Los Angeles Council, the program 
contemplated is almost identical. Meetings 
have been held with attendance of in ex
cess of one hundred principal officers of ma
jor corporations each time. These meetings 
were held for the purpose CYf motivating em
ployers into positive action in cooperation 
with the California Employment Service. All 
have been highly successful. 

In addition, the Lockheed Missiles and 
Space Corporation of Sunnyvale has con
duoted a management meeting (dinner) 
whioh was attended by approximately 650 
company managers. This meeting was ad
dressed by the president of the company and 
by the Presid·ent of the Management Coun
cil of Los Angeles, this time appearing in 
the role of Statewide Coordinator for the 
development of training and job opportu
nity for the disadvantaged. 

ACTIVITIES OF THE MERIT EMPLOYMENT 

COMMITTEE 

The Merit Employment Committee of the 
Management Council, mentioned earlier in 
this document, ls made up of professional 
personnel officers among major employers. 
Organized under the leadership of Merl 
Felker, Director of Employment for Douglas 
Airoraft Company, the Committee estab
lished a 15-member Steering Committee and 
developed direct contact with approximately 
200 of the personnel officers among major 
employers. Regular meetings are conducted 
and approximately once each month the 
Steering Committee of this group meets with 
officers of the Management Council. This 
permits good communication. 

The achievements of the Merit Employment 
CommLttee are outstanding. They have been, 
in sense, the action committee of the 
Management Council. The Committee has 
functioned in a variety of ways, some of which 
follow. 
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The Committee produced a document en

titled "You too can be a winner." This 
document, produced in cooperation with 
"Plans For Progress," a nationally-sponsored 
effort in which many major corporations 
across the United States have joined, is a pic
torial brochure depicting the success of 
numerous minority group workers in in
dustry at various levels of employment. It 
is a true success story publication and is 
very persuasive. More than 75,000 copies of 
this document have been circulated among 
the disadvantaged for purposes of motiva
tion and encouragement. It has proven an 
excellent tool. 

The Merit Employment Committee steer
ing group has visited many of the Skill Cen
ters, vocational schools, and employment 
offices for purposes of counseling, evaluat
ing and coaching those engaged in the ef
fort, to enable them to serve with maximum 
success. Such contacts, made by these ex
perienced personnel officers, have proven 
invaluable to all concerned. 

As an example of the outstanding service 
performed, in early 1967 the Merit Employ
ment Committee arranged for nearly 300 
successful Mexican-American and Negro 
workers to be excused from their jobs for 
half a day with pay. They were transported 
by company buses to two high schools, one 
(Garfield) in the Mexican-American commu
nity, the other (Jordan) in the South Cen
tral City Negro Community. The workers ap
peared in pairs in the class rooms to talk 
with the students. During tha.t day 6,000 
minority students were told by successful 
minority workers in industry why education 
pays. 

EMPLOYER COOPERATION GROWS 

In mid-1967 the Management Council 
again sought to expand the number of em
ployer organizations working directly with 
the Management Council in recruitment 
from the disadvantaged areas of the com
munity. By this time the effort had been 
broadened to include not only the South 
Central City but East Los Angeles (the pri
mary Mexican-American area) , Pacoima and 
elsewhere. One thousand corporation presi
dents and chief executive officers were in
vited to attend meetings (similar to the first 
held in August 1965) in the auditorium of 
the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce. 
Several hundred attended. They were given 
precisely the same information and encour
agement to participate in the job opportunity 
program as those first addressed. 

Their responses, too, were the same, Co
operation was assured. Personnel men were 
contacted and communication has continued. 
Through this method contact has now been 
established with 1200 companies directly 
from the Management Council office in Los 
Angeles. In addition, there are no less than 
2,000 employers who have been "motivated" 
independently through affiliated employer 
organizations listed in this element. 

LABOR DEPARTMENT HELPS 

In the spring of 1967, during a visit to 
Washington, D.C., on other business, Vice 
President Humphrey invited McClellan to a 
conference in his office. The sole subject dis
cussed was the Management Council pro
gram and problems in Los Angeles. McClel
lan described in positive terms the need for 
more training in programs like the Skill Cen
ters in order to enable those seeking work 
to qualify for jobs then open. Vice President 
Humphrey suggested that Stanley Rutten
berg, Assistant Secretary of Labor, come to 
California to discuss the problems with Mc
Clellan and work out such improvements as 
seemed practical. The Vice President ex
plained that Ruttenberg was the captain of 
the manpower team in the Government in 
Washington and would be the appropriate 
man to undertake this. 

In the middle of May 1967, Ruttenberg 

and Frank Borda, his Deputy, came to Los 
Angeles to review and discuss manpower 
problems with the local D.epartment of Labor 
staff here in Los Angeles. Meetings were also 
held in the office of the Management Council. 

McClellan pointed out that the Skill Cen
ters could accommodate twice the number 
then enrolled, if a moderate sum of addi
tional underwriting could be provided. It 
was explained that the facilities were there, 
the management was there, the machinery 
and equipment were there. All that would 
be needed would be additional underwriting 
to cover the cost of the teachers involved 
as well as the cost of the subsistence allow
ances provided for the trainees. Both Rutten
berg and Borda seemed favorably impressed. 

Following the meetings, Ruttenbe·rg and 
Borda were invited to attend a meeting of 
employers. This was a typical meeting of 
100 employers to see and hear a presenta
tion by the Management Council urging their 
participation in the Council program of 
recruitment, training and employment of 
the disadvantaged from the minority areas. 

It was not until the meeting was about to 
be adjourned that meeting chairman Mc
Clellan announced that Ruttenberg and his 
associate, Frank Borda, were in the room. 
He then called upon Ruttenberg to speak. 
Ruttenberg expressed his pleasure with the 
work and aims of the Council, and later ar
ranged for an additional $1,500,000 to be pro
vided for Skill Center underwriting in this 
area, thus enabling many more trainees to 
prepare themselves for jobs in industry. 

EXTRA ACTIVITIES 

While it has been the policy of the Man
agement Council from the very beginning to 
concentrate on providing job opportunities 
for the disadvantaged, there have been de
velopments which seem to justify participa
tion in projects not directly related to em
ployment. 

There are several reasons for this. The 
deeper it got into the problem, the more 
obvious it became that business coUld not 
wholly escape some involvement with com
munity problems even though the relation
ship to job opportunity was limited. In the 
first place, there was no other agency quali
fied to reci'uit industry support. Secondly, 
by such participation, the Council greatly 
strengthened relations with the Negro com
munity and earned the confidence of many 
people who would otherwise be unreachable. 

Credibility is an important element . in 
working with the disadvantaged. It is nec
essary to be trusted. There must be an aware
ness of sincerity and some demonstration of 
ability to perform if credibility is to be 
achieved. For these reasons and other, the 
Council has become somewhat involved in 
efforts beyond job opportunity, hoping that 
others might soon become interested enough 
and be able to assume this role separately. 

Here are a fe~ examples of "non-job" 
efforts: 

BANKING 

By early 1967, financial institutions in the 
Watts area had begun to suffer a drying-up 
of major deposit sources, perhaps as people 
feared further rioting. This came at a time 
when loan demand for repairs and rehabilita
tion was greatest. 

