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The knowledge I obtain from these 

conferences will enable me to render bet
ter service, both legislative and personal, 
to all of the people of our important-sixth 
Congressional District. 

TEMPORARY PERSONNEL SERVICES 

HON. LESTER L. WOLFF~ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 23, 1970 

Mr. WOLFF. Mt. Speaker, I would like 
to call attention to a significant contri
bution to the small businessmen of our 
Nation by one of my constituents, Wil
liam Olsten. As president of the Olsten 
Corp., one of the largest temporary 
personnel services in the country, Mr. 01-
sten is an expert on many aspects of the 
labor scene, with particular knowledge 
of temporary help. He has offered the 
benefit of his knowledge and experience 
to small businessmen as author of a book
let, recently published by the Small Busi
ness Administration, entitled "Pointers 
on Using Temporary-Help Services." 

We are all aware of the precarious po
sition that many small businesses occupy 
in our economy. They have limited cap
ital and limited credit, limited resources 
and limited ability to rebound after even 
a mild slowdown. They suffer from a 
number of critical shortages, not the 
least of which is skilled manpower. 

Rising payroll costs are aggravating 
a situation where there is already strong 
downward pressure on profits. What Mr. 
Olsten offers is an approach to personnel 
management that can check the inflating 
ratio of payroll costs to the total volume 
of a small business without sacrificing 
any of the productive capacity needed to 
keep the business healthy and growing. 

"Almost every _ business ·needs extra 
help at one time or.another," Mr .. Olsten 
points out in the new SBA booklet, "in 

order to cope with rush orders, employee 
absences, seasonal peaks or special tasks." 
The extra workload puts a strain on the 
businessman and his employees as well as 
the budget when overtime is required to 
meet the emergency. 

Rather than undertake the prohibitive 
expense of staffing a small business to 
meet these peak periods, Mr. Olsten rec
ommends the use of temporary workers 
who can satisfy production requirements 
when and where they are needed. Mr. 
Olsten notes that these workers may be 
obtained from temporary-help firms for 
part of a day or for extendeO, periods, and 
they are available for a wide range of of
fice, professional, and industrial jobs. 

The advantage of using a temporary 
personnel service shows up .in the cost 
for getting the work d,one, Mr. Olsten 
explains. It costs considerably less than 
keeping extra employees on regular pay
roll, and it is also mm:e economical than 
hiring temporary employees directly. But 
he also points out that in some circwn
stances-because of employee morale 
or specific job reqUirements-it is ad..vis
able to meet work emergencias with 
overtime. . 

The most efficient use of the efficient 
management tool that temporary help 
represents lies in long-range pla:n,ning, 
Mr. Olsten emphasizes. Production and 
personnel emergencies are always there, 
but they need ' not -turn into wasteful 
c'rises. That cari be avoided: "Study your 
production schedules. Note peak periods. 
Compare this year with previous years. A 
pattern will begin to emerge, and you'll 
be able to see where some extra help 
would have avoided problems and kept 
your costs down/' · ~ · -

In the SBA J:>ooklet. Mr. olsten also 
advises the small businessman on the im
portant details of how to select a tern
porary-help firm and the mechanics of 
requesting and utilizing temporary em
ployees so as to get the most out of the 
temporary work dollar. The booklet, qis
tilling the experience and advice of Mr. 

Olsten in the critical personnel area, is 
indeed a valuable tool for the small 
businessman. 

We can also look beyond the small 
businessman to appreciate the benefits 
that temporary work holds out for the 
employee involved and the Nation as a 
whole. Temporary workers comprise a 
significant portion of the labor force, and 
the large majority of them are women. 
Typically, they are housewives-or re
cently widowed or divorced-who cannot 
or do not have the need to work at a 
permanent job. They enter the labor 
market for a number of reasons: to lead 
a more active and rewarding life; to 
supplement regular family income that 
may otherwise be inadequate; to help pay 
for large expenses such as hospital bills 
or college tuition; or to buy special items 
that they would otherwise not afford. 

. The fact that these women want to 
join the labor force and find temporary 
work the most convenient way is cer
tainly a benefit to business and industry 
that needs their 'Skills. Many of them 
worked regularly before getting married 
and need only a brief refresher course, 
provided free of charge by a number of 
temporary service firms, in order to bring 
their skills up to date. · 

A smaller, but important group of 
workers who benefit from tempOTary em
ployment, includes senior citizens and 
those who retire early. As a supplement 
to social security or pensions, their earn
ings allow older people to live more 
comfortably. More important, temporary 
work gives them a feeling -of being useful, 
and allows them to lead a more vigorous 
and active life when they don't want to 
retire · completely. Employers also value 
older workers because of their depend
ability and the years of ·experience they 
bring to their temporary jobs. 

A variety of skills and services are thus 
mobilized for the mutual benefit of tem
porary workers, businesses that use them 
and the entire economy of the CO!lntry. 

SE.NATE...;....Friday, July 24, 1970 
The Senate met at 11 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN. a 
Senator from the State of Alabama. 

The· Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Els-on, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God our Father, all the ways of our 
need lead to Thy throne and Thou satis
fieth us early with Thy mercy. As we 
turn from the tumUlt' and tension of our 
troubled times, in this quie~ moment we 
pray that Thou wilt "take from our souls 
the strain and stress, and let our ordered 
lives confess the beauty of Thy peace:: 

Grant us, Lord, not the peace o.f escape 
from our burdens, but the peace of work 
well done. Seal our lives against cynicism, 
doubt, and fear and all the little evils 
which blight the spirit and break fellow
ship with Thee &.nd with one another. 

Keep us young in heart and mind, 
growing in all that pertains to Thy king
dom. And may there come at eventide the 
realization of the prophet's words: The 
work of righteousness shall be peace; 

and the effect of righteousness, quietness, 
and confidence forever. 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amim. . 
DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-

DENT PRO TEMPORE 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication from 
the President pro tempore of the Senate 
(Mr. RUSSELL). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

"U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE , 

Washington, -D.C., July 24,1970. 
To the S'enate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, 
I appoint Han. JAMES B. ALLEN, a Senator 
from the" State of Alabama, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
President pro tempore. 

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

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS AND A JOINT 
RESOLUTION 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by .Mr. Geisler, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that the 
President had approved and signed the 
following acts and joint resolution: 

On July 17, 1970: 
S. 3564. An act to amend the Federal 

Youth Corrections Act (18 U.S.C. 5005 et 
seq.) to permit examiners to condu~t inter
views With youth offenders. 

On July 18, 1970: 
8.1455. An act to amend section 8c(2) (A) 

of the Agricultural Adjustment Act to pro
vide for marketing orders for apples pro
duced in Colorado, Utah, New Mexico, llli
nois, and Ohio; 

S. 3592. An act to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act, as amended, to clarify the 
provisions relating to custom slaughtering 
operations; and 

S. 3598-. An act to amend section 32(e) of 
title III of the Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant 
Act, as amended, to authorize the Secreta.ry 
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of Agriculture to furnish financial a.ssist
.ance in carrying out plans for works of im
provement for land conservation and utiliza
tion, and for other purposes. 

On July 20, 1970: 
S. 1519. An act to establish a National 

Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science, and for other purposes; 

S. 3215. An act to amend the National 
Foundation on the Arts and the Humani
ties Act of 1965, and for other purposes; and 

S.J. Res. 201. Joint resolution to extend 
the reporting date of the National Commis
sion on Consumer Finance. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, the Acting 
President pro tempore <Mr. ALLEN) laid 
before the Senate messages from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sun-dry nominations, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

<For nominations received today, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker 
had affixed his signature to the enrolled 
bill <H.R. 17619) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and 
related agencies for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1971, and for other purposes; 
and it was signed by the Acting Presi
dent pro tempore (Mr. ALLEN). 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs
day, July 23, 1970, be dispensed with. 

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

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF RO~E 
MORNING BUSD:iESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 
the forbearance of the distinguished Sen
ator from OhiO" (Mr. YoUNG), who is to 
be recognized now, I ask unanimous con
sent that at the conclusion of his re
marks, there be a limitation of 3 minutes 
on statements ifl relation to the trans
action of routifie morning business. 

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
- SENATE SESSION 

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

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

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

unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider nomi
nations on the Executive Calendar. 

There being no objecticn, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated. 

OFFICE OF TP:LECOMMUNICA TIONS 
POLICY 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Clay T. Whitehead, of 
California, to be Director of the Office 
of Telecommunications Policy. 

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

U.S. AIR FORCE-U.S. ARMY
U.S. NAVY 

The assistant legislative clerk pro• 
ceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the U.S. Air Force, U.S. Army, and U.S. 
Navy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that th~ Air 
Force, Army, and Navy nominations be 
considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. 

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPOR
TUNITY COMMISSION 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Colston A. Lewis, of 
Virginia, to be a member of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission. 

The ACTING P~ESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tion is considered and confirmed. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE SEC
RETARY'S DESK-IN THE ARMY, 
IN THE NAVY, AND IN THE PUB
LIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the Army, in the Navy~ and in the Pub
lic Health Service, which had been 
placed on the Secretary's desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomina
tions are considered and confirmed en 
bloc. , 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

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

LEG.ISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate resume the con
sideration{)! legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resUIIJ,ed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING -PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with the 

previous order, the Chair recognizes the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
YouNG) for not to exceed 20 minutes. 

ANOTHER PYRRHIC VICTORY 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr . . President, 
nearly 300 years before the birth of the 
Saviour, Pyrrhus King of EpirJIS defeated 
the Roman legions at ASculum at heavy 
costs in iives to his own forces. His name 
has survived as the symbol of a victory 
won at a cost so excessive as· to make the 
victory meaningless. 

It is evident that in no war in the his
tory of our Nation have we suffered so 
many pyrrhic victories as in this the 
longest war waged in the history of our 
country, and at that an undeclared and 
immoral war. · 

Furthermore, hot in any war in which 
Americans fought was there such a pol
icy followed as the body count indulged 
in by Pentagon officials from 1963 to the 
present time. 

When General Eisenhowe and John 
F. Kennedy were our Presideiits, we had 
military advisers in Vietnam and no 
combat soldiers. President Johnson made 
the ruinous decision to expand the war 
in Vietnam by sending_ over combat 
troops to fight 1n an undeclared war and 
in a small . country 10,000 miles distant 
from our shores and of no importance 
whatever to the safety of the United 
States. This was the gr"avest blunder 
ever made by any American President. 
Due to this, President Johnson, who had 
been elected by a tremendous margin in 
1964, bowed out directly following the 
New Hampshire primaries. · 

Richard Nixon claimed in 1968 that 
he had a secret plan to end the war. 
Citizens·believed him. He was elected our 
President. That plan is still his secret. 
Instead of ending the war, he has ex
panded and escalated it without con
sulting Congress or even all the mem
bers of his Cabinet. Without informing 
congressiona.I leaders ·or seeking their 
advice and, it is said, without even in
forming his Secretary of Defense, he or
dered the invasion or as he ·termed it 
intrusion into Cambodia. With approxi.:.. 
mately 30,000 soldiers and with our huge 
B-52 bombers accompanied by soldiers 
of the Saigon militarist regime, we in
vaded Cambodia .whose neutrality we hael. 
guaranteed. Up to that time, Americans 
were not being Ji:illed in"Cambodia. 

In this morning's Washington Post 
there · is a rather hideous picture of an 
alleged Communist solidier taken pris
oner in Cambodia with his triumphant 
victor standing beside him. The prisoner 
of war has his head hooded and his 
hands manacled behind him. 

Mr. President, those of us who fought 
in World War n never saw German 
prisoners of war man~cled, with their 
heads hooded, or being tortured. The 
facts are that as a signatory to the 
Geneva agreement, we pledged humani
tarian treatment to all prisoners of war. 
But, here we can tell from pictures of 
this sort that we are aiding and abettin~ 
the forces of the militarist regime of 
Saigon in the cruel torture of prisoners 
of war. 
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It happens that in 1943 in North Africa, 

on many occasions I saw German prison
ers of war from the Africa corps. Never 
did I see any of them with their hands 
manacled or their faces hooded. Fre
quently they would march with their 
hands over their heads, but they marched 
in dignity. They were losing the war. 
They were prisoners of war, but they 
were humanely treated. 

Mr. President, believe it or not, one 
dark morning when it was hardly day
light, I was walking along alone, the 
safety catch on my .45 revolver was still 
on. Suddenly out of an alley seven big 
German soldiers came to surrender to 
me. Fortunately they surrendered to me. 
I did not order them hooded or manacled. 

I was happy, almost unbelieving that 
they had surrendered. I proceeded along 
until I came across an American MP and, 
with a sigh of relief, I delivered the pris
oners to the proper authority. We never 
thought of torturing prisoners in those 
days. 

Now, President Nixon terms our Cam
bodian invasion the "greatest military 
success of this war." Here is another 
pyrrhic victory. At the same time our 
B-52 bombers are bombing Laos and 
American Army officers in disguise are in 
every area in Laos, President Nixon has 
expanded our involvement so now Penta
gon terms this as an Inchochinese war. 

We Americans, without any declaration 
of war by Congress, have taken up where 
the French, seeking to expand their lush 
and oppressive Indochinese colonial em
pire, were compelled to quit when their 
garrison at Dienbienphu was overrun 
and captured May 7, 1954. 

Pentagon oflicials have supplied sta
tistics on bodies of Cambodians, Viet
cong, and North Vietnamese allegedly 
killed and rice, ammunition, and weapons 
reportedly captured. The facts are, Mr. 
President, before this so-called ''quick, 
surgical strike"' into Cambodia, the Viet
cong were said to have some guerrilla 
hideouts along the border areas in the 
jungles and were said to use paths along 
the so-called Ho Chi Minh Trail border
ing on Laos and Cambodia with South 
Vietnam. 

At the present time, Cambodia, instead 
of being a neutral area, is occupied by 
guerrillas of the South Vietnam National 
Liberation Front and by North Vietnam 
soldiers. They control eight provincial 
capitals, ruling all the northeastern 
provinces and virtually al1 approaches to 
the national capital of Phnompenh. Our 
action has resulted in Prince Sihanouk, 
long a neutralist, now in Peking becoming 
a confirmed ally of the Communists. 
Prince Sihanouk apparently enjoys the 
support of most of the peasants in Cam
bodia. The likelihood of a civil war en
gulfing Cambodia is high. Furthermore, 
open hostilities are occurring daily be
tween the ill-equipped Cambodian ground 
forces and our friendly forces of South 
Vietnam. 

For more than 1,000 years, the Viet
namese and the native habitants of Cam
bodia have been hostile. Those South 
Vietnamese soldiers who are too friendly 
to fight alongside Americans, have en
joyed killing Cambodian men, raping 

Cambodian women, and looting Cam
bodian villages. 

In an et!ort to ot!er quantitative 
proof of the great American victory, mil
itary and administration officials quote 
at will the statistics already too famil
iar to Americans. What they do not men
tion is that senior commanders on the 
scene have estimated that allied forces 
found only 30 to 50 percent of the ma
terial the Communists had stored in the 
border sanctuaries. The strange variety 
of materials captured indeed suggests 
that much was missed. 

It is to be noted, for example, that 
nearly half of the ammunition found by 
American troops in the so-called fish
hook area was .51 caliber antiaircraft 
rounds, yet in the past, this has been a 
relatively small item in the Communist 
arsenal. Of all the ri:tles captured, only 
about 2,000 were AK-47's, the basic in
dividual weapon used by the Commu
nists. 

In fact, the whole cache-counting syn
drome is a waste of time, for, as one of
ficer said: "It can all be replaced with 
one boatload." 

The facts are that most of the Com
munist forces had foreseen an invasion 
of the border areas as soon as Prince 
Sihanouk's neutralist government was 
overthrown, and had already begun mov
ing out of the area. The bulk of the en
emy forces were able to escape with their 
basic armaments intact. The President 
claimed on April 30 to be invading the 
sanctuaries in an et!ort to capture the 
main Communist headquarters, COSVN, 
and yet no mention was ever made there
after of the results of this move. In fact, 
COSVN, too, escaped virtually un
scathed. 

It is also interesting to note that sev
eral weeks ago Vietcong forces captured 
two trains bound for Phnompenh and 
in one easy blow captured an amount of 
rice equal to one-fifth of that taken 
from the sanctuaries in 6 weeks of work 
by American forces. 

It is now evident that as a result of 
the invasion of Cambodia the war in 
Vietnam has become the war in Indo
china. It is being called that. It has ex
panded and extended into practically all 
areas of that part of Southeast Asia. 
This is done under the authority of Pres
ident Nixon who said that he had a se
cret plan for ending the war in Vietnam. 