On the Council's recommendation, a meet
ing was arranged between heads of the six 
Negro-owned financial institutions and fi
nancial officers Of 17 major industrial firms. 
The bankers and savings and loan men told 
industry that they needed industrial de
posits, and within a matter of hours, over 
$1,000,000 was deposited in new accounts 
at those institutions. 
WATI'S SUMMER FESTIVALS, 1966, 1967 AND 1968 

Under Billie Joe Tidwell of the Sons of 
Watts Im.provement Association, people in 
the South Central and Watts area organized 

and staged festivals each August to symbol
ically replace the riots of August, 1965. Bal
timore Scott, a young Negro attorney and 
Management Council staffer, worked with 
Tidwell and others in 1966, and in 1967 was 
recruited as a Director of the Festival. The 
Council helped with, among other things, a 
contribution of $2600 for jackets to be worn 
by the Sons of Watts who had been com
missioned by Festival organizers to "keep 
the cool." They helped H. Rap Brown decide 
not to start trouble in 19'67, and did their 
best to keep the peace in 1968, when minor 
trouble erupted five days before the festival. 
In both festivals, the Council helped with 
money and with financial counsel. 

The Watts Summer Festival that took root 
in Los Angeles sprang up in San Francisco's 
Hunter's Point area. There, with the advice 
of the Council, the Hunter's Point Festival 
took place in October of 1967. Public officials 
and private citizens praised the event as a 
significant breakthrough toward constructive 
rehabilitation and employment in the area. 

HELPING COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

other efforts for improvement included 
programs to combat unemployment in sev
eral potentially explosive areas such as Mon
terey and Seaside. 

Local communities were visited and in
formal dinner meetings were held. Goals, 
programs and activities in the community 
were examined. In turn, Council representa
tives described their working relationship 
between industry and the Council in coor
dinating job opportunities for the minority 
community. 

A similar meeting was conducted among 
leading Los Angeles Negro editors and pub
lishers. At the end of the evening, both the 
Council and the news representatives ob
tained a greater understanding of each 
other's problems. Several editors commented 
that they could better understand what the 
Council's program meant in terms of the 
community's people. 

The Council helped the Willowbrook Job 
Corporation, which was devoted to improving 
conditions in areas with conditions more 
severe than those in Watts. The Council 
helped the group with equipment for a free 
medical clinic for the poor, for fix-up mate
rials for a rehabilitation home and an eight
week summer camp for a number of needy 
boys and girls. 

NEIGHBORHOOD FIX-UP 

Many o~gianiza·ttons in South oentml Los 
Angeles have helped stimulaite neighborhood 
pride and :redevelopment. Men may find jobs, 
but they should be aible to have nice neigh
borhiooc:hs to return to each day. 

Proj<ect H.O.P.E. and the 28th and 32nd 
Street Neighborhood Improvement Associa
tions undertook the fix-up of sevea:ial hun
dred homes in the Watts-Compton area. 
Hundreds Of gallOllJS of paint, paJ.nrt;ing ma
terials, a.nd several hundred trees were do
nated or obtained at ooot. 0Tgandzat1ons like 
the Los Angiel·es Plaiint, Varnish & Lacquer 
A:ssootation., and Norris Ind11.1Stries contr11b
uted their time a.nd support to the projecit.s 
which were co-sp001S0red by the Oouncll and 
various neig'hborhood groups. 

The resUlt: 487 houses brightly pai:nted 
and numerous yards clea.ned up. In one ma
j<or rurea more than half the homes painted 
were spreaid out--two houses painted on each 
Wock. Thds served as a. "seed" or incentive 
for ma.ny neighborhoods. 

With the help of the Oouncil, M110their 
South Oentrial Oiity area giiioup enhanoed the 
beauty of thel..r streets and yards. The Watts 
Laibor Oommumty Action Oommittee lacked 
the funds to plant 1,000 trees on the main 
crossroads Of Watts. But, with the help of 
the Oouncil, $5,000 was I1a1sed and the first 
increment Of 750 wees was planted 8Jlld the 
rest a.re on the way. 
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These are but a few of the projects under

taken by the Ma.naigemenrt Council outside 
its regular role of finding jobs for the dis
advantaged. 

COMMUNITY DIALOGUE 

The Counoil OOilltLnues to be interested 1n 
d.eveloping more effective meams of acllilev-
1nig the needed d1irulogue between the Black 
Community and key forces in the white com
munity interested in solving the ba.sic prob
lems oonfrontin,g the entire populace. 

An org:a.niziatiOID. thiat has made great 
strides toward meaningful understandilng 1s 
the Los Angeles Black Oongress. This orga
n1zaition WOll'ks on the importMlt concept of 
"opewtliOnal unity," maintaining tha.t all 
bl!ack people and oogianizations can and 
should work togiether, regardless of individ
UJail differences in phd.losophy and program. 

The Oounoil has ma.de no small efforts to 
bring the Black Congress, the Urban Coali
tion and other organ1zat1ons together to 
adh.ieve a unified purpose and progmm long 
talked about in the Negro Community. 

BUSINESSES' RESPONSIBILITY 
FOR THE FUTURE 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, our 
country is going to face many challenges 
in the future, internally and externally. 
If we are to respond effectively to these 
challenges, the business community is 
going to have to change and develop 
faster than ever before in our history. 

Arnold A. Saltzman, one of the new 
type of business leaders, has eloquently 
stated the function that business will 
have to play in the future growth of our 
country. I would like to commend his 
statement to other leaders of the busi
ness community. I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

AMERICA'S NEW FRONTIER 

(By Arnold A. Saltzman, president, the 
Sea.grave Corp.) 

The corporate entity which survives and 
prospers through the 1970's and beyond will 
be the one that leans with, and not against, 
the winds of change which continue to blow 
a.cross the world. Our world has changed 
more dramatically in the sixty-eight yea.rs 
of the twentieth century than in all the pre
ceding nineteen centuries since the birth of 
Christ. Change has always been a pa.rt of the 
human condition, but never has its pace 
been so fast as now. Never have ideas both 
scientific and social proliferated at such a 
bewildering rate of speed. Nor has the pros
pect ever been so clear that the pace will be 
steadily accelerated. No business organiza
tion which fails to take these facts into con
sideration can plan soundly for the future. 
No business organization which fails to wel
come change can expect to have a future. 

Alfred North Whitehead, one of the influ
ential thinkers of this century, said: "A race 
preserves its vigor so long as it harbors a 
real contra.st between what has been and 
what may be; and so long as it 1s nerved by 
vigor to adventures beyond the safeties of 
the pa.st." Without the a.b111ty and the cour
age to depart from the snug harbor of status 
quo, nations and companies tend to decay. 

Symbolic of this spirit and of our time are 
the widely published photographs of the 
earth as viewed from the moon. The moon
orblting astronauts saw the planet on which 
we live as whole and beautiful, an oasis spin
ning slowly in a cold and silent universe, a 
tiny portion of a system a.bout to be ex
plored. But on this earth the continents by 

now a.re fully bounded and chartered, so the 
challenge of exploration of new frontiers 
must be turned inward by man to develop 
ways to improve the quality of human life. 
The most urgent need in the world today is 
to make certain that the era. a.head will be 
the Age of Man. 

No corporation which fails to understand 
and come to grips with the great changes 
occurring day by day will be able to capital
ize on the exciting challenge of the Seven
ties. The world is in the process of search
ing for answers to some of the most compel
ling questions it has ever faced in improving 
our cities, in working to restore the purity 
of our atmosphere and our water resources, in 
devising new concepts for fruitful use of 
increased leisure time, in bettering the op
portunities of people everywhere to achieve 
a full measure of economic well-being and 
political democracy. 

The leader in the business community to
day can exercise that function best by help
ing to provide leadership for his country and 
the world in the development of the new en
vironments that peoples all over the world 
desire and impatiently expect. This is one 
of the signals that young people are sending 
us. Their continuing interest in business as 
a career and their support of the capitalist 
system as the most satisfactory depends on 
how well our system func~ions in solving 
the world's needs-and how interested. we 
a.re in dedicating much of our attention to 
these solutions and not merely to short range 
profit objectives. 

We who believe in a democratic capitalist 
society cannot point with pride to its ad
vantages but shirk the responsibility of its 
flaws and errors. Business has no choice but 
to help find the answers, indeed to take the 
lead in seeking them. The world's problems 
will not be solved without the active partici
pation of business in the quest. This partic
ipation must be vigorous, informed, con
tinuous. And it should originate from inside 
the business community, not be imposed 
from without. 

While it ls true that virtually every busi
ness decision is affected by government in 
one way or another, government is not the 
agency responsible for applying to people's 
daily lives the technology that has trans
formed the world. In the United States busi
ness has that responsib111ty. And social 
changes sought by government can be best 
brought about through the effective utmza
tion by business of this technology. If the 
world's social problems are to be met effec
tively, business must apply its technical 
knowledge and management skill to their 
solution. It must provide econoinic opportu
nity and the benefits of mass production and 
distribution to peoples all over the world. 
People who are not afraid and not hungry 
are less likely to s·eek solutions linked to 
force inside the United States or elsewhere. 

This will require of the modern executive 
and his corporation a. high degree of flex
ib111ty in filling this role successfully. This 
means flexibility of thought as well as of 
operation-a flexib111ty that will enable man
agement to meet the imperative necessity of 
extending corporate philosophy into new 
and frequently changing areas, as well as 
changing social attitudes. This challenge 
is not one that may be expected to a.rise at 
some future date. It is now. 

Entrepreneurial America is linked both in 
opportunity and responsibiUty to our coun
try's present and continuing greatest chal
lenge. The remaking of the cities of the 
United States will, over the next decade, tax 
to the fullest our capa.b111t1es, our imagina
tion and our dedication to our country as 
well as to our corporate objectives. 

The great revolution in America. which 
has been going on virtually unheeded has 
been the transformation from a. largely agrl
cul tural society to an almost totally ind us-

trial one. Our methods of growing food and 
fibers are so mechanized. that today only a 
small fraction of our people live on the land. 
The ever-increasing trek to the cities with
out corresponding planning has made our 
cities, in large measure, a burden not a 
blessing to those who reside there. We can
not expect a tranquil society when almost 
every living moment is an irritant and every 
day brings hazards to health or even life. 
our citizens are entitled to a radical change 
and improvement, and Sea.grave has both the 
intention and capability to be deeply in
volved in such improvement. 

With rising standards of living and more 
leisure time, people all over the world will 
reach for upgraded., quality products that 
they can use, as well as increas•ed. quantities 
of the basic necessities of modern life. Pro
ducers and consumers can both benefit by 
the industrial race to achieve mass produc
tion of high quality goods which previously 
might be the function of artisans producing 
small amounts. Business must understand 
the need to improve the standard of living 
of all the people of America, as well as to 
bring increased purchasing power to the peo
pl·e of the underdeveloped natiJons. Bringing 
into the economy hordes of additional con
sumers, both in quantity and quality of de
mand, could produce a long range business 
boom of a magnitude previously unknown. 

The role of the American corporation 
which is planning for growth and expansion 
in keeping with the times is enhanced by 
the fact that, even as we begin to shrink 
the uni verse, our own planet already has 
been turned into a single neighborhood by 
diminished space, as well as global com
munication and scientific revolution. Today 
the affairs of the United States are inter
mingled. with thos·e of every other nation on 
earth. Since ours is a business-based. society, 
it places a. heavy responsibility on business 
and, of course, opens up wide opportunities. 

Words like "tomorrow" and "the future" 
necessarily guide the business planning of 
today. Only the future can be managed; not 
much can be done about the present. The 
problems of today represent the turbulence 
from yesterday's future. That turbulence 
must not be allowed to distract American 
business from its primary concern of pre
paring for the new Age of Man. 

RESERVE OFFICERS' TRAINING 
CORPS 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the 
Los Angeles Times syndicate, for which 
on two previous ocCMions I have worked 
as a columnist, once again is publishing 
a weekly column which I write. It is not 
my intention to clutter the RECORD with 
these, but because the attack on the mil
itary, including the ROTC, is growing so 
strong in this country, I intend to place 
in the RECORD a column I have prepared 
on ROTC. The times we are going 
through today remind me exactly of the 
period during the late 1920's and 1930's, 
when there were the same accusations 
against ROTC, the citizens military 
training corps, and the military in gen
eral. We are likewise going through a 
period of unilateral disarmament when 
the country felt safe in its isolated po
sition. Once again the words of fear 
against the uniform are ·being spread 
across this country, particularly against 
ROTC. I received my commission in the 
ROTC in 1930 and served 37 years, fill
ing every rank up to and including major 
general. The ROTC training I received 
put me in better stead than any other 
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training I have ever received outside of 
my family, and I deplore the activities 
on some of our campuses which tend to 
deny young men the military training 
and background they desire. I ask unan
imous consent that my column, on this 
subject and tables showing the number 
of ROTC graduates and their service, 
the percent of officer strength com
missioned through ROTC, the number of 
institutions that host Army senior ROTC, 
the officer procurement by source, and a 
letter outlinin5 the Navy ROTC experi
ence be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

[From the Los Angeles Times Syndicate] 
A COLUMN BY SENATOR BARRY GOLDWATER 

It is long past the time when somebody 
should speak up for the Reserve Officers' 
Training Corps. 

Contrary to popular left-wing opinion, the 
ROTC is not a campus-spawned instrument 
of the devil. Nor is it an indication that the 
United States of America has turned to a pol
icy of gross militarism with aggressive inter
national designs. 

Rather, the ROTC is an honorable, long
standing and extremely important facet of 
this nation's defense system. 

In point of faict, the United States Army 
draws more than two-thirds of its general
service commissioned officers from the ROTC. 

The organization is the prime source of 
supply for junior officers trained in advanced 
techniques of military operations. 

In 1969 alone, the Army is counting on the 
ROTC to turn out 16,800 new second lieuten
ants. This compares with 8,500 which will 
come from officer candidate schools operated 
within the Army and a mere 750 from the 
U.S. Military Academy at West Point. 

For those who have a working knowledge 
of the defense requirements of this nation, 
this is perhaps one of the worse times that 
could be chosen for an all-out attack on the 
Reserve Officers' Training Corps. While there 
is nothing new in making the ROTC a sort of 
"resident scapegoat" on campuses where it 
operates, the current leftist attack coincides 
with a growing demand for officers of the 
caliber which the ROTC turns out. 