The President says that all American 
forces have been withdrawn. However, 
American planes flown by American 
pilots are still bombing deep inside Cam
bodia. Thousands of South Vietnamese 
troops are still operating inside Cam
bodia, and there is no hint as to when 
they may leave. The administration 
claims strong support from Thailand, the 
country whose own security would be 
most at!ected by a Communist victory in 
Cambodia, and the Thais have made in
direct references to sending a few troops. 
Yet more than 3 months after the Lon 
Nol government asked for help from its 
neighbors, Thailand has supplied exactly 
10,000 pairs of black socks, 5,000 rain
coats, 20,000 mosquito nets, and five 
American-built, propeller-driven T-28 
light planes. It is quite obvious that the 

rest of Southeast Asia does not see the 
situation in the same light as the Nixon 
administration. 

Mr. President, despite all these facts, 
the administration continues to talk of a 
great military victory in Cambodia. It is 
apparent that because of the American 
and South Vietnamese action, regardless 
of whatever shortrun tactical gains may 
have accrued, Cambodia has been turned 
into a new battlefield and its former 
ruler, a neutralist, has turned to Commu
nist China and has brought in that pow
erful nation as a friend of the unfortu
nate Cambodian people. 

Before the American invasion, Cam
bodia was a neutral country which was, 
despite undeniable Communist presence 
in a few border regions, maintaining a 
delicate and precarious position outside 
the terrible war in Vietnam. Now the 
prospects are for a protracted war in 
Cambodia and a long-term enemy pres
ence in a large part of the countryside 
which will likely result in a bloody civil 
war. 

Mr. President, it is so-called victories 
such as this which have cost the people 
of Southeast Asia and the United States 
so much over the last 6 years. As long as 
the Nixon administration and the high 
command in Saigon insist on using the 
tired rhetoric of military success to cover 
up defeats and until the administration 
ceases to dream of a conventional mili
tary victory in a war that cannot be won, 
the prospects · for an end to the senseless 
waste in Southeast Asia are dim indeed. 

YANKEE, GO HOME 
Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, a 

Gallup poll, or survey made by the 
U.S. military command in South Viet
nam completed recently and, then sup
pressed on order from Ambassador 
Bunker and top U.S. Army oflicials in 
Saigon shows 65 percent of the people 
in all South Vietnam want all Ameri
cans out of the country. The American 
Broadcasting Co. reported that 30 per
cent had no opinion but 5 percent 
mostly in Saigon, wanted Americans to 
stay. 

CONSUMERS BEING SHORT
CHANGED 

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, 
the failure of Federal bureaucrats to im
plement consumer protection laws is 
shocking and inexcusable. Oflicials of 
the National Commission on Product 
Safety created by Congress recently re
ported that amendments to the Flam
mable Fabrics Act passed in 1967 have 
not "saved a single life, ameliorated a 
single burn injury, or reduced pain or 
disfigurement." · 

Fires involving fabrics cause more 
than 3,000 deaths and up to 250,000 in
juries in our country every year. Many 
elderly patients killed in the tragic nurs
ing home fire in Marietta, Ohio, last 
January would be living today except for 
the flammable carpeting in that institu
tion. Nevertheless, oflicials of the Com
merce Department have failed to take 
steps to apply even the weak existing 
flammability standard to dangerous 
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flammable blankets, bedding and other 
interior furnishings. Not until recently 
were special standards set for children's 
clothing. 

The report also accuses the Food and 
Drug Administration of intolerable de
lays noting it took 2 years to propose a 
ban on the highly dangerous poison car
bon tetrachloride, a home drycleaning 
agent. The fact is the FDA's Bureau of 
Compliance has but one full-time em
ployee responsible for enforcing the ban
ning or labeling of thousands of poten
tially hazardous products. It is high time 
that Federal agencies take swift action 
to enforce laws and protect consumers 
from un.safe, untested merchandise. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 
MONDAY, JULY 27, 1970 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, 
when the Senate completes its business 
today, it stand in adjournment until 12 
noon on Monday next. 

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

S. 4118-INTRODUCTION OF AGRI
CULTURAL ACT OF 1970 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, this Nation's 
farmers urgently need some assurance 
that a farm bill will be enacted this year, 
so I am introducing a bill today which 
is identical to the one reported favorably 
by the House Committee on Agriculture. 

I recognize this bill is far from per
fect and that it does not enjoy the sup
port of farm organizations generally and, 
in addition, recognize the critical impm:
tance of passing farm legislation this 
year. 

I have great respect for the House 
Committee on Agriculture and the lead
ers of that committee-the chairman, 
Mr. PoAGE, and the ranking Republican 
member, Mr. BELCHER. 

Having served on the committee for 8 
years, I am also aware of the di:fficulties 
in reaching an agreement on any farm 
legislation-particularly in the House 
because that body is dominated by Mem
bers from urban and suburban areas. 

In my home State of Kansas, and the 
surrounding States, the wheat that was 
planted last September and October has 
been harvested. 

The wheat producer must plant his 
next winter wheat within 60 to 80 days 
from now. Before planting he must plan 
and prepare his ground as a seedbed for 
the crop and comply with the farm pro
gram. The present wheat program ex
pires December 31 of this year. How can 
he plan his crop without knowing the 
provisions of the farm legislation with 
which he must comply? 

I wish to emphasize the urgency of the 
passage of a farm program as soon as 
possible. 

As initially indicated, this bill may not 
be perfect, and I would assume changes 
will be made by the Senate Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. However, 
it deserves serious consideration. 

It is my hope that introduction of this 
bill will assure Members of the House 
and farmers throughout America that 
the Senate is aware of the need for quick 
action on farm legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
principal provisions of the Agricultural 
Act of 1970. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. ALLEN). The bill will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and, 
without objection, the provisions of the 
bill will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 4118) to establish Improved 
programs for the benefit of producers 
and consumers of dairy products, wool, 
wheat, feed grains, cotton, and other 
commodities, to extend the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act 
of 1954, as amended, and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. DoLE, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the provi
sions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF THE AGRICULTURAL 

ACT OF 1970 
TITLE I-PAYI\1ENT LIMITATIONS 

Places an annual payment limitation of 
$55,000 per farmer for each of the three major 
commodity programs, wheat, cotton and feed 
grains. 

TITLE ll-DAmY 

1. Extends and amends the authority for 
the Dairymen's Class I Base Plan in federal 
milk market order areas. It specifically guar
antees competitive access to Class I Base Plan 
markets by established producers outside the 
market order area. Appeal procedures under 
present law remain unchanged. 

2. Suspends the operation of the manda
tory butterfat price support program for 
farm-separated cream amd permits the sec
retary to set lower support prices on butter. 

3. ExtencUt the secretary's authority to 
donate dairy products owned by CCC to the 
Armed Services and Veterans Hospitals. 

4. Extends the Secretary's authority to 
make indemnity payments to dairy farmers 
who through no fault of their own have their 
milk contaminated by and condemned be
cause of the presence of pesticides and 
residues. 

TITLE ill-WOOL 

1. Extends the National Wool Act of 1954, 
as ainended, through December 31, 1973. 

2. Continues the present incentive price of 
72 cents per pound for shorn wool and 80.2 
cents per pound for mohair for each year of 
the extension. 

TITLE IV-WHEAT 

1. Suspends both the marketing quota pro~ 
gram for 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

2. Provides domestic marketing certificates 
to farmers participating in the set-aside pro
gram in an amount equal to U.S. food con
sumption (about 530 million bushels an
nually). 

3. Sets the face value of these domestic 
certificates at the difference between the 
wheat parity price (currently $2.82 per 
bushel) and the average price received by 
farmers during the first five months of the 
wheat marketing year (which starts on 
July 1.) 

4. Provides for a "preliminary" payment to 
participating farmers as soon as possible after 
July 1. This payment would be the amount 
estimated by the Secretary to be 75 percent 
of the value of the domestic certificate. The 
balance of the payment (if any) would be 
paid in December. If the Secretary's estimate 

were too high, no refunds by farmers would 
be required. 

5. Continues the cost of certificates to 
wheat processors at 75 cents per bushel. 

6. Authorizes the Secretary to set non
reoourse loans to participating farmers from 
zero to 100 percent of the parity price for 
wheat. 

7. Establishes a "set aside" program under 
which wheat farmers, in order to be eligible 
for loans, certificates, and payments under 
the program, must set aside or divert from 
the production of wheat and other crops an 
acreage determined by the Secretary. 

8. Authorizes payments to participating 
farmers for any additional set-aside acreage 
and for permitting public recreational access. 

TITLE V--FEED GRAINS 

1. Establishes a voluntary feed grain (i.e. 
corn, grain, sorghum, and barley) program 
for 1971, 1972, and 1973. 

2. Provides that price support payments to 
participating farmers on one-half of their 
feed grain base will be the difference between 
not less than $1.35 per bushel (for corn) and 
the average market price for the first five 
months of the marketing year (which starts 
on October 1 on corn and grain sorghum and 
July 1 on barley). In no event, however, 
would these payments be less than 32 cents 
per bushel for corn (with corresponding rates 
on grain sorghum and barley). 

3. Authorizes the Secretary to set non-re
course loans at zero to 90 percent of feed 
grain parity prices. 

4. Authorizes additional set-aside and pub
lic recreational access payments. 

5. Establishes a "set-aside" program under 
which participating farmers would be re
quired to set aside or divert feed grain or 
other cropland in order to become eligible for 
feed grain loans and payments. 

6. Provides for a "preliminary" payment of 
32 cents per bushel on corn to participating 
farmers as soon as possible after July 1. If the 
difference between the average market price 
and $1.35 were more than 32 cents during the 
first five months of the marketing year, an 
additional payment would be made. In no 
event would refunds by farmers be required. 

TITLE VI-cOTTON 

1. Provides a guaranteed support of 35 cents 
per pound (middling one inch basis) on the 
estilnated production from 11.5 million acres 
for the 1971 crop and an equivalent amount 
for the 1972 and 1973 crops. 

2. Makes assistance available to participat
ing cotton farmers through loans and pay
ments. The loan would be 90 percent of the 
estimated average world price. The payment 
would be the difference between 35 cents and 
the average market price for the first five 
months following the beginning of the mar
keting year (which begins August 1), but in 
no event less than 15 cents per pound. No 
refunds by farmers would be required in the 
event mrarket prices were greater than 20 
cents per pound. 

3. Authorizes payments to partdcipating 
farmers on acreage made available to the 
public for recreational purposes. 

4. Provides for a set-aside of cropland (not 
to exceed 33% percent of the cotton allot
ment) as a condition of eligibility for bene
fits under the program. 

5. Establishes a voluntary program under 
which marketing quotas, penalties, and acre
age restrictions would be suspended for three 
years. 

6. Requires participating farmers to plant 
cotton to receive payments, with two excep
tions: (a) if unable to do so because of nat
ural disaster or other condition beyond pro
ducers' control; (b) if not less than 90 per
cent of allotment is planted. 

7. Allows the sale of cotton allotments 
within a State, permits the lease of allot
ments within a State, and provides tor the 
release and reapportionment of allotments 
during the 3-year life of thds legislation. 
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TITLt: Vll-PUBLIC LAW 480 

1. Extends without change the provisions 
of P.L. 480 {the "FoOd for Peace" program) 
which authorizes donations and long-term 
dollar credit and foreign currency sales of 
U.S. farm commodities to underdeveloped 
nations. Under the Act most foreign currency 
sales are scheduled to end by December 31, 
1971. . 

TITLE Vm-GENE:aAL AND MISCELLANEOUS 
1. Continues the "Cropland Conversion" 

and "Greenspan" (long-term land retirement 
programs) at an authorized appropriation 
level of $10 million annually for each 
program. 

2. Continues the current exemption from 
marketing quotas for boUed peanuts. 

3. Permits farmers or other land owners 
who do not desire to hold an allotment on 
any crop under a government progr.a.m to 
voluntarily .relinquish it. {This would be a 
permanent provision.) 

4. Establishes an indemnity program to 
reimburse beekeepers for losses caused by 
pesticide residues. 

I • 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr: PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous com;ent that I may pro
ce~d for 8 minutes. 

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

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON . 
BUDGET REQUESTS 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, last 
weekend President Nixon charged the 
Congress with contributing to infla
tion by increasing the Executive's budg
et requests. The President is pictur
ing Congress as the "big spender." I 
think he is -getting away with murder. 
I do not think Congress is as big a 
spender as the President himself. The 
President hinted that Congress was be
inj irresponsible in the appropriations 
it has passed. He said: 

. There is a persistent and growing tend
ency to approve increases in expenditures 
y.rithout providing the revenue to pay the 
costs. 

Mr. President, in trying to. pin the 
"big spender" label on the Congress 
President Nixon was both unfair and 
historically incorrect. The Congress 
has, and I am confident it will continue 
to be, · the force in the Federal Govern
ment which is' preventing ·irresponsible 
spending. Since 1946, for the past 25 
years, the Congress has in every year 
made substantial cuts in ai:>Propriations 
below the President's budget requests. 
This includes ev.ery single Eisen
hower budget submitted to a Demo
-cratic Congress, and that was seven 
times, and seven times Congress cut the 
Eisenhower budget, and the Nixon budg
et last year which :the Congress cut. 

For a look at who is the "big spender" 
we need only examine the President's 
budget req_uests last year and compare 
them with the amount Congress appro
priated. Congress cut President Nixon's 
appropriations py $5% billion. Yes $5% 
billion. Of the 14 appropriations bills 
sent to Congress we cut 10 of them. We 
cut the Treasury bill, the Post Office ~nd 
executive offices bill, the independent 
offices and HUD bill, the Interior bill, 

State, Justice, Commerce, and Judiciary 
bill, the legislative branch bill, the mili
tary construction bill, the District of 
Columbia bill, the Defense Department 
bill, the foreign aid bill, and the supple
mental appropriations bill. 

And what about this year? The Presi
dent apparently believes we will spend 
more than he requested. Well I would 
like to reassure him that it just is not so. 
This Congress will cut the President's 
ov{(rall appropriations requests. As of to
day, the only fiscal 1971 appropriations 
bill to pass Congress and be sent to the 
President is the District of Columbia ap
propriations bill. We cut that bill by a 
whopping 22 percent. And we will cut 
others. · 

It is true that we have been adding 
to such bills as education and housing. 
These additions, however, will be more 
than balanced by cuts in other areas es
pecia1ly the military. I remind President 
Nixon that the Armed Services Commit
tee has already cut the military authori..: 
zations bill by $1.3 billion. And I believe 
that is only the beginning. I am con
vinced that bill will be even further re
duced when it comes onto the floor. 

What we are faced with here is a dif
ference in empnasis. The Congress has 
taken a more radical turn than the 
White House: It has turned away from 
unnecessary military expenses and ex
tra vag ant programs and toward more 
emphasis on human resources. What we 
are discussing here is the difference be
tween hospitals and the C-5A, between 
food programs for our children and the 
ABM. The Congress hopes to hold the 
line on spending while continuing its 
massive attack on domestic problems. 

It is my belief that the administration 
should be out in front of the move to re
orient our Nation's priorities. I think it 
unfortunate · that the President con
tinues to place such emphasis on unnec
essary and ·.extravagant programs. It is 
ironic that while the President is accus
ing Congress of contributing to infla
tion he supports projects that, because 
they contribute to no specific human 
need, are particularly inflationary. 

President Nixon's intentions are good. 
He is as concerned as we all are with 
the economic health of the- Nation. It 
is a fact he has joined the reorienta
tion of our priorities. I only·wish he had 
gone further.. 

But there is one thing I think must be 
made perfectly clear. In reorienting our 
priorities the Congress has not become 
a bigger spender than the Executive. In 
the last quarter of a century the Con
gress has consistently reduced the Presi
dent's requested expenditures. I am so 
sure that the Congress will again do a 
.responsible job for the taxpayers of this 
country that, if it does not, I will con
tribute $1,000 to the campaign of my Re
publican opponent in this fall's Wiscon
sin election. Should the Congress not 
complete work on the budget until after 
the November 3 election, and if the Con
gress fails to cut the budget, I will con
tribute the $1,000 to my opponent's fa
vorite charity. 

I do not make this commitment as a 
long shot or a risk. I am not taking a risk. 
I do so to make the point that I am con-

fident Congress will cut back the Presi
dent's request for appropriations. I wish 
to emphasize that the President was dead 
wrong when he implied Congress was this 
Nation's big spender. 
· The President's remarks are beginning 
to frame the Congress as a villain in the 
eyes of the public. Even that completely 
honest and sensitive cartoonist for the 
Evening Star, Gib Crockett, has accepted 
the misconception. In a cartoon this 
week he portrays Congress as a Sugar 
Daddy buying gifts for his miniskirted 
girlfriend-Miss Inflation. A minister 
With an unmistakable resemblance to 
President Nixon is shaking his finger, as 
Miss Inflation tells her Sugar Daddy to 
"Pay no attention, Daddy-let's keep 
going." Congress has all kinds of goodies 
to offer, but the President is depicted as 
refusing every request for extravagance 
and trying to caution Congress to hold 
down spending or inflation is going to 
pull us down. 

Mr. President, through my willingness 
to contribute $1,000 to my opponent if 
Congress fails to ~cut the budget, I am 
trying to clear up this misconception 
and it has been reflected in newspaper 
articles throughout the country, includ
ing those by some of the best informed 
commentators in the country. 