The art of military defense has become 
unbelievably sophisticated and complex in 
this nuclear age. Consequently, the demand 
for college trained officers is heavier than at 
any time in our history. And the demand is 
undoubtedly going to grow in the future. 

It's entirely understandable, of course, that 
the ROTC supplies campus protest groups 
against wars and rumors of wars with their 
nearest uniformed target. The widespread 
attack on ROTC programs which are going on 
today are part and parcel of the entire broad
gauged attack on the defense establishment. 
President Nixon has described this as "an 
open season on the Armed Services" and, of 
course, on many campuses that season in
cludes ROTC. 

Because of the wide publicity given to 
campus demonstrations and protests by the 
news media, it is important to get the situa
tion affecting the ROTC in proper perspec
tive. 

Our defense officials are concerned, just as 
were the Armed Services back in the pre
World War II days when ROTC programs 
were the target of pacifists and demonstra
tions in the 1920's and 1930's. However, they 
do not expecrt that the current effort to de
stroy ROTC will come anywhere near Lts 
mark. 

It is pointed out that demonstrations of 
varying degrees of severity have hit 30 of 

the 350 schools which offer reserve omcers' 
training. Nine cases of arson have been re
corded and it is possible that some schools 
may be forced to drop their programs. But 
this should have little effect since there is 
a long list of other schools which have ap
plied for a ROTC unit of one or the other 
of the services. Included are some 90 appli
cations for Army programs, 116 for Air Force 
programs and 129 for the Navy. At the pres
ent time the Army has 150,000 students en
rolled in ROTC; the Air Force has 51,200 and 
the Navy 10,100. 

Recently Brigadier General Clifford P. 
Hannum, the Army's Deputy Director for 
ROTC, had some pertinent comments on 
the program: 

"We are not looking for an abolition of 
ROTC because it is too deep in our history 
and too deep in the civilian-military tradi
tion of the Army. 

"I think some of the professors who at
tack the Reserve Officers• Training Corps 
in the name of academic freedom should stop 
to think that they are attacking an in
stitution which ls helping to preserve a gen
eral freedom within which academic free
dom exists. 

"If we were to lose our civilian-military 
character, we might become the kind of in
bred Army that takes over countries." 

Conflict and number of ROTC graduates 
serving 

World War II (Dec. 7, 1941 to Sept. 
2, 1945)------------------------- 81,580 

Korea (June 25, 1950 to July 27, 
1953) (estimate)----------------- 54,079 

Vietnam (Jan. 1, 1965 to March 31, 
1969) (estimate)----------------- 43,050 

Percentage of the officer strength commis-
sioned through the ROTC program 

Colonel ----------------------------- 20. 1 
Lieutenant coloneL __________________ 27. 6 

:M:ajor ------------------------------- 51.8 
Captain----------------------------- 40.8 
First lieutenant _____________________ 32. 1 
Second lieutenant_ ___________________ 28. 1 

Total------------------------- 35.2 

Number of institutions that host Army 
senior ROTC detachments 

Four-year institutions ________________ 246 
Branches thereof______________________ 13 
:M:ilitary junior colleges________________ 9 

Fiscal year 1969----------------- 268 

Fiscal year 1970 (increase)------------- 15 
Fiscal year 1971 (increase)------------- 3 

Total by fiscal year 1971--------- 286 

OFFICER PROCUREMENT BY SOURCE 

Service 
academies ROTC ocs 

Fiscal year: 
1958____________ 428 6, 858 566 
1959____________ 451 5, 013 647 
1960____________ 503 6, 252 729 
1961.. _____ .__ __ 487 6, 899 565 
1962__________ __ 537 I 11, 992 608 
1963____________ 465 10, 578 781 
1964. ---- -- -- --- 494 10, 837 1, 688 
1965____________ 524 9,886 2,277 
1966____________ 562 9,690 3,351 
1967____________ 561 10,629 19,240 
1968____________ 675 10,846 18,355 

~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

SubtotaL _ _ _ _ _ 5, 687 99, 480 48, 807 
TotaL-------------------- 153,974 ------------

Percent__ ___________ _ 3. 7 64.5 31.8 

1 91.2 percent. 
Note: Extracted from DCSPER 46 Report. Does not include all 

sources. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., June 26, 1969. 
Hon. BARRY GOLDWATER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR: This is in further reply to 
your recent request for statistical informa
tion relative to the Naval Reserve Omcers 
Training Corps Program. 

The Chief of Naval Personnel has informed 
me that the actual numbers of Navy and 
Marine Corps omcers from Naval ROTC 
source who served in World War II, Korea 
and Vietnam are not available. However, 
during fiscal years 1947 through 1968, 23,083 
Regular and 17,331 Reserve omcers were com
missioned from this program. Almost all of 
these served immediately on active duty for 
varying periods of time. Most of those who 
did Il!Ot serve on active duty immediately 
were so ordered at a later date. Of all the 
Naval omcers first reporting to active duty 
during fiscal year 1968, other than doctors, 
dentists, chaplains, nurses, Medical service 
Corps offi.e&s and Waves, 13.2% came from 
NROTC and of thoee ordered to active duty 
in the Marine Corps during the same year, 
NROTC furnished 7 % • 

Additionally, eight of the thirty-one astro
nauts presently on active duty are Naval 
ROTC graduates. There are nine Rear Ad
mirals, USN, commissioned initially from 
this source, currently on active duty and 
three in a retired status. Eight Rear Ad
mirals, U.S. Naval Reserve, of the forty-eight 
in the Ready Reserve category on inactive 
duty at this time, are NROTC products. 

I have been advised that the Naval ROTC 
began at six schools in 1926, and grew to 
twenty-seven by World War II when it served 
as the foundation for the WWII V-12 college 
training program. It was expanded to fifty
two schools in 1946, fifty-three in 1956 and 
to our present total of fifty-four in 1968 
when Prairie View A&M College, Prairie View, 
Texas, a predominantly Negro school, was 
added. 

Your interest in this matter is appreciated, 
and I trust that the foregoing information 
will be useful to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
MEANS JOHNSTON, Jr., 

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, 
Chief of Legislative Affairs. 

THE SURTAX 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an editorial entitled 
"Brighter Surtax Outlook," published in 
the Washington Evening Star of July 14, 
1969. 

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

BRIGHTER SURTAX OUTLOOK 
In the early par·t of last week Russell B. 

Long, chaJirman of the powerful senate Fi
nance Oommittee, was talking as though ex
tension of the surtax might be blocked in 
this session of Congress by partisan politle&l 
consic:Lel'ations. The senator from Louisiana 
seemed determined to tie the surtax bill to 
major tax reform, and he was quoted as say
ing that "tax reform hearings are going to be 
just as broa.d and comprehen'Slive as the sen
ators want them to be." 

Given the eager-beaver insistence of many 
senators that extension of the surtax could 
come only as a oompanion piece to free
wheeling tax reform, it seemed quite likely 
the bill to extend the surtax might be dis
astrously delayed or even doomed in this ses
sion. But Senator Long now says there was 
"some misunderstanding" of his position. He 
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wants to remove any inequities in the bill 
that squeaked through the House by a 210 
to 205 vote, but he does not believe the Sen
ate version of the bill should seek to achieve 
tax reform "so sweeping or comprehens'1ve 
as to obscure the need to balance the budget 
and stabilize the economy." He added : "The 
bill should not be so mired down in endless 
controversy th.at it fails to pass before the 
August rec-ess." 

This surely is a sensible and a responsible 
position for the chairman of the Finance 
Oommittee to take. No one questions the 
need for tax reform. It is urgent, and reform 
should be forthcoming before this Congress 
adjourns. But the price for tax reform 
should not be an unconscionable delay in 
extending the surtax, with all thrat this 
would mean in terms of more inflation, higher 
prices and erosion of the value of the dolla r. 

Tax reform and surtax extension need not 
be wrapped up in one pack1age. Congress 
should deal with them separately and Sena
tor Long seemed to concede as much when he 
said that full and comJ»'ehensive overhaul 
of the tax l•aws oould take several months. As 
a matter of fact, tax reform should be dealt 
with first by the House Ways and Means 
Committee, which is moving ahead rap
idly on a tax-reform bill. Furthermore, the 
Democratic chairman of that committee, 
Wilbur Mills, has pledged that the reform 
bill will be reported out in time for action 
by this Congress. 

Given all this, what ex:cuse or justification 
remains for congressional stalling on exten
sion CYf the surtax? The answer is th.at there 
is none--unless the Democratic majority in 
Congress really wants to embarrass a Re
publican administration, weaken the dollar 
at home and abro.ad, and compel the Ameri
can housewife to pay more for less food to 
put on the family table. We do not believe 
this is in the Democratic political cards this 
year. 

TAX LEGISLATION 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, it has 

been stated by the majority party that it 
intends to delay action on the surtax 
legislation and to associate this legisla
tion with proposals for tax reform. This 
means that a final decision on the surtax 
will not be made until later in the year. 
Mr. President, it is my view that this 
delay is undesirable and that the reasons 
given for it are invalid. 

The surtax is an integral part of the 
administration's program for stopping 
inflation, and this program should be 
acted upon as soon as possible. The pro
gram includes, first, a policy of monetary 
restraint which has reduced from 13 per
cent to less than 3 percent the rate of 
growth of our money supply. The sec
ond part of the program is a budget sur
plus representing a decrease in planned 
expenditures, and the third element is the 
maintenance of current tax levels, so as 
to prevent increases in demand for goods 
that would offset the effect of the other 
two elements. 

Thus, the surtax proposal itself has 
considerable economic impact, but this 
impact is capable of arresting inflation 
only in concert with other measures of 
fiscal and monetary policy. These meas
ures have been taken and they have been 
strong, as the proposed budget cuts of 
the Nixon administration and the very 
tight money policy of the Treasury and 
the Federal Reserve Board indicate. Now 
it is necessary that the third element of 
anti-inflation policy be adopted as a 
commitment on the part of the Federal 

Government to surely and rapidly bring 
under control the inflationary trends in 
the economy. 

There is no valid reason for the major
ity party, which controls the Congress, 
its committees, and the flow of legisla
tion, to delay action on grounds that the 
Senate should await tax reform. It is 
within the power of the majority party 
itself to decide when tax reform legisla
tion or any other legisiation, will come 
before this body. The tax surplus need 
not be held as a hostage. While I fully 
agree that tax reform proposals should 
be carefully considered by the Senate, 
there is no justification for the majority 
party to use this very important issue as 
an excuse for delaying final action on the 
surtax. 

Mr. President, the distinction between 
tax reform and control of inflation 
should be kept very clear. The former 
deals with the tax structure of our econ
omy and questions of equity in methods 
by which the Government obtains its re
sources, whereas the latter deals with the 
role of Government in controlling the 
value of the dollar. There are many areas 
in which tax reform should be under
taken, but it is important to keep in mind 
that serious tax reform has serious ef
fects on the relative position of many 
groups in the economy and that reforms 
should not be constructed hastily and 
legislated as a side issue or even a substi
tute issue for the proposal at hand which 
is, in fact, a measure to control the 
inflation. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should 
like first to commend the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. He is, in my judg
ment, a great progressive Republican 
and a humanitarian, and certainly has 
always been in the forefront of progres
sive principles. 

Mr. PEARSON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PERCY. But I would say, in addi

tion, that in the area of economics he is 
sound. He is a conservative, if I may use 
that word; and I think being a fiscal con
servative is the greatest way to make 
progress for this country. He is- a pro
gressive statesman, in my opinion. 

I wish also to pay tribute to the dis
tinguished Senator from Delaware. Since 
I have come to the Senate, I have been 
impressed with his judgment in fiscal 
matters. He is a man who has fought 
hard for economy in Government, for 
cutting wasteful Federal expenditures, 
and also a man who has had a great 
foresight as to what a sound fiscal policy 
for this country should be. 

I should like, at this Point, to comment 
on this very important matter of the ex
tension of the surtax. There is no eco
nomic subject which will come before 
Congress this year that will directly af
fect as many Americans as does this is
sue. 

I wish to commend once again, as I did 
yesterday, the chairman of the Senate 
Finance Committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG), for 
his announcement that it is his intention 
to press for early consideration of this 
legislation. He understands that it is im
portant that "Members on both sides of 
the aisle be responsible in providing the 
President with the revenue he needs to 
sustain the Government and the support 

he needs to defend the Nation." He asks 
the help of all Members of Congress for 
"the struggle to control inflation and 
rising interest costs is not something that 
the President can do by himself." Sena
tor LONG is acting in the best traditions 
of the Senate for, as a responsible legis
lator, he sees the need of the Nation for a 
stable economy and he is assuming the 
leadership to see that his committee acts 
with this goal in mind. 

It was not too long ago that a Demo
cratic President asked for support and 
help on this side of the aisle to impose 
what was then a new tax, not an exten
sion of an existing tax, the surtax. We 
worked very closely with the Secretary 
of the Treasury and the Under Secre
tary, many of us on this side, who felt 
that though it was not the popular thing 
to do, it was absolutely crucial and es
sential that we start the process of 
matching our income with our expendi
tures, and that only then could we get a 
grip on this problem of inflation, which 
is a psychological as much as a financial 
problem. The responsibility rests 
squarely with the Government, and when 
the Government pours more money into 
the economy than the economy legiti
mately requires, it must take the first 
steps toward restoring economic health. 

In my judgment, on the other side of 
the Capitol, on Monday, June 30, 1969, 
the House of Representatives took a 
courageous and vital step toward re
storing health to this Nation's economy. 

It may seem strange to talk of re
storing health to an economy that has 
seen unprecedented production, employ
ment at an all-time high, and more 
Americans enjoying a higher standard 
of living than ever before. But the de
scription could not be more accurate. 
Our economy is seriously ill with the in
fection of excessive inflation. 

The Senate Finance Committee now 
has before it a House-passed bill which 
would, among other things, extend the 
10-percent income tax surcharge for 6 
months-until January 1, and then re
duce it to 5 percent for the first half of 
1970. 

The House vote on this legislation was 
very close. The final verdict, in fact, was 
in doubt for several weeks, and that 
doubt centered around .one critical issue. 
I refer, of course, to the widely recog
nized need for early action on far-reach-

. ing and meaningful tax reform. 
I doubt that anyone in the Senate 

more earnestly supports sweeping re
forms in our tax structure than I do. Our 
revenue collection system must be made 
more fair and equitable. Loopholes must 
be closed. The system must be made to 
live up to the principle that Americans 
support their Government in accordance 
with their ability to provide that sup
port. Existing inequities have resulted 
in lower and middle-income Americans 
shouldering an extra-heavy burden 
while some wealthy citizens have 
shouldered no burden at all. 