I have sent President Nixon a letter 
telling him of my commitment to con
tribute to my opponent if his requests 
are below congressional actions. I hope 
it will move him to reexamine the role 
Congress has played in the last quarter 
century. We have cut back, not increased 
Presidential requests for appropriations. 
And we will do so again this year. · Of 
course, we may not cut spending where 
the President wants it cut but overall 
we will cut it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my letter to Presi
dent Nixon be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington,' D.O. 

JULY 23, 1970. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: While I respect your 
right to challenge the Congress ·in its actlons, 
I also respectfully submit that the Congress 
has done a responsible job in considering 
fiscal proposals from the Presidents. 

In eacl} of the last 25 years, the. Congress 
has reduced the Presidenps' budgets. It has 
always appropriated less than the Presidents 
have requested. I am sure this Congress will 
do so again. 

I am so positive that I am proposing this: 
Should, the Congress appropriate more than 

your budget re<J.-qest, I shall contribute $1,000 
from my own pocket to the campaign fund 
of my Republican opponent in thiS year's 
Wisconsin. general election. 

My feelings are strong that the Congress 
is responsible fiscally. That is why I make 
this offer. I j:l.Wa.it your reply. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 

U.S. Senator. 

Mr.·BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

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

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that I may speak 
for 7 minutes. 

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

SCHOOL DESEGREGATION 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 

in its July 22 edition, the Richmond 
News Leader published an open letter to 
the Supreme Court, together with sev
eral editorials and a sampling of nation
al comment on the subject of school de
segregation. 

I agree wholeheartedly with the views 
expressed in the open letter and the 
views expressed in the editorials. 

In the open letter, the newspaper 
makes the point that education is the 
proper function of the schools and that 
classrooms should not be made labora
tories for sociological experiments. I 
have many times made the same point 
in comments on the floor of the Senate. 

The purpose of this open letter to the 
Supreme Court is to attempt to bring 
before the Court some of the many prob
lems involved in recent comt decisions. 

The Richmond News Leader is at
tempting to bring about an understand
ing on the part of the Court that many 
of its decisions are destroying the public 
school system. The purpose of the open 
letter is to attempt to have the Court 
realize many of the practical problems 
involved in some of its decisions. I feel 
that this open letter to the Court is a 
fine public service. I hope it will be ef
fective. I hope that the Court will pay 
some attention. to the views expressed by 
this outstanding Virginia newspaper. 

Mr. President, I know well the execu
tives of the Richmond newspapers. I 
know how much at heart they have the 
welfare of the citizens of that commu
nity. I know how deeply they want to be 
helpful to the parents and to the chil
dren in the Richmond public school sys
tem. 

wherever compulsory busing is forced 
upon a school district. , 

The open letter also includes the ob
servation that compulsory busing plans 
are expensive. It estimates that as much 
as $4 million might be required to carry 
out a court-approved plan r equiring the 
busing of Richmond schoolchildren. It 
is this busing requirement, this busing 
of children from their own neighbor
hoods all the way across the city to an
other area, an area unknown .to the chil
dren, which the Richmond newspapers 
are protesting, and it is what the people 
of Richmond of sll races are protesting. 

This $4 million, if it is to be spent, 
might better be used to improve the edu
cational facilities of the city. And the 
same holds for any other community re
quired to make a large outlay for the 
purchase and operation ""Of buses. 

Another point made in the open letter 
is that "if compulsory busing were re
quired under an integration plan im
PDSed by the courts, the role of the school 
in the community would be destroyed." 

I think this is an important observa
tion. Schools should be an intimate part 
of the communities they serve. Children 
should have the sense of security and 
identity that neighborhood schools pro
vide. Parents should have easy access to 
the schools their children attend. 

I might say, Mr. President; that I be
lieve parents of all races want their chil
dren to go to school as near their homes 
as possible. They do not want their young 
children to be sent any farther away 
from home than is necessary to obtain 
an education. 

Freedom of choice is a fair method for 
the assignment of pupils. Compulsory 
busing is an unfair method. 

As the News Leader observes: 
Children bused to achieve art arbitrary ra

cial mix would be denied the same protec
tion of the law granted those children who 
would not be bused to achieve an arbitrary 
racial mix. ' · · 

· All Americans-black and white, in the 
South ·and outside the South-pay taxes that 
support public schools. They have the ~-con
sequent rigb.t to select which schools their 
children will attend. 

The open let ter points out that the -
freedom of choice plan now in effect for 
the schools of the city of Richmond has 
been effective. It hilS resulted in sub
!)tant ial desegregation without disrupt
ing the educational process. 

1 Unavailable. 
In my view, fr eedom of choice is the 

logical method for the assignment of 
pupils to public schools. Under freedom 
of choice, the rights of parents and· stu
dents of all races are properly safe
guarded . 

The open letter also notes that com
pulsory integration , which would be ac
complished by extensive busing of stu
dents, is a form of reverse discrimina
tion. 

The letter comments that "under com
pulsory integration, all children in Rich
mond-particularly minority children
would be denied admission to a school by 
reason of their race." I an1 convinced 
that this is correct, and that the same 
kind of reverse discrimination will occur 

In view of the large number of st udents 
from low-income families Jn Richmond's 
schools, the drop-out rate is remarkably 
low. For the same reason, the percentage of 
high school graduates entering college is 
spectacularly high; moreover, a high per
centage of Richmond high school graduates 
a re awarded advance placement in college. 

Richmond's school system is a nationally 
recognized pioneer in economics education, 
in t echnical education, and in foreign lan
guage instruction. 

NO OFFICIAL SEGREGATION IN CITY 

In 1948 the Court held racial covenants 
in property deeds to be unconstitut ional. 
It is wrong .to cite these covenants as evi
dence of officially sanctioned segregation 
now. 

Mr. President, I feel that the Rich
mond News Leader has rendered a · fine 
public service in publishing its open let
ter to the Supreme Court, together w!th 
three excellent editorials and an interest
ing collection of comments from Negro 
leaders, the press, government leaders, 
the Federal courts, and others. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the open letter to the Supreme Court, 
t ogether with the editorials and com
mentary published by the Richmond 
News Leader, to which I have referred, 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the items 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE SUPREME COURT 
OF THE UNITED STATES 

JULY 22, 1970. 
MAY IT PLEASE THE COURT: 

This newspaper, seeking to reflect the· sense 
9f the people it serves, respectfully requests 
the Supreme Court to consider what is 
happening to the nation's public schools as a 
result of school integration compelled by the 
Federal judiciary. And it respectfully requests 
the Court to consider what would happen to 
public education in Richmond if compulsory 
busing were required to replace freedom of 
choice. 

On June 30 Judge J. Braxton Craven, Jr., 
of the Fourth Circuit Court said in a dis
senting opinion about a desegregation plan 
for Clarendon County, South Carolina, "It is 
true that constitutional principles may not 
b_e allowed to yield · to community opposi
tion .. · .. It is equally t rue, however, that 
judges, in fashioning remedies, cannot ignore 
reality." . 

Through this open letter we invite the 
Court's att ention to some realities that exist 
ln, and relate to, the City of Richmond: 

GOAL IS ~OD EDUCATION 

The Court has held that education "is per
h aps the most important function of State 
and local governments." The people of Rich
mond agree. They are concerned that the 
qua lity of education ln the Richmond public 
schools would decline if children were · as
signed to schools solely on the basis of ~:ace. 

RICHMOND-SCHOOLS ARE GOOD 

According to the Vfrglnia Education As~ 
sociation, in the 1968-69 school year (the last 
yea r for whicn complete fr'gures are available} 
Richmond's public schools ranked as follows: 

High school 
graduates 

entering 
college 

(perc_ent) 

47 
51 
(1) 

Indeed, many Ricl1lnon d neighbol'haods 
already are integrated . . The fact that few 
Negro an d white parents have chose"n to 
send t heir children to distant schools within 
the Cit y demonst rates their confidence in 
t he neighborhood school system. The Su
preme Court never has ruled t h at ra-cial im
balances resulting from residential living 
patterns are unconstitutional. 

FREEDOM OF CHOICE H AS WORKED 

Since .1966 the City has operated under a 
freedom-of-choice plan with no geographic 
zon es. This plan was authorized by a 1965 
consent decree issued by the Federal District 
Court, and upheld by both the Fourth Cir
cuit Court of Appeals ·· and the Supreme 
Court. Under that plan, parents ha.d the 
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choice of sending their children to any school 
within the corporate boundaries of the City. 

Under freedom of choice, Richmond's 
schools have been integrated: 

In 1961, without freedom of choice, only 
630, or .01 per cent, of 34,956 school-aged 
children in the Clty attended integrated 
schools. 

In the 1967-68 school year-the second 
year of freedom of choic~19,504, or 44.6 
per cent, of the City's school population at
tended integrated schools by choice of their 
parents. 

In the 1969-70 school year, 21,156, or 50.2 
per cent, of the City's school children at
tended integrated schools. 

In fact, in the 1969-70 school year, every 
white child attending a regular public school 
in Richmond attended an integrated school. 

COMPULSORY INTEGRATION 

Is reverse discrimination 
In Brown v. Board of Education, the Court 

held that no child could be denied admission 
to a school by reason of his race. Yet, under 
compulsory integration, alL children in Rich
mond-particularly minority children
would be denied admission to a school by 
reason of their race. 

Under freedom of choice, no child in Rich
mond has been denied admission to a school 
by reason of his race. In 1969, the Court de
fined a unitary school system as one "within 
which no person is to be effectively excluded 
from any school because of race ... " 

Results in resegregation 
Washington, D.C., offers the most telling 

example. Between 1950 and 1967, the number 
of white children in Washington's schools 
decreased from 46,736 to 11,784. During the 
same period the number of Negro school 
children increased from 47,980 to 139,364. 
Two years after the school population 
reached racial parity, the number of Negro 
enrollment had climbed to 75 per cent. Of 
157,565 school-aged children in Washington 
schools during the past school year, only 
8,449 were white. 

Similar resegregation can be predicted for 
the City of Richmond if the enrollment of 
each school were forced to reflect the racial 
ratio of 60 per cent black 40 per cent white 
of the over-all school population A_ local 
study of resegregation in the City's North
side showed that whites will stay in schools 
that are not more than 40 per cent black 
The record of John Marshall High School, on 
the City's Northside confirms this finding. 
In the 1967-68 school year the school's en
rollment was 42 per cent Negro. In the 1968-
69 school year, the Negro enrollment in
creased to 51 per cent. In the past year, the 
school's Negro enrollment reached 60 per 
cent. 

Makes schools social labs 
Even today, 16 years after the Brown de

cision, experts disagree on the value of in
tegrated education. Richmonders accept in
tegration when it occurs naturally. They 
oppose court-ordered artificial race mix
tures, which, by uprooting children of both 
races, do more harm than good. 

The parents of Richmond regard as racist 
the premise that a Negro child cannot learn 
unless he is in a classroom with whites. That 
is an arrogant variation of the notion that 
a white child will suffer from being in a 
classroom with blacks. Both notions are 
perverse. 

Has altered role of schools 
Under Richmond's freedom-of-choice plan, 

this City's schools have been almost free 
from violence. 

This has not been the case elsewhere. 
Studies by the Senate Juvenile Delinquency 
Subcommittee, the House Subcommittee on 
General Education, and a private research 
corporation have disclosed that almost no 
school above the elementary school level in 

the nation was free from violence or disrup
tion-most of it racially motivated-during 
the past school year. Another study by the 
U.S. Office of Education early this year failed 
to find a single integrated high school-any
wher~that was not torn by racial conflict. 

In such urban areas as Chicago, New York 
City, and Washington, D.C., racial animosity 
in the high schools is so intense that only 
the presence of large numbers of police can 
assure order. This has turned many schools 
into custodial, rather than educational, 
institutions. 

COMPULSORY BUSING 

Would damage city financially 
When compulsory busing plans have been 

adopted elsewhere, blacks and whites have 
voted against the busing plans by moving 
away. The pattern is not a product of race: 
Middle-income families of both races are 
leaving the City even now. 

In the current fiscal year, $27.3 million has 
been appropriated for Richmond schools
by far the largest item in the budget. The 
taxpayers of Richmond support their public 
schools. Yet if a court-approved plan re
quired the busing of Richmond school chil
dren, many of those taxpayers-desperately 
needed by the City-would leave instead of 
underwriting the possible $4 million initial 
outlay for the purchase of buses. 

Could delay school opening 
Virginia law requires that public schools 

be open 180 days each year. Delay in opening 
Richmond's schools, until enough buses could 
be acquired, would force local children to at
tend school well into next summer-if not all 
summer-to meet the 180-day requirement. 
This would cause many hardships to them 
and to their families. 

As the Richmond case now stands, $16 
million in badly needed school construction 
has been halted by order of the District 
Court. Further construction postponement 
will :nean increased costs to the City and will 
result in further overcrowding in the schools. 

Is impractical and inconvenient 

In the past, the neighborhood school has 
functioned as a community institution. If 
compulsory busing were required under an 
integration plan imposed by the courts, the 
role of the school in the community would be 
destroyed. Extra-curricular activities would 
be curtailed. Ohildren-especially those in 
kindergarten and elementary schools-would 
lose the sense of security and identity. that 
their neighborhood schools provide. 

Parental contact with schools, and in
fluence on them, would be lost. Parents wish
ing to talk personally with teachers about 
their children's education would be severely 
inconvenienced. When a child became sick 
a.t school, his parents would face great diffi.
cul ty in getting him home. 

Many Richmond parents feel that com
pulsory busing would expose their childiren 
to needless risks during peak traffic periods. 
They also feel that compulsory busing would 
force their children to spend many hours 
aboard buses-hours that could be better 
spent in extra-curricular activities, in the 
classroom or studying at home. 

Is opposed by pm·ents 

In a recent referendum in Denver, seven 
out of ten voters rejected compulsory busing. 
A more recent nationwide Gallup Poll showed 
that eight out of nine Americans oppose com
pulsory busing. 

Negro parents and their children have 
organized boycotts and demonstrations 
against compulsory busing plans in many 
communities across the nation. 

Many parents do not mind transporting 
their children by bus to school voluntarily, 
but they do object to compulsory busing to 
achieve an artificial racial mixture in the 
schools. 

FREEDOM OF CHOICE IS FAIR 

Children bused to achieve an arbitrary 
racial mix would be denied the same protec
tion of the law granted those children who 
would not be bused to achieve an arbitrary 
racial mix. 

All Americans-black and white, in the 
South and outside the South-pay taxes that 
support public schools. They have the con
sequent right to select which schools their 
children will attend. 

Under Richmond's freedom-of-choice plan, 
that right was assured. Under all other plans 
proposed to the District Court, it would be 
lost. 

The parents of Richmond ask that the 
Court make explicit the right of a parent to 
have his children educated in the public 
schools of his choice. 

We beg the Court to do so with all de
liberate spee~. 

Respectfully, 
THE RICHMOND NEWS LEADER. 

AN APPEAL TO THE COURT 

On the page opposite today, this news
paper appeals publicly to the Supreme Court 
of the United States to make explicit "the 
right of a parent to have his children edu
cated in the public schools of his choice." We 
are asking Richmond area residents to sign 
the open letter, and to return it to us at 
Box 1-H, Richmond 23201, by August 7. 
Signed letters will be forwarded to the Su
preme Court. Copies of the open letter, to
gether with copies of this page, will be avail
able to the public free of charge in the 
main lobby of Richmond Newspapers, Inc. 
Copies will be sent to the President, the Vice 
President, the Cabinet, all members of Con
gress, every governor, and every member of 
the Federal judiciary. Copies also will be sent 
to syndicated columnists and major daily 
newspapers. It is our hope that other news
papers will undertake similar projects. 

Perhaps this letter is a forlorn endeavor. 
Surely no one who signs it should expect it to 
accomplish any miracles. Nor by this letter 
do we suggest, or countenance, defiance of 
the law. But freedom of choice is a defensible 
doctrine. It stands firmly in the tradition of 
American liberty. We believe the Supreme 
Court ought to know that under freedom of 
choice, integration has gone forward in Rich
mond's schools-albeit at its own insistent 
pace. We believe the Supreme Court o11ght 
to know that under freedom of choice, the 
high qualtiy of education in Richmond's 
schools has been maintained. And we believe 
the Supreme Court ought to know that the 
people of the Richmond area support lib
erty-for al'l races-and oppose force. 

The Supreme Court ought to be informed 
about these things, because the Supreme 
Court has wr()ugh t the Orwellian changes in 
pupil assignments in the past 16 years. Only 
the Supreme Court can call a halt to further 
manipulation of the nation's school children. 
No matter what the decision in the Rich
mond case, Federal District Judge Robert R. 
Merhige, Jr., ultimately will be bound by 
decisions on school integration handed down 
by the Supreme Court. Until the Supreme 
Court clarifies the contradictory and confus
ing points in many Federal court decisions, 
it would be impractical for Judge Merhige to 
do anything in the Richmond case. Pending 
such a clarifying decision from the Supreme 
Court, Judge Merhige should reinstate the 
City's freedom-of-choice plan. 

The South has been to Appomattox before. 
It has experienced adversity and defeat; it 
knows the name of the game. But no hard
ship visited on it by the egalitarians-not 
even the relegation of freedom of choice to 
the lega:J. ash heap--will warrant the South's 
retaliating against children, black or white. 
Richmond area parents want the best possi
ble education for their children; they do not 
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want incipient race war in the public schools. 
Those parents understand that unlike claims 
for equal treatment, demands for compulsory 
association are neither legitimate nor truth
ful. They remain convinced that reason will 
prevail. And they sincerely hope that through 
full airing of the arguments, the Supreme 
Court will turn away from anti-rational pro
custean theories that threaten to tear the 
social fabric of this nation apart. 

A TRAGIC FAILURE 

On the right side of the editorial page 
today, a number of persons, representing a 
cross-section of the population, express their 
disillusionment with integration as a first
priority national goal. The impact of their 
disillusionment is even greater because most 
of these persons in the past have been fer
vent advocates of compulsory integration. 

Yet they are not afraid to say that their 
former dedication to integration was mis
placed. and that compulsory integration has 
not worked. Newsweek columnist Stewart 
Alsop appraises the situation on the basis 
of reality, not idealism, when he calls forced 
integration a tragic failure. The depth of 
that failure can be seen in the opposition 
to forced integration by many prominent 
Negro leaders. 

During the past 16 years since the Brown 
decision, the goals of the Negro race have 
changed dramatically. At first, the Negro 
sought integration as a means of social and 
education uplift, and as a means of bring
ing about social acceptance on a basis of 
equality. Now, through forced integration, 
Negroes find their racial culture and their 
racial identity threatened, and increasing 
numbers of them no longer want integration. 
They want their own schools, in which their 
culture can be preserved, and they want to 
exercise control over those schools. 

Negro leaders have not hesitated to articu
late the change in direction desired by their 
followers. Negro discontent with integrated 
schools became explici,t when civil rights 
leader Roy Innis, who has fought long and 
hard for the cause of integration, said, "In 
tegration is dead." In place of integration, 
he suggests a return to separate-but-equal 
schools. He proposes the establishment of 
two school districts in each urban center, 
one predominantly white, one predominantly 
Negro. The majority race in each district 
would have full control over the schools, 
and children of both races could attend 
schools in either district if they wished. In 
other words, many Negroes, like this news
paper, believe in freedom-of-choice. 

Innis' plan for improving the schools 
where they are by eliminating the racial 
factor altogether has been well received in 
the South; it is possible that his suggestion 
will be implemented in a pilot program in 
Mobile, Alabama. Predictably, liberal poli
ticians in the North have given him a cold 
shoulder, because Innis' plan would elim
inate the infiuence of white liberals on the 
civil rights movement. 

The views of a growing number of Ne
groes in positions of leadership and influ
ence cannot be ignored, for these views are 
held by a growing number of Negroes. In 
homogenization through integration, they 
fear the loss of their identity as a race; they 
now recognize the importance of maintain
ing a pluralistic society in which cultural 
diversities can be preserved. 

These Negro leaders represent, not a sep
arationist point of view, but a valid line of 
reasoning that hi-racialism or co-existence, 
not integration, offer the Negro race the best 
future in America. If the courts, the Con
gress, and the Federal government ignore 
their appeal to reason, the results could 
lead to ultimate tragedy for all Americans. 
Negro and white. 

THE PRINCIPLE OF BUSING 

In the controversy currently raging about 
the possibility of cross·-city busing for 
Richmond's school children, the point in
evitably is made: About 9,000 children in 
the city's public schools rode buses to reach 
their schools during the past school term. 
The question then comes up: What's the 
difference, and why worry? 

In principle, there is a great deal of differ
ence. During the past four school years, when 
a freedom-of-choice plan was in effect in 
Richmond, parents had the right to select 
what schools their children would attend. 
If they chose schools too far away from their 
homes to permit the children to walk to 
school, they bought school bus tickets, and 
the children rode buses. In some instances, 
even when children attended the schools 
closest to them, those schools still were too 
far away for the children to walk. A number 
of other Richmond children rode buses to 
private schools-again by choice of their 
parents. 

Under court-ordered plans that require 
city-wide busing to achieve certain levels of 
integration, however, the Federal court seizes 
all control over a child's education. The court 
det ermines what school each child will at
tend, and how he will reach it. The parent 
no longer can exercise even the smallest 
degree of control over his child's education. 

The difference, quite simply, is that free 
choice gives way to compulsion, by court 
decree. If a parent uses his freedom of choice 
in a way that requires his child to ride a 
bus, that is his own business, and outside 
the state's domain. But if a Federal court 
approves a plan requiring that any child be 
bused-not to gain an education, but to 
achieve a certain racial mix-that plan can 
be implemented only through compulsion, 
and only the state has freedom of choice. 

The principle of free choice transcends any 
sociological hogwash about the value of in
t egrated education, or the arrogant notion 
that a parent lacks the abllity, experience, 
and knowledge to decide for himself what is 
best for his own child. Once robbed of free 
choice, parents lose a vital infiuence on their 
children's education, as well as their status 
of authority in the household. These facts 
should not be overlooked in any attempt to 
obscure the important difference between 
free choice and compulsion on the question 
of busing. 

INTEGRATION Is DEAD: FOCUS TuRNS FROM 
FORCED MixiNG TO QUALITY EDUCATION 

(This compendium of quotations, gathered 
from many sources, illustrates the extent of 
growing disenchantment with the goal of 
compulsory integration as an end in itself.) 

NEGRO LEADERS 

Roy Innis, head of the Congress of Racial 
Equality: 

"Integration is dead. Its epitaph has been 
in the coming for a hell of a long time. Inte
gration came to be viewed by the civil rights 
aristocracy not as a means to an end, but 
as an end in itself." (March, 1970). 

James Farmer, former head of Congress of 
Racial Equality, now Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. 

"Our objective should be to provide a high
quality education. The real problem is not 
integration or segregation. It is the quality 
of education. Busing is not relevant to high
quality education. It works severe hardships 
on the people it affects. In the South, I 
found blacks complaining of being bused to 
schools." (October, 1969) 

Ben Holman, head of the Justice Depart
ment 's Community Relations Service: 
. "Of course it's true. I started out at 14 

picketing for integration, but it's just not 
going to work. We've got to admit publicly 
that we've failed, so we can stop pursuing 

. 

this phantom, and concentrate instead on 
gilding the ghetto-a massive diversion of 
manpower and money to the central city 
schools." (February, 1970) 

Julius Hobson, a black militant leader in 
Washington, D.C.: · 

"Of course--integration is a complete 
failure ... What we've got is no longer an 
issue of race but of class, the middle class 
against the poor, with the Federal govern
ment standing idly by . . . The schools in 
Washington have deteriorated to a point 
almost beyond repair-if I could afford it, 
I'd send my own children to a private school. 
. .. I have an opinion I hesitate to voice, be
cause it's too close to George Wallace, but I 
think it's time we tried to make the schools 
good where they are ... the integration kick 
is a dead issue." (February, 1970) 

Dan Watts, editor of the black m111tant 
publication, The Liberator: 

"There's more race hatred in New York 
today than there is in Mississippi, and it all 
goes back to the schools. It's a traumatic 
experience, anyway, for a black kid to be 
bused clear across town . . . we've got to 
move away from integration and toward co
existence." (February, 1970) 

Mrs. Thelma Miller, head of the New York 
City district of the New York State Con
gress of Parents and Teachers: 

"Let's stop kidding ourselves about inte
gration. Let's make all schools equally good 
for all children. Then nobody will mind 
what school his child attends. People who 
advocate busing for integration are still 
living in a dream world." (March, 1970) 

Congressman Adam Clayton Powell, of 
Harlem: 

"Young and old alike have become disillu
sioned with the idea of integration. Many 
young people in the ghetto do not want to 
mix with whites or to be bused from their 
neighborhoods or go to white schools." (Feb
ruary, 1970). 

William Cousins, Jr., City Alderman and 
lawyer, Chicago: 

"Since integration seems so remote and 
unattainable, the best approach at this time 
is to emphasize improving education in the 
schools our children now attend-and in
creasing our community control over those 
schools." (March, 1970). 

THE PRESS 

Columnist Stewart Alsop, Newsweek maga
zine: 

"Surely it is time to face up to a fact that 
can no longer be hidden from view. The at
tempt to integrate this country's schools is a 
tragic failure. 

"Among those who know the realities, that 
ugly truth is almost universally recognized." 
(February, 1970). 

Vermont Royster, editor and senior vice 
president of the Wall Street Journal: 

"There are many things wrong with the 
forcible transfer of children from school to 
school to obtain the 'proper' racial mix. It is, 
for one thing, wasteful of time, energy, and 
money that could better be applied to making 
all schools better. 

"To this practical objection there ls also 
the fact that in concept it is arrogant. The 
unspoken idea it rests upon is that black 
children will somehow gain from putting 
their bla~k skins near to white skins. This is 
the reverse coin of the worst segregationist's 
idea that somehow the white children will 
suffer from putting their white skins near to 
black skins. 

"Both are insolent assertions of white su
periority. Both spring from the same bitter 
seed." (February, 1970). 

The New York Times: 
"Racial fears and resentment are steadily 

eroding relations between white teachers and 
administrators and black students in many, 
possibly most, high schools here. In a. few 
schools this erosion has gone so far as to 
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create conditions pf paralyzing anarchy in 
which large police detachments have been 
deemed necessary to keep . classrooms func
tioning and put down sporatlic outbursts of 
violence by rebellious students ... The wid
ening gulf between white adults and black 
youths in the schools convinces increasing 
numbers of blacks and whites that the fading 
promise of school integrat ion can never be 
more than a hol1ow piety." (February, 1970.) 

William Raspberry, Negro columnist for 
the Washington Post: 

"It may be that one reason why the schools, 
part icularly in Was1lington, are doing such 
a poor job of educating black children is 
t hat we have spent too much effort on inte
grating the schools and too little op. improv
ing them ... Integration was simply a means 
to an end. Much of the confusion today stems 
from the fact that the means has now become 
an end in itself." (FebruEliry, 1970). 

GOVERNMEl'fT LEADERS 

Former President Lyndon Johnson, in a 
letter to 19 Senators who had protested HEW 
guidelines drawn up contrary to anti-busing 
provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: 

"The guidelines are not designed to com
pel desegregation beyond that inherent in a 
fa:lrly working free · choice plan, to strike 
down freedom of choice, or to achieve 'racial 
balance' . . . In short, the guidelines do not 
abandon freedom of choice, they seek to 
guarantee it in fact." (May, 1966). 

Columnist Joseph Alsop, The Washington 
Post: 

"The terrible fact is that that the Su
preme Court's decision in Brown v. Board of 
Education has wholly lost the majority sup
port it unquestionably had in 1954." (Feb
ruary, 1970). ~ 

George Romney, secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development: 

"Busing is not "the basis for overcoming 
the vital problems resulting from separation 
of our people in most communities. It is a 
superficial compromise . . . I believe that 
every Amerlcan school child is entitled to the 
opportunity to attend a quality school within 
a reasonable distance from his home." 
(March, 1970). 

Attol'ney General John N. Mitchell: 
"[Every citizen has] the right to reject 

unreasonable requirements of busing and to 
send their children to neighborhood schools. 
[This right] is just as important as the right 
to all our citizens to be assigned [to schools] 
without reg'ard to their race," (June, 1970). 

Senator A):>raham Ribicoff, fprmer Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare: 

"Let. us not kid ourselves. Whenever we 
go across this land, when blacks move in, 
the whites move out, and if they have chil
dren, they move as far . away as they can. 
What shall we do? Shall we chase the whites 
with buses, _with helicopters, or with air
planes, to ·t,ry to get an equitable distribu
tion?". (February, 1970). • 

Congresswoman Edith Green, chairman of 
the House Select Subcommittee of Educa
tion: 

"We simply cannot afford to let our class
rooms turn into battlefields. We really have 
to go back to quality education and put out 
emphasis on that." (March, 1970). 

President Richard M. Nixon: 
"One of the mistakes of past policy has 

been to demand too much of our schools: 
They have been expected not only to edu
cate, but also to accomplish a social trans
formation. Children in many instances have 
not been served, but used-in what all too 
often has proved a tragically futile effort 
to achieve in the sQhools the kind of multi
racial society has failed to achieve for itself. 

"If we are to be realists: we must recog
nize that in a free society there are limits 
to the amount of government coercion that 
can reasonably be used: that in achieving 

desegregation we must proceed with the least 
possible disruption of the education of the 
nation's children; and that our children are 
highly sensitive to conflict, and highly vul
nerable to lasting psychic injury ... If our 
schools fail to educate, then whatever they 
may achieve in integrating the races · will 
turn out to be only a pyrrhic victory. (March, 
1970). 

OTHERS 

John Gardner, chairman of the Urban Co
alition and former Secretary of Health, Edu
cat ion an d Welfare: 

"We should proceed to upgra:de the schools 
where they are now, and not sit around wait
ing for integration that may never happen." 
(February, 1970). • 

Rhody McCoy, Negro admin istrator of the 
Ocean Hill-Brownsville district in Brooklyn: 

"Integration has never worked. What kind 
of a hypocrite am I to tell black children to 
do their thing in school and college so that 
they can take their righ tful place in society? 
Wh ere is that place?" (March, 1970). 

James L. Flournoy, a prominent Negro at
t orney in Los Angeles: 

"More and more· black people these days 
are ch anging their views on integration. Just 
a few years ago, most of them wanted int e
gra ted schools and were willing to accept 
busin g as the only w.ay to achieve this goal. 
But n ow they are m ore con cerned over the 
quality of education their child will get. 
Blacks are saying that they would rather have 
better schools in their own neighborhoods. 

"Black parents are urged to t ake more in
terest in their schools, and in such activities 
as the Parent-Teachers Association. But they 
can't do this if their children at tend schools 
halfway across town. 1

' 

Joh~ March, director of public relations for 
the board of education in Pittsburgh, Penn
sylvania: 

"The ciimate has changed. The most mili
tant, outspoken blacks are not interested in 
integration. They want separation. You won
der how you can justify busing under these 
conditions. 

"This puts the school boards right in the 
middle. We are under pressure trom the State 
Human Re~ations Commission to desegregate. 
But the militants don't want it. The children 
even segregate them~elves in our high-school 
cafeterias . We have separate black and white 
areas that the blacks are mostly responsible 
for creating. The old rules just don't seem to 
work any more." 

Dr. Alan Westin; of Columbia University: 
"We've got to make sure that we don't sell 

out integration where it's been successful
in Teaneck, N.J., where I live, for example. 
But that's . admittedly an atypical situation. 
Where integration has failed, the answer may 
be some sort . ~f biracialism" (February, 
1970). . 

William Tinderhughes, associate superin
tendent of schools in Baltimore: 
: "There has been a very definite ch,ange in 
thinking about busing for integration in re
cent years. A few years ago, there was de
mand for busing. But not now. Parents now 
are more concerned with the quality of edu
cation that the,ir children are getting." (Octo
ber, 1969). 
_ Dr. Ernest Van Den Haag, professm: of so
cial philosophy at New York University, in 
testimony before a House subcommittee on 
education: 

"This legislation before the committee as
sumes. fundamentally that academically and 
socially effective classroom groups can be 
formed by putting back and white students 
together in larger numbers in a single class
room"regardless of their wishes, and that this 
will improve their education and decrease 
the differences as well a.s hositilities which 
now exist between them. 

"Yet such an enfqrced congre~tion of two 

identifiable racial groups, one deprived in 
relation to the other, does not diminish, but 
rather increases the divisive forces which now 
exist between these students, and the con
sequent increase in classroom tension leads 
to a substantial decrease in the educational 
accomplishment of both groups and multi
plies the disciplinary problems which detract 
from the essential student attention required 
for effective study. If such integration is com
pelled, as this bill proposes to do, it will 
injure rather than assist the future educa
tional accomplishment of the nation's 
schools." (June, 1970·). 

Alexander Bickel, professor of law and legal 
history, Yale University: 

"To dismantle the official structure of 
segregation, even with the cooperation in 
go_od faith of local authorities, is not to create 
integrated schools, any more than integrated 
schools are produced by the absence of an 
official structure of school segregation in the 
North and West. The a.ct ual integration of 
schools· on a significal).t sca le is an enormous
ly difficult undertaking, if a possible one at 
all. Cert~inly it creates as m any 'Problems as 
it purports to solve, and no one can be sure 
that even if accomplished, it would yield an 
educational return." (February, 1970). 