No mail that I receive is more in
dignant than that which comments on 
this fact that poor people have to pay 
taxes and the very wealthy somehow 
seem to escape this heavy burden. 

The bill before the Finance Commit
tee is not essentially a tax reform meas-
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ure and was not meant to be, although 
even this bill takes the significant step 
of removing several million low-income 
wage earners from the tax rolls. 

The chief purpose of this bill-the ex
tension of the tax surcharge-is to 
strengthen the fight against inflation. It 
is an emergency measure which is vital 
to the restoration of our economy's 
health. We car_ talk forever ab.out im
proving the equity of our tax system, 
but it operates as part of Govern
ment's overall plan to restore the econ
omy to an even keel. When it is high, 
it is burdensome, but it remains, never
theless, a real tax. 

The alternative is a phony tax. It costs 
more than the real tax. It is completely 
useless, serves no purposes, and worse, 
is a cruel delusion. It attacks those who 
can least defend themselves. The poor: 
Those on fixed incomes. 

The phony tax of inflation has gripped 
our economy so firmly that a single dol
lar earned just 6 months ago is now worth 
only 96 cents, and will be worth only 92 
cents by Christmas if nothing is done 
with it. While most workers have re
ceived substantial pay raises in recent 
years, the average family remains right 
where it was in 1964 in terms of pur
chasing power. 

Despite these facts, and despite the 
obvious logical preference for an end to 
inflation, ours is not an easy choice. It is 
not an easy choice because it is always 
difficult to vote for taxes-and the phony 
tax which now holds sway has the extra 
advantage of invisibility. It works behind 
the scenes, deceptively eroding real in
come.and wealth. 

No one argues about the need to stop 
inflation. No one, any longer, questions 
the need of wide-ranging tax reforms. 
The President has made it clear that pas
sage of this bill and truly meaningful tax 
reforms are both vitally important. He 
pledged in a recent letter to Representa
tive FORD that progress on tax reform 
would become a reality as quickly as Con
gress can act, and that means this 
summer. 

Within the first few months of the new 
administration, the Congress received ex
tension proposals for tax reform from 
the Treasury Department. Sixteen sepa
rate proposals were advanced, including 
measures that will: 

Limit pref erred-tax exempt--income 
to 50 percent of total income, and re
quire allocating itemized deductions be
tween taxable and pref erred income; 

Exempt those who fall below the Fed
eral "poverty line" ; 

Restrict the tax exemption privileges 
currently available to foundations, as 
well as the taxation of certain kinds of 
unrelated income of charitable organiza
tions; 

Restrict charitable contribution de
ductions; 

Restrict the use of small corporations 
by large parent corporations for tax 
avoidance; and 

Alter the rules affecting stock divi
dends and long-term capital losses. 

These administration proposals are 
just the first installment. Many of these 
tax measures are complex, requiring 
careful, patient examination before com-

prehensive legislation can be drafted. 
The administration has set a deadline for 
the submission by the Treasury of the 
second installment of tax reform pro
posals, which will include even more far
reaching proposals. 

Chairman MILLS of the House Ways 
and Means Committee has given his word 
that his committee will present substan
tial legislation this summer before the 
recess. He is supported by House Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle, including 
the Republican leadership. 

In short, far-ranging and meaningful 
tax reform will become a reality this 
year. 

But to confuse the issue by delaying 
extension of the tax surcharge because 
of our sincere desire for tax reform would 
be extremely dangerous. 

Each day we delay passage of this leg
islation, the inflationary psychology 
which grips our economy is growing 
stror:ger. Further delay would signal to 
our own business and financial commu
nity and the world markets that we are 
not serious about controlling inflation. 
Higher interest rates and a speedup in 
the wage price spiral would surely follow, 
with grave consequences for confidence 
in our dollar, which is the foundation of 
the free world's monetary system. Ulti
mately, uncontrolled inflation will lead 
to a severe economic correction accom
panied by a painful level of unemploy
ment. 

No one seriously argues that taxes 
should be cut now, at a time when prices 
are rising by 7 percent per year, yet 
failure to enact this bill would do pre
cisely that. 

Let us not allow our zeal for sweeping 
tax reforms-and I intend to do every
thing possible to advance this goal
blind us to the need for early action to 
demonstrate this Government's total 
commitment to bringing inflation under 
control. 

Tax reform can and will be enacted by 
Congress this year. The people want it. 
The administration wants it. Congress 
wants it. I am convinced that the only 
way to achieve both sound reforms, and 
a sound economy is to pass this stabiliza
tion measure now, and then get down to 
serious business on thorough tax reform. 

To attempt to join both measures at 
this time would be unfair to the surtax 
issue as well as the reform issue. To my 
mind it would be wrong to delay the sur
tax extension and it would be equally 
wrong to rush reforms through the Con
gress without proper consideration. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. PERCY. I am ha.ppy to yield to the 
Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I wish to 
compliment both the Senator from Illi
nois and the Senator from Kansas on 
their remairks today wherein they ex
pressed the urgency of the Senate's tak
ing prompt action on the question of 
extending the surcharge as well as on 
the question of whether or not we should 
repeal the investment tax credit. 

I agree with both of them that major 
tax reforms are needed and that this 
Congress should and, I am confident, 
will act on this matter before the year is 
out. 

To try to delay action on the surcharge 
until after we have had time to explore 
adequately these various reform pro
posals would, in my opinion, be a disaster. 
And the uncertainty that would arise in 
the financial community would create 
chaos. 

I certainly hope the Senate leadership 
will proceed. I join the Senator in pay
ing respects to the chairman of the Sen
ate Finance Committee, who recognizes 
that we do have a responsibility in this 
direction and that we should act 
promptly. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Delaware. 

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

Mr. PERCY. I yield. 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I com

pliment the Senior from Illinois and 
associate myself with the very excellent 
statement made by him. I recognize his 
leadership in this endeavor. 

It was a private conversation with the 
Senator from Illinois that greatly per
suaded me, not knowing of his state
ment today, to make some expression on 
this very serious problem. 

I commend the Senator for his fore
sight and for his statesmanship. We use 
that term very loosely here, but it ap
plies in this case. 

I do thank the Senator from Delaware 
for his kind remarks. 

Mr. PERCY. I thank the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I would 
like to associate myself with the re
marks of the distinguished junior Sena
tor from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) citing the 
need for prompt passage of the bill 
providing for a limited extension of the 
surtax. As we all know, this measure has 
been passed by the House of Representa
tives and is now pending before the Fi
nance Committee. 

Yesterday several Senators, including 
the distinguished majority leader (Mr. 
MANSFIELD) and the distinguished chair
man of the Finance Committee (Mr. 
LONG) engaged in an extensive discus
sion as to when this measure might be 
called up on the Senate floor for con
sideration. During the course of this dis
cussion it was not altogether clear as to 
the Policy of the leadership, and cer
tainly there was no unanimity among 
the viewpoints expressed. However, the 
majority leader did finally state that the 
bill extending the surtax would not be 
considered until a House-passed tax re
form package is also reported from the 
Finance Committee and placed on the 
Senate calendar. 