Dr. John W. Letson, superintendent of 
schools in Atlanta, Georgia: 

"Many of the court orders are self-defeat
ing. This is because of resegregation, which 
has been Atlanta's experience. Resegregation 
is evidence to me that someone should take 
a look at what we are doing: going blindly 
down a programmed alley to accomplish 
so~ething when all the evidence suggests 
that we are not accomplishing it. Why go 
through all this turmoil and wind up with 
an air-black city?" (March, 1970). 

Robert Finch, Former Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare: 

"You don't solve [de facto integrat ion] by 
busing-! mean by hiring more buses. 

"That's riot the best use of your resources. 
But beyond that, it's not the best educa
tional experience, because to haul young 
children for an hour or more-across long 
distances, as you have, particularly in the 
Los Angeles situation-means that they can't 
get • any tutoring after school, the parents 
have great difficulty getting to the teacher 
to talk about their child. . . . It's not good 
educational policy. So I feel very strongly 
that those decisions are moving in the wrong 
direction." (March, 1970). 

THE FEDERAL COURTS 

Ju.P,ge Jol;m Parker; chief judge of the 
Fourth Circuit Court: 

"[The Supreme Court] has ~ot decided 
that the States must mix persons of different 
races in the schools or must require them to 
attend schools or must deprive them of the 
right of choosing schools they attend. What 
it has decided, and all that it has decided, is 
that a State may not deny to any persons on 
aceount of race the right to attend any 
schools that [the State] maintains. [The 
Constitution] does not forbid such segrega
tion as occurs as the result of voluntary ac
tion. 'rt merely forbids the use of governmen
tal power to enforce segregation." ( 1955) . 

Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals, in a rul
ing upholding freedom of cho1ce: 

"The present suggestion that a Negro's 
right to be free from discrimination requires 
that the state deprive him of his volition is 
incongruous." (April, 1965). 

Fourth Circuit Court of'Appeals, ruling in 
the Charlotte-Mecklenburg County, N.C., 
ase: 

" ... All schools in towns, small cities and 
rural areas generally can be integrated by 
pairing, zoning, clustering or consolidating 
schools and transporting pupils. 

"Some cities, in contrast, have black 
ghettos so large that integration of every 
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school is an improbable, if not an unattain
able: goal. 

"Nevertheless, if a school board makes every 
reasonable effort to integrate the pupils under 
its control, an intractable remnant of segre
gation, we believe, should not void an other
wise exemplary plan for the creation of a 
unitary school system." (May, 1970). 

Federal District Judge Ben C. Connally, in 
approving an equi-distant zoning plan for 
Houston, Texas, that took note of barriers 
such as expressways and canals: 

"A child is not required to swim or fly to 
school." (June, 1970). 
- Chief Justice Warren Burger, United States 
Supreme Court: 

"These school cases present widely varying 
factors: Some records reveal plans for de
segrega,ting schools, others have none or only 
partial plans; some records reflect rezoning 
of school districts, others do not; some use 
traditional bus transportation such as began 
with consolidated sch<>ols where such trans
portation was imperative, others use school 
bus transportation for a different purpose 
and unrelated to the availability of a school 
as to which such transportation is not 
required. 

". . . From what is now before us in this 
case it is not clear what issues might be raised 
or developed in argument; as soon as possible, 
however, we ought to resolve some of the 
basic practical problems when they are ap
propriately presented, including whether, as 
a constitutional matter, any particular racial 
balance must be achieved in the schools; to 
what extent school districts and zones may 
or must be altered as a constitutional matter· 
to what extent transportation may or must 
be provided to achieve the ends sought by 
prior holdings of the Court." (March, 1970). 

SECTION i02 MUST BE SAVED 
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jetsey. Mr. 

President, approximately 2 weeks ago 
the Senator from Vermont <Mr. PROUTY) 
joined me in a bipartisan effort to make 
a last ditch effort to save the section 202 
housing for the elderly program. 

Thanks to the leadership of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), 
this effort was successful. 

Today there are nwnerous examples 
of outstanding 202 projects in practically 
every State. 

In my own State of New Jersey, there 
are eight successful projects with nearly 
1,600 units. Two additional projects, 
whiGh will have more than 300 units, are 
now under construction in Hazlet and 
Wildwood. 

With the $25 million provided in my 
amendment, many more desperately 
needed units can ,b~ constructed. 

But, the battle is stj.ll not won because 
the House bill appropriates no money for 
202. The fate of this amendment will be 
determined next week when House and 
Senate conferees meet to resolve differ-
.ences in the two bills. _ 

The reasons for continuing the 202 
program are compelling. As chairman of 
the S~nate Cqmmi~tee on Aging, I have 
been mformed time and time again by 
expert witnesses, elderly persons, and 
Government officials that section 202 has 
been one of the most successful housing 
:programs ever passed by Congress. 

During its 10 years of existence, there 
has never been a default: Approximately 
43,000 units are now completed or under 

I l' 

construction. It is estimated that about 
45,000 old~r Americans occupy these 
completed units. 

Moreover, the program has enabled 
persons living on limited, fixed incomes 
to have comfortable housing and at rea
sonable price. 

In the 1969 Housing Act, the Congress 
enthUsiastically supported the extension 
of the 202 program by authorizing $150 
million for this purpose. This strong 
mandate, I believe, should be fulfilled. 

Today millions of older Americans are 
in a "no-man's land'' with regard to 
housing. Many have been forced to sell 
their homes because of prohibitive prop
erty taxes and other rapidly rising costs. 
Yet, high cost apartments make it im
possible for them to locate suitable al
ternative housing. 

In the name of millions of older Amer
icans in urgent need of pleasant, reason
ably priced housing, I urge the conferees 
to accept the Senate amendment. 

This proposal, I might also add, has 
the enthusiastic support of nwnerous 
organizations concen1ed about housing 
for older persons, including: 

American Association of Homes for 
the Aging. 

National Jewish Welfare Board. 
National Council of Senior Citizens. 
National Retired Teachers Associa-

tion-American Association of Retired 
Persons. 

National Council on the Aging. 
National Farmers Union. 
Episcopal Church Ministry to the 

Aging. 
National Conference of Catholic Char-_ 

ities. 
U.S. Catholic Charities. 
American Federation of Labor-Con-

gress of Industrial Organizations. 
United Automobile Workers. 
Teamsters Union. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that a listing of 202 projects in the 
various States be printed in the RECORD. 

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

APPROVED SECTION 202 SENIOR CITIZENS 
PROJECTS AS OF OCTOBER 1969 

{Addresses included only for projects com
pleted and under construction. Location 
and mailing address for projects are not 
necessarily the sa,me) 

Appr-oved: 

Number 
of ~nits 

G8!dsden: Holy Comforter House, 
Inc. ------------------------------ 200 

Birmingham: Birmingham Bull ding 
Trades Towers __________ ---------- 241 

Under construction: 
Montgomery: John Kn{)X Manor, Inc., 

- 1877 Llanfair - Rd., Montgomery, 
Ala.. ------------------------------ 151 

ARIZONA 
Completed: 

Phoenix: Citizens Towers, 1405 South 
7th Ave., Phoenix, Ariz ____________ 153 

Phoenix: Kivel Manor.--3040 North 36th 
St., Phoenix, Ariz ________________ 120 

ARKANSAS 
Completed: 

Little Rock: Parkview Towers, 1200 
Commerce St., Little Rock, Ark ____ 136 

CALIFORNIA 
Completed: 

Number 
of units 

Altadena: Friends Retirement Asso-
ciation, 2691 North Lincoln Ave., 
Altadena., CaliL___________________ 25 

Berkeley: Strawberry Creek Lodge, 1320 
Addison St., Berkeley, CaUL _______ 150 

Compton: St. Timothy Manor, 415 · 
415 South Oleander, Compton, 
Calif ------------------- 21 

Fresno: Twilight Haven, 1717-8-;~th 
Winery, Fresno, CaUL_____________ 32 

Menlo Park: Peninsula Volunteer 
Properties, 817 Partridge Ave., Menlo 
Park, CaliL------------- -·--------- 30 

Norwork: Soroptimist Village, 12657 
Foster Rd., Norwalk, Calif________ 46 

San Diego: St. Paul's Manor 2635 2d 
Ave., San Diego, CaliL___________ 65 

San Diego: Luther Tower, 1455 2d 
Ave., San Diego, Calif_ __ _: __________ 202 

San Francisco: Jones Memorial 
Homes, Inc.; 1640 Steiner St., San 
Francisco, Calif___________________ 32 

San Mateo: Pilgrim Plaza, 120 l\Torth 
San Mateo Dr., San Mateo, CaliL___ 56 

San Mateo: Park _Towers, 700 Laurel 
Ave., San Mateo, CaliL ____________ 200 

Santa Cruz: Garfield Park Village, 721 
Bay St., Santa Cruz, Calif__________ 48 

Santa Monica: Santa Monica Chris
tian Towers, 609 Arizona st-., Santa 
Monica., CaUL ____________________ 150 

Vallejo: Ascension Arins, 301 Butte 
St., Vallejo, Ca.liL_________________ 75 

Pasadena.: The Concord, 275 Cordova 
St., Pasadena, CaUL _______________ 150 

Long Beach: Long Beach Brethren 
Manor, 3333-Paciflc Pl., Long Beach, 
9allf ---------------------------- 297 

Palo Alto: Adlai Stevenson House, 455 
Charleston Rd., Palo Alto, Calif_ ___ 120 

San Diego: Grace_ Towers, 3955 Park 
Blvd., San Diego, Calif-------~---- 169 

San Diego: St. Paul's Manor, 2728 6th 
Ave., San Diego, CaliL_____________ 87 

Stockton: Ca!>a Manana Inn, 3700 
North Sutter St., Stockton ... Calif_ __ 163 

Half Moon Bay: Ocean View Plaza, 
1001 Main St., Half Moon Bay, Calif_ 50 

Los Angeles: Pilgrim Tower, 1233 
South Vermont Ave., Los Angeles, 
Calif ----------------------------- 112 

Oakland: Westlake Christian Terrace 
251 28th St., Oakland, CaliL------~ 202 

Los Angeles: Fairmount Terrace, 4000 
Fairmount, Los Angeles, Calif ______ 109 

Costa Mesa: Bethel Towers of Costa 
Mesa, 666 West 19th St., Costa Mesa, 
Calif ----------------------------- 270 

Santa Monica: Westminster Towers, 
. 1220 2d Ave., Santa Monrca, CaUL __ 285 
Santa Cruz: Garfield Park Village, 721 

Bay St., Santa ·cruz, _·ea.1iL________ 47 
Napa: Rohlff's Memorial M~nor, 2400 

Fair Dr., Napa, Calif _______________ 100 
Under Construction: 

Oakland: Satelllte Senior Homes, Inc., 
1512 Franklin St., Oakland, CaUL __ 200 

- San Francisco: Bethany Center Senior 
Housing, 580 Capp St., San Fran-
cisco, Callf ___________ _. ____________ 134 

Long Beach: New Hope Home, Inc., 921 
East lOth St., Long Beach, · Calif. __ 140 

Oakland: Printing Specialities Union 
Retirement Center,- !he., 2267 Tele-
gmph Ave., Oakland, Oalii.L _______ 201 

Pleasanton: Pleasanton Gardens, Inc., 
363 Saint Mary St.; Pleasanton, 
Calif. ---------------------------- 40 

Los Angeles: Progressive Home for the 
Elderly, Inc., 1470 West 5uth St., Los 
Angeles, Calif _____________________ 141 

Los Angeles: Wilnor Corp., · 634 South 
Normandie, Los. Angeles, Oalif _____ 287 

Oakland: Satellite Seni<>r Homes, Inc. 
1512 Franklin St., Oakland, Calif. __ 152 
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CALIFORNIA--Continued 

Number 
Approved: of units 

Seaside: Seaside Civic League, Inc____ 80 
San Luis Obispo: Judson Terrace 

Honaes --------------------------- 107 San Diego: Green Manor ____________ 151 
Los Angeles: E. Victor Villa_________ 46 
Belnaont: Bellnont Retirenaent Resi-

dence --------------------------- 166 
Fresno: Twilight Haven______________ 32 

COLORADO 
Conapleted: 

Arvada: Colorado Luthern Honae, 
8001 West 71st Ave., Arvada, Colo._ _ 94 

Boulder: Golden West Manor, 1055 
Adanas Circle, Boulder, Colo ________ 115 

Canon City: Royal Gorge Manor, 1125 
North 15th St., Oanon City, Colo. __ 124 

Denver: Maltese Cross Manor, 1590 
Yates St., Denver, Colo _____________ 158 

Grand Junction: Monterey Park 
Apartnaents, 2120 North lOth St., 
Grand Junction, Colo______________ 54 

Pueblo: Park Central Apartnaents, 
1605 Moore Ave., Pueblo, Colo______ 48 

Colorado Springs: Pikes Peak Towers, 
1912 East Lake Blvd., Colorado 
Springs, ColO---------------------- 145 

Loveland: Big Thonapson Manor, Inc., 
460 West 3d St., Loveland, Colo____ 58 

Approved: 
Boulder: First Christian Manor, Inc __ 140 

CONNECTICUT 
Conapleted: 

Hartford: Avery House, 705 New Brit-
ain Ave., Hartford, Conn ________ .:.__ 54 

Stanaford: United Church of Christ 
Residence, 25 Washington Ct., Stana
ford, Conn________________________ 74 

Under construction: 
Bethel: Augustana Honaes, Inc., 850 

Nornaan St., Bridgeport, Conn ______ 100 
New Haven: New Haven Jewish Cona

naunity Council Housing, 1050 
Chapel St., New Haven, Conn _______ 217 

Hanaden: Davenport Residence, Inc., 
20 Drazen Dr., North Haven, Conn __ 217 

Approved: 
Hartford: St. Christopher Apartnaents, 

Inc ------------------------------ 101 
DELAWARE 

Approved: 
Wilnaingt;on: Lutheran Senior Serv-

ices, Inc __________________________ 204 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Approved: 

Washington: Second New St. Paul 
Housing, Inc ______________________ 100 

Under Construction: 
Washington: Episcopal Church Honae, 

Friendship, Inc., 1515 32d St., NW., 
Washington, D.c __________________ 200 

FLORIDA 
Conapleted: 

Lake Worth: Lake Worth Towers, 1500 
Lucerne Ave., Lake Worth, Fla _____ 196 

Lehigh Acres: Golden Age Village, Post 
Office Box 615, Lehigh Acres, Fla___ 48 

Lehigh Acres: Sunshine Villas, Post 
Office Box 356, Lehigh Acres, Fla ___ 168 

Miami Beach: Four Freedoms House of 
Miami Beach, 3801 Collins Ave., 
Mianai Beach, Fla _________________ 208 

Orlando: Magnolia Towers, 100 East 
Anderson St., Orlando, Fla ____ ,.. ____ 155 

Daytona Beach: Louttit Manor, 229 
South Ridgewood Ave., Daytona Beach, Fla ______ _____ ____ _________ 177 

Jacksonville: Cathedral Towers, 601 
North Newnan St., Jacksonville, 
Fla ------------ --- --------------- 251 

MiaiUi: CTA Towers, 1809 Brickell 
Ave. , Miami, Fla __________________ 272 

Orlando: Orlando Central Towers, 350 
East Jackson St., Orlando, Fla ____ 198 

Sarasota: Jefferson Center, 930 N. Tam-
iami Trail, Sarasota, Fla __________ 211 

St. Petersburg: Presbyterian Towers, 
23 3d Street, South, St. Petersburg, 
Fla ------------------------------ 210 

St. Petersburg: Lutheran Residences, 
550 1st Ave. South, St. Petersburg, 
Fla ------------------------------ 225 

Miami: St. Elizabeths Gardens, 6301 
Biscayne Blvd., Miami, Fla ________ 152 

Jacksonville: Edward Waters College 
Senior Citizens, 1864 Kings Rd., Jack-
sonville, Fla ______________________ 192 

Tanapa: Florida Gulf Coast Apart
naents, Inc., Post Office Box 1313, Or-
lando, Fla ________________________ 150 

Fort Lauderdale: Gateway Terrace, 
Inc., 1943 Karen Dr., Fort Lauder-
dale, Fla __________________________ 256 

Orlando: Kinneret, Inc., 515 South De-
laney Ave., Orlando, Fla __________ 168 

Tampa: Tampa Presbyterian Oonunu
nity Inc., 4591 Shore Acres Blvd, NE., 
St. Petersburg, Fla ________________ 210 

Melbourne: Trinity Towers, 550 Straw-
bridge Ave., Melbourne, Fla ________ 156 

Under Construction: 
West Palln Beach: St. Andrew's Resi

dences of the Palna Beaches, Inc., 
708 Harvey Bldg., West Palna Beach, 
Fla ------------------------------ 182 

Orlando: First Baptist Housing, Inc., 
Post Office Box 593, Orlando, Fla ___ 197 

Clearwater: Lutheran Residences, Inc., 
3810 2d Ave., North, Clearwater, Fla_ 180 