Mr. President, I sincerely hope toot 
the majority leader will not pursue this 
course of action. There can be little 
doubt that the House Ways and Means 
Committee will rePort a tax reform pro
posal, that some measure of this nature 
will be sent to the Senate, and that each 
Senarlior will have every opportunity to 
introduce any tax reform amendment 
thait he would like to see enacted. For 
this reason, I cian see no reiason to delay 
consideraroiion of the bill extending the 
surtax. 

At the present time the surtax is be
ing extended for a limited period of 1 
month until such time as the Senate has 
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the opporturrlty to vote the measure up 
or down. While it is correct that surtax 
revenues are being collected, there are 
many who believe that this measure will 
not be extended and, for this reason, the 
infiation psychology persists. In my 
judgment, iit is most important that Con
gress take prompt and incisive aotion to 
oombait the infiationary spiral and the 
psychology on which it fuels. This can 
only be done by a final determinaition on 
the merits Of the question. To fail to 
take this course of aotion will create ad
ditional uncertainty as to whether Con
gre.ss will or will not extend the surtax 
and as 1Jo whether Congress will or will 
not repeal the investment tax credit. 
This continuing uncertiainty can only 
have the inevitable result of creating ad
diitiona.l problems w1thin our economy. 

If there were little or no likelihood that 
the House of Represenmtives would pass 
some tax reform measure, then I oould 
see some justification in the course of 
action outlined by the majority leader. 
But since that is not the case and since 
both the President and the Secretary of 
the Treasury have stated on numerous 
occasions their deep conviction that tax 
reform should be pursued, I do not be
lieve the oall for tax reform to be a le
gitimate device to delay or def eat pas
sage of ·this measure. 

Again, I commend the Senator from 
Illinois on his remarks, and, for the 
reasons I have stated, I hope that the 
Senate will move promptly and that the 
majority leader will not persue the course 
of action I understood him to outline 
yesterday. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think it 
is of significance that once again we 
have a Senator who is both progressive 
and moderate in ideology and thought, 
who is consistently sound and conserva
tive in economic matters and who in the 
end supports a progressive policy with 
respect to this important pending issue 
before the country. 

I thank the distinguished Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield the fioor. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970 FOR 
MILITARY PROCUREMENT, RE
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT, AND 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF MIS
SILE TEST FACILITIES AT KWA
JALEIN MISSILE RANGE, AND 
RESERVE COMPONENT STRENGTH 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 2546) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1970 for 
procurement of aircraft, missiles, naval 
vessels, and tracked combat vehicles, and 
research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, and to au
thorize the construction of test fac111-
ties at Kwajalein Missile Range, and to 
prescribe the authorized personnel 
strength of the Selected Reserve of each 
reserve component of the Armed Forces, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, for the past 2 weeks the Sen
ate has been debating the issue of ABM. 

Today I want to discuss the question 
of polls and how important a part they 
have either in influencing legislation or 
in molding public opinion and to point 

out why I think this practice if carried 
too far can be dangerous. 

According to one poll conducted by the 
press the final vote on the Safeguard 
ABM system will be 50 Senators for and 
49 against, with only 1 Senator-my
self-listed as uncommitted. If it were 
true that 99 Senators have already taken 
a position then why do we not proceed to 
an immediate vote? 

First let me Point out that I respect 
and admire the press for trying to antici
pate the results even before the votes are 
cast. This makes an interesting num
bers game, but frankly ever since the 
1948 election I have been somewhat du
bious about the reliability of polls, and 
in this instance they may again be in 
error. 

However, if these polls are to be ac
cepted as accurate the question may well 
be asked why I have not taken a posi
tion. 

Surely 99 Senators are not making 
speeches and conducting this debate just 
to influence the vote of one lone Senator. 
If that is the case I am ready to vote 
today. 

On the other hand, why do I not an
swer the poll and then let the guessing 
game start all over as to who has changed 
his mind? 

For 23 years I have made it a practice 
not to answer polls--public or private-
because in my opinion while Polls are 
interesting they are ofttimes dangerous. 

For example, I am a member of the 
Senate Finance Committee which han
dles tax legislation. Advance knowledge 
obtained by a poll of the members of 
that committee as to a rate of tax or its 
effective date can be worth millions to 
someone who is in a position to make use 
of such information. 

For this reason when the Finance Com
mittee is ready to mark up a bill we try 
to act fast on the major decisions and 
then release to the press immediately the 
results of our vote. For instance, the day 
after the House voted on the surtax bill, 
June 30, our committee went into execu
tive session and took a tentative vote on 
the effective daite for the repeal of the 
7-percent investment credit. Millions 
were involved on this question of the ef
fective date, and an immediate an
nouncement was made to the press as to 
the results of that vote. 

Here today we have before us a bill, 
a decision on which is of major impor
tance to our country, and while the 
money factor alone is not the determin
ing point, nevertheless, Senators are 
aware that this question involves expend
itures of several billion. 

How many defense contractors and 
how many speculators are trying to out
guess this vote and make plans as to 
how it will affect their interests? 

This question is not asked to cast any 
reflection on industry, nor is it intended 
as a reflection on any Senator who has 
taken a position on the bill or who is 
taking part in this debate. 

It is not only proper but it is a neces
sary part of our legislative process that 
Senators who have made a study of any 
important bill before the Senate should 
take part in the debate, and certainly 
their positions are made known. 

For weeks I have been urging prompt 

action on the surtax bill, and as far 
back as last January I advocated the 
repeal of the 7-percent investment credit. 
My PoSition is established on these 
points, and I have spoken out trying to 
sell my viewpoint to other Members of 
Congress. But I did not recommend, nor 
do I now recommend, a private poll of 
all other Senators as to how they will 
vote on that bill. 

Besides, how can Senators make a de
cision on a bill before disposition has 
been made of various amendment.s either 
on a tax bill or on the bill now before us? 

Who knows what effect the accept
ance or rejection of some of the pending 
amendments will have on the final vote 
on the bill before us? 

If the Senate ever approves a proce
dure wherein the press will be able to 
announce an accurate count of the vote 
weeks before the actual roll call on a 
major bill, we will have ceased to func
tion as a legislative body. 

Certainly Senators have an idea as to 
how they intend to vote, but national or 
world developments ·at the last moment 
must be taken into consideration. For 
example, the Russian invasion of Czech
oslovakia last year prompted a last
minute change in the plans of the Sen
ate for consideration of the Nonprolif
eration Treaty. 

How will I vote on this most impor
tant question now pending before the 
Senate? If at any time I think I can 
contribute anything toward the debate 
on any pending amendment or on the 
bill itself I shall speak out; otherwise 
I shall just wait until the debate ends, 
and then on each amendment and on 
the final passage of the bill I will cast my 
votes in what I consider to be in the 
best interests of our country. 

Meanwhile, for the remainder of my 
term in office I will continue the practice 
of the past 23 years of not answering 
polls and of not trying to be an au
thority in every important bill that 
comes before the Senate. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I congratulate the Senator. I noted 
with considerable interest the account in 
the newspapers of a poll that had been 
taken of 100 Senators. To my knowledge, 
no question has been asked of my office, 
and no poll has been taken concerning 
my vote, and I certainly have not re
sponded to any poll. I can not recall any 
contact by any newspaper of my office 
as to how I would vote on this issue. 