Jacksonville: Cathedral Manor, 333 
East Ashley St., Jacksonville Fla ____ 207 

Jacksonville: Riverside Presbyterian 
Apartnaents, 849 Park St., Jackson-ville, Fla __________________________ 205 

Fort Myers: Ft. Myers Presbyterian 
Conanaunity, Inc., 3800 5oth Ave., 
South, St. Petersburg, Fla __________ 180 

Deland: Bert Fish Trustees, Inc., 
Whitehair Building, Deland, Fla ____ 198 

Tallahassee: Florida Sunshine Apart
ments, Inc., care of Office of Conap
troller, State Capitol, Talahassee, 
Fla. ------------------------------ 150 

Approved: 
Sunny Isles: Sunny Isles Tower, Inc __ 224 
Bradenton: DeSoto Towers, Inc _______ 204 

GEORGIA 
Completed: 

Americus: Magnolia Manor, Post Office 
Box 346, Americus, Ga------------- 177 

Atlanta: Campbell-Stone Apartnaents, 
2911 Pharr Ct., South, NW., At-
lanta, Ga __________________________ 198 

Atlanta: Wesley Woods Towers, 1825 
Clifton Rd., NE .. Atlanta, Ga _______ 202 

Waycross: Baptist Village, Post Office 
Box 1100, Waycross, Ga____________ 65 

Under construction: 
Atlanta: Atlanta Area Presbyterian 

Honaes, Inc., 241 Ponce de Leon Ave., 
NE., Atlanta, Ga------------------ 240 

Atlanta: Campbell-Stone Apartnaents, 
Inc., 2911 Pharr Ct. South, NW., At-
lanta, Ga _________________________ 196 

Macon: Vine Ville Christian Towers, 
Post Office Box 248, Macon, Ga ______ 196 

Approved: 
Macon: St. Paul Apartnaents, Inc ____ 216 
Americus: South Georgia Methodist 

Honae for Aging___________________ 50 

HAW All 

Under construction: 
Kahului: Hale Mahaolu, care of Old 

Lihikai School, Kahului, Maul, Ha-
waii ----------------------------- 111 

IDAHO 
Under construction: 

Nampa: Nampa Christian Housing, 
Inc., 619 12th Ave., South Nanapa, 
Idaho ---------------------------- 65 

ILLINOIS 
Completed: 

Chicago: Self-Help Center, 908 Argyle 
St., Chicago, IlL__________________ 46 

Chicago: Drexel Square Apartnaents, 
811 East Hyde Park, Chicago, Ill ___ 104 

Evergreen Park: Imnaanuel Residences 
for the Elderly, 6201 North Kirkwood 
Ave., Evergreen Park______________ 24 

Oakbrook: Mayslake Village, 1801 West 
35th St., Oakbrook, IlL ___________ 175 

Peoria: Lutheran Honae of Greater 
Peoria, 7019 North Galena Rd., Pe
oria, Ill___________________________ 50 

Under construction: 
Belvidere: Parkside Manor, 530 South 

State St., Belvidere, IlL ___________ 100 
Approved: 

Peoria Heights: Galena Park Terrace __ 168 
Oak Brook: Franciscan Tertiary Pro-

vince of the Sacred Heart, Inc _____ 147 

INDIANA 
Completed: 

Bremen: Brenaen Manor, 515 Whit
lock St., Brenaen, Ind______________ 46 

Colunabus: Town and Garden Apart
naents, 428 Pearl St., Colunabus, 

Ind ------------------------------ 10 
Goshen: Greencroft Central Manor, 

2000 South 15th St., Goshen, Ind__ 86 
Evansville: Luther Village Foundation, 

828 East Blackford Ave., Evansville, 
Ill ------------------------------- 148 

Approved: 
Terre Haute: Wabash Senior Citizens 

Housing, Inc______________________ 25 

IOWA 
Conapleted: 

Denison: Eventide Lutheran Honae for 
the Aged Professional Building, 
Denison, Iowa_____________________ 51 

Eagle Grove: Rotary Ann Honae, Box 
85, Eagle Grove, Iowa_____________ 43 

Garner: Prairie View Honae, R .R. No.3, 
Garner, Iowa_____________________ 76 

Rockwell City: Sunnyview, Rockwell 
City, Iowa________________________ 54 

Spencer: Sunset Retirenaent Honae, 111 
East 20th St., Spencer, Iowa_______ 51 

Walnut: Peace Haven, Box C, Walnut, 
Iowa ----------------------------- ·s5 

West Des Moines: Crestview Acres 916 
Ashworth Rd., West Des Moines, 
Iowa ---------------------------- 100 

Des Moines: Plymouth Place, 4111 
Ingersoll Ave., Des Moines, Iowa ___ 198 

Approved: 
Mason City: Good Shepherd Retire

naent Apartnaents, Inc_____________ 93 

KANSAS 
Conapleted: 

Kansas City: Prinarose Villa, 2804 
Sewell Ave., Kansas City, Kans____ 50 

Under Construction: 
Topeka: First Christian Church Apart

naents, Inc., 1880 Gage Blvd., 
Topeka, Kans _____________________ 126 

Kansas City: Cross-Lines Retirenaent 
Center, Inc., 1428 South 32d St., 
Kansas City, Kans ________________ 106 

KENTUCKY 
Conapleted: 

Covington: Panoraina Apartnaents, 110 
Brent Spence Square, Covington, 
Ky. ------------------------------ 143 

LOUISIANA 
Conapleted: 

Shreveport: The Evangeline, 3875 Line 
Ave., Shreveport, La_______________ 62 

Under Construction: 
New Orleans: Monsignor Wynhoven 

Apartnaents, 1624 National Bank of 
Conanaerce Building, New Orleans, 

La. ------------------------------ 201 
Approved: 

New Orleans: Christopher Homes, 
In~ ----------------------------- 154 

MAINE 
Conapleted : 

Bangor: Sunset Manor, 686 Broadway, 
Bangor, Maine____________________ 27 

Rockland: Methodist Conference 
Home, 39 Sunanaer St., Rockland, 
Maine --------------------------- 48 

Approved: 
Madawaska: Elderly Honae, Inc______ 48 
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MARYLAND 

Completed: 
Baltimore: St. Mary's Roland View 

Towers, West, 3838 Roland Ave., Bal-
timore, Md _______________________ 149 

Baltimore: St. Mary's Roland View 
Towers, East, 3939 Roland Ave., 
Baltimore, Md ____________________ 210 

Silver Spring: Springvale Terrace, 8505 
Springvale Rd., Silver Spring, Md __ 124 

Baltimore: Memorial Apartments, 301 
McMechen St., Baltimore, Md ____ 283 

Havre de Grace: St. John's Towers, 505 
Congress Ave., Havre de Grace, Md__ 68 

Rockville: Bethany House, 199 Rollins 
Ave., Rockville, Md ________________ 274 

Sandy Spring: Friends House, 17401 
Norwood Rd., Sandy Spring, Md ____ 100 

Baltimore: St. James Terrace Apart
ments, 809 North Arlington Ave., 
Baltimore, Md ________ ____________ 151 

Baltimore: Concord Apartments, 2500 
West Belvedere Ave., Baltimore, Md_ 233 

Baltimore: The Westminster House, 
542 North Charles St., Baltimore, 
Md. ----------------------------- 302 

Approved: 
Takoma Park: Montgomery County 

Revenue Authority --------------- 187 
Silver Spring: United Church of Christ 

Home, Inc·----------------------- 31 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Completed: 
Malden: Salem Towers, 280 Salem St., 

Malden, Mass_____________________ 81 
Quincy: Quincy Point Congregational 

Church Homes, 1000 Southern 
Artery, Quincy, Mass ______________ 216 

Melrose: Congregational Retirement 
Home, 200 West Foster St., Melrose, 
Mass. ---------------------------- 109 

Worcester: Colony Retirement Homes, 
485 Grove St., Worcester, Mass_____ 61 

Haverhill: Bethany House, 100 Water 
St., Haverhill, Mass ________________ 150 

Under Construction: 
Peabody ;Beverly Da.nvers;Salem): 

North Side Housing Corp., 1 Joy St., 
~ton, Mass _____________________ 321 

Fitchburg: First Parish Housing of 
Fitchburg, Inc., Post Office Box 503, 
Fitchburg, Mass __________________ 168 

Springfield: Springfield Hobby Club 
Housing, Inc., 128 Derryfield Ave., 
Springfield, Mass __________________ 167 

Quincy: Quincy Point Congregational 
Church Homes, 1000 SOuthern Ar-
tery, Quincy, Mass ________________ 218 

Falmouth: Cape Cod United Church 
Homes, Inc., care of Craigville Inn, 
Craigville, Mass___________________ 85 

Approved: 
Boston: Jewish Community Housing 

for the Elderly ___________________ 247 

MICHIGAN 

Completed: 
Ann Arbor: Lurie Terrace, 600 West 

Huron St., Ann Arbor, Mich ________ 142 
Charlotte: Kiwanihome, 430 South 

Cochran Ave., Post Office Box 22, 
Chadotte, Mich____________________ 51 

Detroit: Rochford Terrace, 3387 Law-
ton St., Detroit, Mich______________ 26 
Rochdale Court, 1588 East Lafayette, 
Detroit, Mich______________________ 70 
Four Freedoms House of Detroit, 
1600 Antietam St., Detroit, Mich ____ 320 

Wyandotte: Wyandotte Apartments, 
2455 Biddle, Wyandotte, Mich _______ 161 

Midland: Cleveland Manor, 2200 Cleve-
land St., Midland, Mich ____________ 105 

Under construction: 
Muskegon: · Muskegon Retirement 

Apartments, Inc., 1201 Jefferson St., 
Muskegon, Mich ___________________ 192 

Detroit: Independence Hall, Inc., 17376 
Wyoming Ave., Detroit, Mich ________ 216 

Clawson : New Life, Inc., P.O. Box 315, 
Clawson, Mich--------------------- 266 

Owosso: Kiwanis Village of Owosso, 
Inc., City Club, Owosso, Mich_______ 60 

Troy: Bethany Villa Housing Associa:-
tion, 2601 John R, Troy, Mich _______ 119 

Saginaw: Saginaw Westchester Village, 
Inc., 2101 Gratiot Ave., Detroit, 
Mich ----------------------------- 176 

Saginaw: Essex Manor, Inc., 2101 Gra-
tiot Ave., Detroit, Mich_____________ 96 

Flint: Flint Retirement Homes, Inc., 
901 East 2d Ave., Flint, Mich _______ 110 

Detroit: Cathedral Terrace, Inc., 2700 
Penobscot Bldg., Detroit, Mich _____ 238 

Haslett: Capitol Grange Senior Citi
zens Housing Corp., 5878 Buena 
Parkway, Haslett, Mich ____________ 100 

Approved: 
Lansing: United Church Manors _____ 100 
Detroit: St. Paul's Housing Corpora-

tion, Inc __________________________ 141 

Flint: Flint Heights Senior Citizens 
Apartments ---------------------- 196 

Wyandotte: Cooperative Services, Inc_ 201 
Inkster: Chateau Cherry Hill, Inc ____ 192 
Detroit: Martin Luther King Nonprofit 

Housing Corp_____________________ 24 
Oak Park: Federation Apartments, 

Inc ------------------------------ 169 
MINNESOTA 

Completed: 
Austin: Lutheran Retirement Home, 

400 15th Ave. SW., Austin, Minn___ 56 
Duluth: 

"S" Elect Homes, 801 East 2d St., 
Duluth, Minn___________________ 66 

St. Ann's Home, 330 East 3d St., 
Duluth, Minn ___________________ 200 

Elk River: Riverview Apartments, 400 
Evans Ave., Elk River, Minn_______ 24 

Glenwood: Glenwood Retirement 
Home, 719 Southeast 2d St., Glen
wood, Minn_______________________ 26 

Litchfield: Gloria Dei Manor, 218 
North Holcombe St., Litchfield, 
Minn ---------------------------- 38 

Montevideo: Brookside Manor, 804 
Benson Rd., Montevideo, Minn_____ 80 

St. Paul: 
Wilder Residence Apartments, 508 

Humboldt, St. Paul, Minn_______ 82 
Redeemers Arms, 313 North Dale St., 

St. Paul, Minn __________________ 160 
Central Towers, 20 East Exchange 

St., St. Paul, Minn _______________ 283 
St. Peter: Estate Apartments, 511 

South 5th St., St. Peter, Minn______ 20 
Marshall: Lyon County Retirement 

Home, 200 South 4th St., Marshall, 
Minn. --------------------------- 53 

Thief River Falls: Valley Christian 
Home Society, Box 525, Thief River 
Falls, Minn________________________ 67 

Proctor: Hillside Gardens, 419 7th 
St., Proctor, Minn________________ 45 

Under construction: 
Litchfield: Augustana. Lutheran 

Homes, Inc., 218 North Holcombe 
Ave., Litchfield, Minn_____________ 47 

Minneapolis: Ebenezer Towers, 2545 
Portland Ave., Minneapolis, Minn __ 200 

MISSISSIPPI 

Completed: 
Tupelo: Tracewa.y Manor, 2530 West 

Main St., Tupelo, Miss ____________ 101 

MISSOURI 

Cpmpleted: 
Kansas City: Pa.ra.celete Manor, 4725 

Prospect Ave., Kansas City, Mo ______ 121 
Concordia: Lutheran Good Shepherd 

Home, Concordia, Mo______________ 58 
St. Louis: Council House, 300 South 

Grand Blvd., St. Lou1s, Mo ________ 301 
University City: The Delcrest, 8350 

Delcrest, University Oity, Mo ______ 144 
Kansas City: John Calvin Manor, Inc., 

7859 Holmes, Kansas City, Mo ______ 100 

Under construction: 
St. Louis: 

Council House Redevelopment 
Corp., 300 South Grand Blvd., 
St. Louis, Mo ___________________ 303 

Little Sisters of the Poor, North Side, 
3225 North Florisant Ave., St. 
Louis, Mo _______________________ 161 

MONTANA 
Completed: 

Glendive: Grandview Apartments, P.O. 
Box 1388, Glendive, Mont__________ 45 

Plentywood: Montana, Pioneer Man-
ors, 120 East 2d Ave. North, Plenty
wood, Mont_______________________ 31 

Great Falls: 
Eagles Manor, 12 4th Street, South, 

Great Falls, Mont _______________ 141 
Soroptimist Village, Inc., 2200 Alder 

Dr., Great Falls, Mont___________ 60 
Helena: Penkay Eagles Manor, Inc., 

1616 Euclid Ave., Helena, Mont_____ 88 
Billings: Lutheran Retirement Home, 

3940 Rimrock Rd., Billings, Mont ___ 119 
NEBRASKA 

Completed: 
Lincoln: Lincoln Manor, 2626 North 

49th St., Lincoln, Nebr____________ 56 
Under construction: 

North Platte: North Platte Odd Fellows 
Housing Corp., Route 4, North Platte, 
Nebr ---------------------------- 120 

NEW JERSEY 
Completed: 
Atlantic City: Elliott House, 1200 North 

Indiana. Ave., Atlantic City, N.J ____ 104 
Clifton: Daughters of Miriam Associa

tion, 127 Hazel Street, Clifton, N.J. __ 120 
Atlantic City: Best-of-Life-Park, 129 

S . Virginia Ave., Atlantic City, N.J __ 208 
Trenton: Trent Center Apartments, 

511-527 Greenwood Ave., Trenton, 
N.J ------------------------------ 229 

Newark: Wesley Towers, 444 Mount 
Prospect Ave., Newark, N.J _________ 299 

Paterson: Governor Paterson Towers, 
225 20th Ave., Paterson, N.J ________ 158 

East Orange: Senior Citizens Housing 
Association of East Orange, % City 
Hall, East Orange, N.J ____________ 127 

Under construction: 
Jersey City: Grand View Terrace, 23 

E. Essex Ave., Orange, N.J _________ 300 
Keyport: Bethany Manor, Inc., 2000 

Florence Ave., Hazlet, N.J __________ 233 
Approved: 

Camden: Beth-El Community Apart-
ments ---------------------------- 201 Wildwood: Lions Center ______________ 112 

Paterson: The Riese Corp ____________ 159 

NEW MEXICO 

Completed: 
Roswell: Sunny Acres Senior Center, 

1414 South Union, Roswell, N.Mex.__ 96 
Deming: Kingdom of the Sun Retire

ment Center, 8th and Buckeye, Dem-
ing, N. Mex_______________________ 57 

Approved: 
Albuquerque: Community Association 

for Senior Housing, Inc ____________ 121 

NEW YORK 
Completed: 

Far Rockaway: Seagirt Village, 19-25 
Sea.grit Blvd., Far Rockaway, N.Y ____ 257 

New York: Moris Park Apartments, 
17 East 124 St., New York, N.Y______ 97 

Hempstead: General Douglas Mc
Arthur Senior Village, 26 Clinton, St., 

IIempstead, N.Y ___________________ 143 
New York: David Podell House, 181 

Henry St., New York, N.Y -------- 50 
Far Rockaway: Israel Senior Citizens 

Housing Corp., 19th and Sea.grit 
Blvd., Far Rockaway, N.Y ---------- 256 

Approved: 
Syracuse: Bldg. Service Employees 

Senior Citizens Center ____________ 145 
Penn Yan: St. Marks Terrace, Inc ____ 110 

-

-
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NORTH CAROLINA 

Under Construction: 
Ashville: Vanderbilt Apartments, Post-

Office Box 7607, Asheville, N.c ____ 158 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Completed: 
Beach: Golden Valley Manor, Beach, 

N. Oak---------------------------- 54 
Fargo: Bethany Towers, 1333 3d Ave. 

South, Fargo, N. Dak______________ 55 
Garrison: McLean Manor, Garrison, N. 

Oak ------------------------------ 49 
OHIO 

Completed: · -
Cleveland Heights: Council Gardens, 

2501 Taylor Rd., Cleveland Heights, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 92 

Dayton: The La.kewoods, 980 Wilming-
ton Ave., Dayton, Ohio _____________ 265 

Dayton: Golden Village, 500 Scranton 
St., Dayton, Ohio ______ ~----------- 41 

Lakewood: The Westerly, 14300 Detroit 
Ave., Lakewood, Ohio ______________ 160 

Parma Heights: The Educator, 9275 
North Church Dr., Parma Heights, 
C~liO ----------------- - ----------- 130 

Perrysburg: Elm House, 230 Elm St., 
Perrysburg, Ohio__________________ 31 

Mayfield Heights: Villa Serena, 6800 
Mayfield Rd., . Mayfield Heights, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 242 

Mayfi~ld Heights: Schnurmann House, 
SOM Center Rd., Mayfield Heights, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 198 

Wooster: College Hills Retirement Vil-
lage, Post Office Box 762, Wooster, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 150 

¥ontpelier: Glenview, R.D. No. 3, 
Montpelier, Ohio__________________ 30 

Cuyahoga Falls: Cathedral Apart
ments, Inc., 2700 State Rd., Cuya-
hoga Falls, Ohio __________________ 202 

Toledo: The Westmoor, 1001 North 
Byrne Rd., Toledo, Oliio ___________ 168 

Youngstown: Eldercrest Apartments, 
8 Ridgeview Lane, Youngstown, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 147 

Under Construction: 
Cleveland: Federation Towers, Inc., 

Suite 411, Manger Hotel, Cleveland, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 278 

Cincinnati: Cincinnati Business and 
Professions:! Women's Retirement 
Housing, Inc., 704_ Race St., Cincin-
nati, Ohio _________________________ 136 

Lakewood: Lakewood Senior Citizens, 
Inc., 14300 Detroit;. Ave., Lakewood, 
Ohio ----------------------------- 160 

Sandusky: Sandusky Bay Kiwanis 
Seinor Citizens, Post Office Box 618, 
618, Sandusky, Ohio _______________ 153 

Dayton: Dayton-Miami Valley, 2307 
Embury Park Rd., Dayton, Ohio ____ 159 

Cleveland: Villa St. Rose, Inc., 10900 
Lake Ave., Cleveland, OhiO--------- 202 

East Oleveland: Teamsters Housing, 
Inc., 2070 East 22d, Cleveland, Ohio_ 231 

Approved: 
Mayfield Heights: Luther House _____ 119 

OKLAHOMA 

Completed: 
Cordell: Cordell Christian Home, Post 

Office Box 249, Cordell, Okla.________ 50 
Muskogee: Kate Frank Manor, South 

33d St., MUskogee, Okla.---~-------- 96 
Oklahoma City: Superbia Senior Citi

zens Village, 9720 Stacy St., Okla-
homa City, ·Okla. ___________________ 215 

Tulsa: Terrace View Apatitments, 1729 
South Denver, Tulsa, Okla.__________ '41 

OREGON 

Completed: 
Corvallis: Samaritan V11lage, 285 N. 

35th St., Corvallis, Oreg _______ _:____ 84 
Portland: Westmoreland's Manor, 6404 

SE. 23d Ave., Portland, Oreg ________ 301 
Eugene: Ya-Po-Ah Terrace, 135 East 

6th St., Eugene, Qreg ______________ 225 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Completed: · 

Philadelphia: Guild House, 711 Spring 
Garden St., Philadelphia, Pa________ 91 

Philadelphia: Casa. Enrico Fermi, Inc., 
1300 Lombard St., Philadelphia, Pa __ 288 

Pittsburgh: Auba Senior Citizens 
Apartments, 2700 Centre Ave., Pitts
burgh, Pa_________________________ 59 

Pittsburgh: Riverview Apartments, 234 
McKee Pl., Pittsburgh, Pa __________ 108 

Harrisburg: Presbyterian Apartments, 
322 North 2d St., Harrisburg, Pa.. __ 165 

Philadelphia: Four Freedoms House of 
Philadelphia, 6101 North Morris St.,. 
Philadelphia, Pa------------------- 282 

"Philadelphia: Philip Murray House, 4 
Nortb 11th St., Philadelphia, Pa ____ 308 

Philadelphia: Stephen Smith Towers, 
10~0 Belmont Ave., Philadelphia, 
Pa ------------------------------- 140 

Allentown: Episcopal House, 524 Wal-
nut St. Allentown, Pa ______________ 210 

"Philadelphia: Brith Shalom Founda
tion, 3939 Conshohocken Ave., Phila
delphia, Pa ----------------------- 312 

Munhall: Parkview Towers Apart
ments, 100-113 Caroline St., Mun
hall, Pa -------------------------- 113 

Norristown: Jefferson Apartments, 
1514 West Marshall St., Norristown, 

Pa ------------------------------- 164 
Philadelphia: Sidney Hillman Apart-

ments for the Elderly, 215 South 
Broad St., Philadelphia, Pa _________ 278 

Philadelphia: Ascension Manor, 911 
North Franklin St., Philadelphia, 
Pa ------------------------------- 141 

Philadelphia: Mt. Olivet Village Corp., 
Inc., 42d and Wallace Sts., Philadel
phia, Pa -------------------------- 218 

Approved: 
New Castle: Lawrence County Bldg. 

Trades -------------------------- 127 
Philadelphia: Unico Village, Inc _____ 221 
Allentown: Phoebe Apartments, Inc __ 131 
Philadelphia: Fraternal Order of Po-

lice Senior Citizens Apartments ___ 106 

PUERTO RICO 

Completed: 
Nuevo: LaCiudad Del Retiro, Nuevo_ 92 
Rio Piedras: Altergarten Las Teresas, 

Rio Piedras, P.R___________________ 91 
Under construction: 

San Juan: Residencias Los Jardines, 
care ·of Banco de San Juan, Ponce de 
Leon Avenue, Stop 17, Santurce 
P.R ------------------------------ 82 

Ponce: Clinica Dr Pila, 1205 Ponce de 
Leon Avenue, Santurce, P.R________ 96 

RHODE ISLAND 

Under construction: · 
East Providence: Trustees of Metho

dist Health and Welfare Services, 
Inc., 67 Howland Ave., East Provi-
dence, R.I ________________________ 117 

SOUTH • CAR OLIN A 

Under construction: 
Charleston: Episcopal Diocesan Hous

ing, Inc. 480 East Bay St., Charles-
ton, s.c _____________________ 7 ____ 204 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Completed: 
Alcester: Morningside Manor Alcester, 

S.D. ----------------------------- 52 
Mitohell: Wesley Acres, 1115 West ·Ha-

vens Ave., Mitchell, S.D__________ 45 
Spearfish: Pioneer Memorial Manor, 

930 lOth Street, .Spearfish, S,D____ 23 
Mitchell: Wesley Acres, Inc., 1115 West 

Havens Ave., Mitchell, S.D-------.., 38 
TENNESSEE 

Completed: 
Johnson City: Appalachian Christian 

Village, 2012 Sherwood Dr., Johnson 
City, Tenn________________________ 72 

Nashvllle: Greenhills Apartments, 2209 
Abbott Martin Rd., Nashville, Tenn_ 136 

Nashville: Trevecca Towers, 60 Lester 
Ave., Nashvllle, Tenn ______________ 207 

Under Construction: 
Chattanooga: Jaycee Future, Inc., 

9th and Terrace,--, Sts., Chattanooga, 

Tenn. ---------------------------- 204 
TEXAS 

Completed: 
Dallas: Blanton Gardens, 4829 West 

Lawther Dr., Dallas, Tex ___________ 105 
Denton: Fairhaven, 2400 Bell Ave., 

Denton, Tex_______________________ 48 
San Angelo: Rio Concho Manor, 401 

Rio Concho Dr., San Angelo, Tex. ___ 153 
San Antonio: Granada Hotel, 311 

South St. Mary's St., San Antonio, 

Tex. ----------------------------- 250 
Dallas: Forest Dale, · 6139 Monticello, 

Dallas, Tex ________________________ 207 

Dallas: Pythian Manor, 2714 Forest 
Ave., Dallas, TeX------------------- 76 

UTAH 
Completed: 

Salt Lake City: Wasatch Manor, 525 
South 2d, East, Salt Lak~ City, 

trtah ----------------------------- 198 
Ogden: Fellowship Manor, 2334 Monroe 

Blvd., Ogden, Utah ---------------- 136 
VIRGINIA 

Approved: 
Reston: Fellowship Square Founda-

tion ------------------------------ 140 
Roanoke: Shenandoah Homes, Inc ___ 151 

WASHINGTON 
Completed: 

Seattle: Hilltop House, 1005 Terrace 
St., Seattle, Wash __________________ 144 

Seattle: Four Freedoms House of Seat-
tle, 747 North 135th St., Seattle, 
Wash --.-------------------------- 309 

Seattle: Theodora. Home, 6559 35th St. --
NE., Seattle, Wash----------~------ 1i5 

Vancouver: Smith Towers, 515 Wash-
ington St., Vancouver, Wash _______ 170 

Warm Beach: Warm Beach Manor, Rt. -
1, Box 120, Warm Beach, Wash_____ 40 

Walla. Walla: . Mike Faye Home, 40S 
West Poplar St., Walla Walla, Wash_ 28 

Yakima: Yakima First Baptist Homes, 
515 East Yakima Ave., Yakima, 

Wash ---------------------------- 153 
Under construction: 

Tacoma: Ha.rborvie:w Properties, Inc., 
23600 Mari~ View Dr., Zenith, 

Wash --------------------~------- 198 
Wen.atchee: Wenatchee Immanuel 

Baptist. Homes, Inc., 512 Terminal 
St., Wenatchee, Wash _____________ ._ 80 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Completed: 
Charleston: Brooks Manor, 23 Brooks 

St., Charleston, W. Va______________ 6v 
Under Construction: 

Morgantown: Friendship Homes, Inc., . 
Post Office Box 75, Morgantown, W. 
Va ------------------------------- 62 

WISCONSIN 

Completed: 
Milwaukee: Cambridge Apartments, 

1831 North Cambridge Ave., Milwau-kee, Wis __________________________ 104 

Wisconsin Dells: Dells Housing, me.~ 
225 Washington Ave., Wisconsin, 
Dells, Wis_________________________ 41 

WYOMING 

Completed: 
Cody: Mountainview Manor, 1339 Sun- · 

set Blvd., Cody, Wyo_____ __________ 47 
Powell: Rocky Mountain Manor, 140 

North Cheyenne, Powell, Wyo_·______ 78 
Thermopolis: Canyon Village Senior 

- Citizens Housing, Thermopolis, Wyo_ 50 
-Casper: Skyline Towers, Inc., 300 Eaat 

Railroad Ave., Casper, Wyo ________ 101 
Approved: ~ 

Golden Manor, Inc___________________ 26 
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PROPOSED COAL MINE SAFETY 
REGULATIONS TO BE OPEN TO 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, on June 29, 1970, I urged the 
Secretary of the Interior to permit all 
interested members of the public to com
ment on proposed amendments to the 
Department's regulations under the Fed
eral Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 
1969. 

I am pleased to inform my colleagues 
asaq'l uado O'l '1~ £rnr JO .ranar £q 'paa.r.8'8 
s'Bq .IOJ.Ia'lUI aq'l JO 'lUaW'l.I'Bdaa aq'l 'l'Bt.I'l 
p roposed amendments to public com-
ment. -

I ask unanimous consent that my let
ter to the Secretary and a letter to me 
from the Acting Secretary, informing me 
of this decision, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

JUNE 29, 1970. 
The Honorable WALTER J. HICKEL, 
Secretary of the Interior, 
Interior Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: On Friday, June 19, 
1970, the staff of the Senate Labor Subcom
mittee was invited by your Department to 
observe a series of meetings, which began on 
June 22, 1970, bet ween representatives of the 
Department of the Interior, the Bituminous 
Coal Operators Association, the National In
dependent Coal Operators Association and 
the United Mine Workers of America. The 
expressed purpose of these meetings was to 
consider proposed amendments to regula
tions issued under the Federal Coal Mine 
Health and Safety Act. 

The present regulations were issued on 
March 28, 1970, to become effective on March 
30, 1970. Th.e short notice and lack of oppo~
tunity to comment on the March 28 publi
cation contributed material to the adminis
trative problems and confusion in the mine 
fields , which have developed in the first phase 
of the administration of the Act. · · 

Although my representative has reported 
that these meetings are serving a construc
tive purpose, it is clear they would have been 
of considerably greater value had they been 
held six weeks to three months prior to the 
publication of the March 28. regulations. 

It is also clear, however, that several crit
ical deficiencies attach to the meetings. They 
have been held with no prior public an
nouncement. No record has been made, and 
participation has been limited. In other 
words, the statutory safeguards, assuring 
that all interested parties will be heard, are 
not being observed. 

In view of the growing discontent of the 
Nation's coal miners and the growing loss of 

-confidence in the enforcemet of the health 
and safety law, this is a most unfortunate 
procedure. Because of the adverse criticism 
and unnecessary problems caused by the 
failure to allow comment on the March 28 
publication of the regulations, to bar .com
ment again would create further doubt as 
to Interior's ability to administer this Act 
competently and effectively. 

I believe that it is vital, in these tumul
tuous times in the coal fields, for you to 
take appropriate steps to assure that the 
statutory safeguards are applied to these 
meetings concerning issues of life and death 
to the Nation's miners, including the broad
ening of opportunities for interested. parties 
to comment. 

- Sincerely, 
HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

washington, D.C., July 21, 1970. 
Hon. HARRISON A. WILLIAMS, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: This Will respond 
to your letter of June 29, in which you ex
press views regarding our coal mine regula
tions filed on March 28, 1970, and regarding 
the meetings we held starting June 22, 1970. 

Please understand that we are of the opin
ion that our issuance of regulations under 
the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act does not 
require hearings or requests for comments, 
except when the Secretary proposes reg
ulations which exceed the requirements of 
the Act and therefore did not require hear
ings or comments. 

The recent meetings, which began on June 
22, were not meant to be· hearings. Rather, 
they were a practical effort to get informa
tion which would serve as a basis for our 
developing more effective regulations which 
would improve coal mine health and safety. 

You will be pleased to know that we now 
are in the process of republishing a revised 
set of regulations. They will replace the pres
ent ones. Although in our opinion not re
quired, we intend to invite written comments 
on the rewritten regulations. We believe that 
such a procedure will enhance understand
ing, will generate usable suggestions which 
we can incorporate in the rewritten regula
tions, and thus will promote the maximum 
coal mine health and safety results. 

We will keep you informed of our progress 
on these replacement regulations. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRED J. RUSSELL, 

Acting Secretary· of the Interior. 

THE WALL OF SILENCE 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the wall 
of silence erected by the North Vietnam
ese between the 1400 American prison
ers of war and their families here still 
remains. 

The North Vietnamese violation of the 
Geneva Prisoner of War Convention con
tinues, even though that government is 
a signatozy. 

But, as Alexander Pope wrote: 
_"Hope springs eternal in the human 

breast." 
1 

We shall not give up hope that our 
efforts to persuade the North Vietnamese 
to obey the convention will in the end 
prevail. 

DRAFT CALIS RETURN TO PRE-VIET 
SIZE 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I note 
that the Secretary of Defense yesterday 
announced that our draft calls for the 
rest of 1970 will average below 10,000 a 
month, which will be a return to th~ 
level that existed before the escalation 
in the Vietnam war. · 

Specifically, this is the lowest monthly 
draft call since March 1965 when the 
call was for 7,900. 

I should also like to point out that in 
October 1967, 49,200 of· our young men 
were drafted to serve in our Armed 
Forces. A goodly. percentage of these, 
perhaps as many . as three-quarters of 
them, were sent to Vietnam; and, on 
the basis of estimated casualty rates,. we 
would have to assume that approxi
mately 1,000 of these may have lost their 
lives. 

The President of the United States 
ran for that office in 1968 with the prom
ise to wind down the war. 