I think the Senator has rendered a 
service today in making the statement 
he has made. 

I was just a little nonplussed when I 
read the account of 100 Senators hav
ing been polled. I asked my staff if I 
had been polled, and I was told that I 
had not. I am sure that I have not made 
any statement to any newspaper during 
the past several months as to where I 
stand on this issue. I assumed that the 
press media-those who were doing the 
polling-probably went back to some pre
vious vote and perhaps took a chance 
on my voting this way or that way based 
on some vote in the past, and they ma~· 
be right or they may not be. I do no1; 
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know whether they counted me as a sup
porter of the ABM or whether they 
counted me as being opposed to the ABM. 

But I am going to follow the same pro
cedure that the Senator states he has 
been following for 23 years. I am not go
ing to answer any polls as to how I shall 
vote on such a controversial issue as the 
ABM. I think the time to cast one's vote 
is when the roll is called; and if I wish' 
to indicate prior to that time what my 

· position is by way of a speech on the 
floor of the Senate, by way of some an
nouncement on the radio, or via tele
vision, or by issuance of a news release 
that is for me to determine. But I do not 
intend to answer any polls. Perhaps at 
some time in past years I may have re
sponded to some polls on other issues, 
I do not recall; but, if so, I do not intend 
to do it again; and it has been my policy 
for quite some time not to do so. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator. 

I think this can be a dangerous prac
tice. Again, I do not question the good 
intentions or the propriety of the mem
bers of the press in conducting these 
polls. If I were a reporter, I suppose I 
would do the same as they are doing, but 
it is our fault if we answer them. If we 
answer one poll, then why do we not 
answer this poll or the next poll? 
In the Finance Committee we act on 
proposed legislation which involves 
major changes in tax rates that can 
affect :financial markets. I think it would 
be very dangerous to adopt a practice in 
which the members of that committee 
could be polled in advance of the votes. 

I have served on this committee with 
the Senator from Virginia, Mr. Harry F. 
Byrd, Sr., and before that I served with 
the Senator from Georgia, Mr. George, 
and with the Senator from Colorado, Mr. 
Millikin, as chairmen. They emphasized 
to all the new members of that commit
tee the importance of not letting the 
committee be used by those who would 
turn the information to their own ad
vantage. I have tried to live up to that 
standard. 

One person called our office this week 

in a private poll-not a member of the 
press-and told the gentleman in my 
office that it was very important. They 
were checking the poll on the votes for 
the ABM as it had been related in the 
press to see whether or not it was ac
curate. They were trying to get the posi
tion I would take on the ABM as well as 
the position of other Senators because 
he said their clients wanted more factual 
information as to what was going to 
happen on this bill. 

This illustrates the danger we could 
get into if we, as Members of the Senate, 
adopted a procedure whereby we could 
be polled a week or two in advance as to 
how we were going to vote. If 99 or 100 
percent of the Members of the Senate 
have actually made up their minds then 
let us vote. 

That illustrates the ridiculousness of 
this polling process, and I thought I 
would make clear my reasons as to why I 
think the problem of polling should be 
checked. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I thank 
the Senator. 

So far as I am concerned, I think it is 
my responsibility to take a position on 
the issues that come before us for de
cision, but I do not think that I have 
a duty to respond to polls as to how I 
intend to vote on any issue. I think it 
is demeaning to the Senate to do so. 
Naturally, if I take a position and make 
that posLtion known in a speech, that 
vote can be ·counted as I so state. But 
as to answering polls per se, I am not 
going to do it; and I think it is wrong 
for the impression to be given out that 
100 Senators have been polled on this 
issue or any other issue when, as a mat
ter of fact, they have not been so polled. 
I, too, do not question the good inten
tions of any pollster. But 100 Senators 
have not been polled on the ABM. As 
far as I am a ware, even the leadership 
on this side of the aisle has made no 
attempt to conduct a poll on this issue. 

I can only speak for one Senator, but 
mine is one of the votes out of 100. Per
haps 99 other Senators were polled, and 
perhaps it was not considered necessary 

to poll the junior Senator from West 
Virginia. Nevertheless, I think it is wrong 
to state that all Senators have been 
polled when such is not the case. It 
might conceivably cause some Senator 
to change his position some day just for 
the heck of it, to show that the polls are 
not always right. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, if there be no further busi
ness to come before the Senate, I move, 
in accordance with the previous order, 
that the Senate stand in adjournment 
rmtil 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 7 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned until tomorrow, Wednesday, 
July 16, 1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 15, 1969: 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Bethel B. Larey, of Arkansas, to be U.S. at
torney for the western district of Arkansas 
for the term of 4 years. 

U.S. ASSAY OFFICE AT NEW YORK, N .Y. 

Nicholas Costanzo, of New York, to be 
Superintendent of the U.S. assay office at 
New York, N.Y. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 15, 1969: 
U.S. Am FORCE ACADEMY 

Col. William R. Jarrell, Jr., FR16821, for 
appointmen.t as Registrar, U.S. Air Force 
Academy, under the provisions of section 
9333(c), title 10, United States Code. 

Richard H. White, cadet of the U.S. Air 
Force Academy, for appointment in the Reg
ular Air Force, in the grade of second lieu
tenant, effective upon his graduation, under 
the provisions of section 8284, title 10, 
United States Code. Date of rank to be de
termined by the Secretary of the Air Force. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, July 15, 1969 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. James L. Powell Jr., First Bap

tist Church, Mount Aizy, N.C., offered 
the following prayer: 

Lord, we pray for the Members of this 
great body today, and all those who 
share in its labors. 

Teach them courageous leadership, 
based on faith and not on fear. 

Forgive them when they talk too much 
and think too little; when they worry 
so often and pray so seldom. 

Take away the stubborn pride that 
keeps them from apology and makes 
them unwilling to open their hearts hon
estly to their colleagues. 

Deliver them from the blasphemy of 
optimism that is mere wishful thinking, 
but give them a courage to want to stand 
for something, lest they fall for anything. 

For conscience sake, for God's sake; 

help us to give a good account of our
selves in these days. 

In our Lord's name, we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of yes

terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills of the House of the fol
lowing titles: 

H.R. 1828. An a.ct to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon James F. Wegener; 

H.R. 1948. An act to confer U.S. citizenship 
posthumously upon Pfc. Joseph Anthony 
Snitko; 

H.R. 2224. An act for the relief of Franklin 
Jacinto Antonio; 

H.R. 2536. An act for the relief of Fran
cesca Adriana Millonzi; 

H.R. 2890. An act for the relief of Rueben 
Rosen; 

H.R. 3166. An act for the relief of Alek
sandar Zambeli; 

H.R. 3167. An act for the relief of Ryszard 
Stanislaw Obacz; 

H.R. 3172. An act for the relief of Yolanda 
Fulgencio Hunter; 

H.R. 3376. An a.ct for the relief of Maria. 
da Conceicao Evaristo; 

H.R. 7215 . . An act to provide for the strlk· 
lng of medals in commemoration of the 5<>th 
anniversary of the U.S. Diploma.tic Courier 
Service; and 

H.R.10060. An act for the relief of L. Cpl. 
Peter M. Nee (24651662). · 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a joint reso
lution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re
quested: 
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