He is doing it. This is an example 
of what he has accomplished. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
article published in the Washington Post 
this morning on this subject be printed 
_in the RECORD at this point: 
[From the Washington Post, July 24, 1970] 

DRAFT CALLS RETURN TO PRE-VIET SIZE 
Secretary of Defense Melvin R, Laird said 

yesterday that draft calls for the rest of 1970 
will average below 10,000 a month. a return 
to pre-Vietnam ievefs. 

"In the remaining months of this year,'' 
Laird said, in a speech for about 550 stu
dents working as summer interns with the 
government, "I anticipate that draft calls 
will average below 10,000 per month." 

In the past, he has predicted that total 
draft calls this year will fall between 150,000 
and 170,000 young men, compared with the 
290,000 drafted in 1969. 

Aides said Laird still sticks to that fore
cast. Through August, draft calls this year 
have totaled 124,500. 

COMMUNICATION FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore CMr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following letter, which was referred 
as indicated: 

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED 
STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS 

· A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service, Department 
_of Justice, trans_mitting, pursuant to law. 
copies of orders entered granting temporary 
admission into the United States of certain 
aliens (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 

The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 
. By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee on 

the Judiciary, without amendment : 
H.R. 14619. An a.ct for the relief of S. Sgt. 

Lawrence F. Payne, U.S. Army (retired) 
(Rept. No. 91-1035). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOLE: 
S. 4118. A blll to establish improved pro

grams for the benefit of producers and con
.sumers of dairy products, wool, wheat, feed 
grains, cotton, and other commodities, to ex
tend the Agricultural Trade Development 
and Assistance Act of 1954, as amended, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

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

By Mr. HARTKE: 
S. 4119. A bill to amend chapter 15 of 

-title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
the payment of pensions of World War I 
veterans and thier widows; to the Commit
tee on Finance. 

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

By Mr. NELSON: · 
S. 4120. A blll to protect the public health 

and welfare by providing for the inspectlO;l 



25736 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 24, 1970 
of imported dairy products and by requir
ing that such prr..Jducts comply with certain 
minimum standards for quality and whole
someness; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

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

By Mr. THURMOND (for himself and 
Mr. HOLLINGS) : 

S . 4121. A bill for the relief of Baptist Col
lege at Charleston, Charleston, S.C.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, by unanimous 
consent. 

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

By Mr. STENNIS: 
S. 4122. A bill for the relief of Nicholao~ 

Demitrios Apostolakis; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ALLOTT (for himself, Mr. 
DOMINICK, and Mr. HANSEN): 

s. 4123. A bill to designate the Chatfield 
Dam and Reservoir and the Blue Mesa Res
ervoir as the Edwin C. Johnson Dam and 
Reservoir and the Eugene D. Millikin Reser
voir, respectively; to the CoiDinittee on In
terior and Insular Affairs . 

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

S. 4119-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
"WORLD WAR I PENSION ACT OF 
1970" 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I intro

duce today a bill to provide World War 
I veterans and their widows with badly 
needed and long overdue pension in
creases. As each succeeding Congress con
venes and adjourns the need for this 
legislation grows ever more necessary. 

The tendency to forget things of the 
past should not be allowed to cause want 
and deprivation to those who are heroes 
now as well as when they fought in the 
trenches of France. We must do for them 
at least what we are doing for the pres
ent day GI. 

Mr. President, each year our World 
War I veterans are growing older, and 
their ranks and those of their widows 
are growing thinner. A man who was 
only 18 when_ the war ended will be 70 
this year. Those who were 28 will be 80. 
For them there was no GI bill of rights 
as there was for the World War II and 
Korean veterans. They are truly the for
gotten heroes. Today there are approxi
mately 1,500,000 World War I veterans. 
Widows number approximately 1,350,000. 
Their ranks thin at the rate of over 600 
per day. The costs of this bill would be 
minimal. Yet the economic benefits to 
those receiving the pensions would pro
vide these forgotten Americans with 
peace of mind and dignity in their last 
years. Also, we should not forget the 
benefit to the economy by the substan
tial increase in purchasing power repre
sented by this bill. The time is long over
due to grant these veterans and widows 
the recognition and benefits that are 
theirs in all fairness. 

These men are still living among us. 
Many of them are in need of the kind of 
benefits this bill would give, if only to put 
them on some plane of equality with 
those who have in more recent times 
marched to preserve this country and all 
it stands for. 

Mr. President, the bill sets a require
ment of 90 days of service or more dur
ing World War I for eligibility, or shorter 
service if it culminated in discharge or 
release for service-connected disability. 
A World War I veteran would receive 
$100 per month if unmarried and with 
less than $2,400 annual income; or if 
married and with less than $3,600 in
come. If the veteran is helpless or blind, 
or requires the regular aid or attendance 
of another person an additional sum of 
not less than $70 per month would be 
given. 

There is also provision for widows of 
World War I veterans at the rate of $75 
per month. But to qualify the widow must 
have married the veteran before Decem
ber 14, 1944, or have been married for at 
least 5 years before his death or be the 
mother of a child born to them. 

This bill represents no bonanza for 
anyone. The income test sees to that. It 
provides income for those who really 
need it. It provides dignity for those 
barely subsisting on personal or govern
mental handouts. It will help raise from 
abject poverty many who are now in their 
final years. Let us now act to make those 
last few years-years of security and 
dignity. 

Mr. President, the time is long overdue 
to provide these veterans and their wives 
or widows what they have a right to 
expect. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN). The bill will be re
ceived and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 4119) to amend chapter 15 
of title 38, United States Code, to provide 
for the payment of pensions of World 
War I veterans and their widows, intro
duced by Mr. HARTKE, was received, read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 4120-INTRODUCTION OF THE 
"FOREIGN DAIRY QUALITY ACT 
OF 1970" 
Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing legislation, for appro
priate reference, establishing stricter 
regulations to prevent unsanitary or 
badly contaminated foreign dairy prod
ucts from coming onto the American 
market. 

Food and Drug Administration figures 
show nearly a 10-percent annual rejec
tion rate for the small portion of dairy 
imports now inspected. 

Our customs officials often check less 
than 10 percent of incoming shipments 
of foreign dairy products. Yet, they find 
contamination of unsafe additives in 
about one dairy import in every 10 offered 
to the American market. 

American dairy farmers and processors 
have been for too long on the short end 
of a double standard because of the strict 
sanitary standards they must meet. 

Farmers and businessmen must invest 
thousands of dollars for special equip
ment and buildings to meet local, State, 
and Federal health regulations. 

But we have no assurance that foreign 
dairy farms and plants whose products 
are marketed in the United States will be 
operated under comparable sanitary re
quirement. 

Imposing this financial burden on 
American dairymen without similar re
quirements on producers of foreign prod
ucts which compete directly with U.S. 
commodities is unfair and discrimina
tory. 

This legislation will require foreign 
dairy farms and processing plants pro
ducing dairy commodities for U.S. con
sumption to meet sanitary standards set 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

The quality controls established by this 
bill would insure that the health of the 
citizens of the United States is not jeop
ardized by substandard conditions in 
other countries. 

The U.S. Government maintains a 
stringent quality control program for all 
American dairy operations produced for 
export under U.S.-supported export pro
grams. 

In effect we are protecting the health 
of citizens in foreign countries receiving 
our products through the food for peace 
programs and various AID projects but 
are failing to apply the same safegt{ards 
to dairy imports from many of those same 
countries. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of this bill be provided at this point in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUGHES). The bill will be received and 
appropriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the bill will be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill (S. 4120) to protect the public 
health and we_lfare by providing for the 
inspection of imported dairy products 
and by requiring that such products 
comply with certain minimum standards 
for quality and wholesomeness, intro
duced by Mr. NELSON, was received read 
twice by its title, referred to the Co~it
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 4120 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House oj 

Representatives oj the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Foreign Dairy Qual
ity Act of 1970". 

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this Act: 
( 1) The term "Secretary" means the Sec

retary of Agriculture. 
(2) The term "person" means any indi

vidual, partnership, corporation, association, 
or any other business unit. 

(3) The terms "dairy products" and "milk 
products" mean those food products derived 
from milk, including milk such ~ butter; 
cheese (whether natural or processed); dry, 
evaporated, stabilized, condensed or other
wise processed milk, cream, whey and but
termilk; edible casein; frozen desserts; and 
any other food product which is prepared 
in whole or in part from any of the aforesaid 
products ~ the Secretary may hereafter des
ignate. 

(4) The term "wholesome" means sound, 
healthful, clean, and otherwise fit for human 
food. 

( 5) The term "labeling" means labels and 
other written, printed, or graphic matter on 
or attached to the cont ainer of any dairy 
prOduct. 

(6) The term "purity" means free from 
poisonous or deleterious substances which 
xnay render the product injurious to health. 

(7) The term "quality" means ~he mini
mum quality standards defined by the Secre
tary in accordance with this Act. 

(8) The term "administration and super-
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vision" means the administrative review of 
foreign country laws, regulations, and en
forcement procedures offered as being com
parable to United States laws, regulations, 
and enforcement procedures, under the pro
visions of this Act, and the supervision of 
inspection personnel both here and abroad. 

(9) The term "inspection" means the offi
cial service rendered by the Department of 
Agriculture, under the administration and 
supervision of the Secretary, for the purposes 
of carrying out the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 3. (a) No dairy product shall be im
ported into the United States unless it has 
been inspected and found to be wholesome 
and unless the foreign farms and plants in 
which such products were produced, manu
factured or processed comply with all the 
inspection, grading, and other standards pre
scribed by the Secretary pursuant to the pro
visions of this Act. 

(b) The standards established by the Sec
retary for any imported dairy product and for 
the establishments in which such imported 
dairy product is produced, manufactured or 
processed shall be comparable to those stand
ards prescribed by the Secretary for the same 
kind of dairy product produced, manufac
tured or processed in the United States and 
for establishments in the United States in 
which the same kind of product is produced, 
manufactured or processed whenever the Sec
retary, in connection with any dairy product 
program carried out by the Department of 
Agriculture has established standards for 
such product and for the establishments in 
which such product is produced, manufac
tured or processed. The Secretary shall es
tablish standards with respect to those kinds 
of imported dairy products (and the estab
lishments in which they are produced, manu
factured or processed) for which no Federal 
standards have been established, and such 
standards shall be equivalent to those stand
ards heretofore established for other kinds of 
dairy products and the establishments in 
which such other kinds of dairy products 
are produced, manufactured or processed. 

(c) The labeling of imported dairy prod
ucts shall comply with the requirements of 
the Fair Packaging and Labeling Act and 
shall be otherwise marked as the Secretary 
may require. 

SEc. 4. (a) For the purpose of establishing 
comparable inspection requirements and pre
venting the importation of dairy products 
produced, manufactured, or processed in 
foreign dairy farms or plants not approved 
for inspection by the Department of Agricul
ture, the Secretary shall, where and to the 
extent necessary, require such products to 
be accompanied by a certificate of compliance 
issued by the exporting country in accord
ance with rules and regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary establishing minimum 
standards as to the quality of the milk, farms, 
and plant facilities, equipment, and proce
dures used in the production, manufacture, 
and processing of such products. 

{b) The Secretary shall cause to be in
spected, in accordance with such rules and 
regulations as he may prescribe, all dairy 
products imported into the United States. 

SEC. 5. (a) All imported dairy products 
shall, after entry into the United States, be 
subject to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos
metic Act, and other Acts providing for the 
inspection, testing, or grading of dairy prod
ucts to insure their purity and to insure that 
they are wholesome in the same manner and 
to the same extent as if such products were 
produced in the United States. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized to pre
scribe rules and regulations to carry out the 
purposes of this Act, and such rules and reg
ulations shall provide for the destruction ~f 
dairy products offered for entry and refused 
admission into the United States, unless such 
dairy products are reexported or brought 
into compliance within the time fixed there
for in such rules and regulations. 

(c) All charges for storage, cartage, and 
labor wtih respect to any article which is 
imported contrary to this Act shall be paid 
by the owner or consignee, and in default of 
such payment shall constitute a lien against 
such article and any other article thereafter 
imported under this Act by or for such owner 
or consignee. 

SEc. 6. In carrying out the provisions of 
this Act, the Secretary may cooperate with 
foreign governments, other departments and 
agencies of the Federal Government, and 
With appropriate State agencies, and may 
conduct such examinations, investigations, 
and inspections as he determines necessary 
or appropriate through any officer or em
ployee of the United States, of any State, or 
of any foreign government, who is licensed 
by the Secretary for such purpose. 

SEc. 7. (a) The Secretary may prescribe 
such assessments and collect such fees as he 
determines necessary to cover the cost of the 
inspection services rendered under the pro
visions of this Act. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a) 
of this section, the cost of administering and 
supervising the provisions of this Act shall be 
borne by the United States. 

SEc. 8. There is hereby athorized to be 
appropriated such sums as are necessary to 
carry out the administration and supervision 
of the provisions of this Act. 

SEc. 9. Any person who knowingly violates 
the provisions of this Act shall be guilty of 
a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined not more than $1,000 and 
imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

SEC. 10. If any provisions of this Act or 
the application thereof to any person or cir
cumstances is held invalid, the validity of 
the remainder of the Act and of the applica
tion of such provision to other persons and 
circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 

SEc. 11. This Act shall take effect 180 days 
after enactment. 

S. 4121-INTRODUCTION OF A Bll..L 
FOR THE RELIEF OF THE BAP
TIST COLLEGE AT CHARLESTON, 
CHARLESTON, S.C. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 

introduce a bill for the relief of the 
Baptist College at Charleston, Charles
ton, S.C. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PACKWOOD). The bill will be received and 
referred, without objection, to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

The bill CS. 4121) for the relief of 
Baptist College at Charleston, Charles
ton, S.C., introduced by Mr. THURMOND 
(for himself and Mr. HoLLINGS), was 
received. read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on the Judi
ciary, by unanimous consent. 

S. 4123-INTRODUCTION OF A Bll..L 
IN HONOR OF EUGENE D. MILLI
KIN AND EDWIN C. JOHNSON, 
FORMER U.S. SENATORS FROM 
COLORADO 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on May 30, 

Colorado's former Senator, Edwin C. 
Johnson, died. 

The Denver Post recognized this re
cent loss in a lead editorial on June 1. 
In its recitation of his many accomplish
ments. the following is stated: 

In the U.S. Senate-with his equally bril
liant Colorado colleague-U.S. Senator Eu
gene D. Millikin--colorado had a one-two 

punch that was rem~rkable. Millikin was 
Republican but they saw eye to eye on the 
issues of paramount relevance to the state 
and nation. 

Gene Millikin died July 26, 1958. There 
is no doubt of the highly distinguished. 
contributions and service of both Edwin 
C. Johnson and Eugene D. Millikin and, 
as the Denver Post editorial points out, 
though Democrat and Republican, par
tisan interests were laid aside when it 
came to the vital questions atreeting 
Colorado and our Nation. 

Senator Johnson and Millikin served 
their State and Nation with great dis
tinction, and it was my honor to have 
known them both. 

Thus, Mr. President, I am introducing 
today, with Senators DOMINICK and HAN
SEN a bill to establish monuments to their 
preeminent dedication and illustrious 
public service. . 

The bill we are introducing will change 
the name of the Blue Mesa Reservoir in 
Colorado to the Eugene D. Millikin Res
ervoir, and the name of the Chatfield 
Dam and Reservoir in Colorado to the 
Edwin C. Johnson Dam and Reservoir. 

Both of these men loved the high Colo
rado Mountains which overlook the cold 
clear waters of these reservoirs. Each was 
committed to, and outstanding in, his 
work to meet the great challenges of the 
West including those presented by na
ture. Each was brilliant in his accom
plishments on behalf of proper water 
conservation and control measures and 
I deem it highly fitting and proper to 
name these water conservation features 
in their remembrance. 

It is especially decorous to make this 
tribute and memorial in a single measure 
in view of their many united endeavors 
and common interests. 

It should also be noted that each com
pleted his elective public service career 
at the same time .. Ed Johnson retired 
from the Senate in 1954 after 18 years 
and then served as Colorado's Governor 
through 1956. And, in the fall of 1956, 
Gene Millikin, after 15 years in the Sen
ate, determined not to seek reelection due 
to his ill health. 

Thus it was that the State of Colorado, 
which had reaped many benefits from the 
service of these statesmen, suffered a 
dual loss; it is all the more proper to 
make this dual memorial. 

Mr. President, I send the bill to the 
desk for appropriate reference to accom
plish this purpose on behalf of myself 
and my colleague, Mr. DOMINICK, and ask 
that the bill be printed in the REcoRD, to
gether with a statement, immediately 
following my remarks, o: my colleague, 
Mr. DOMINICK. 

The PRESIDiNG OFFICER CMr. 
CooK) . The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without objec
tion, the bill will be printed in the RECORD 
together with the statement of Mr. 
DoMINICK. 

The bill (8. 4123) to designate the 
Chatfield Dam and Reservoir and the 
Blue Mesa Reservoir as the Edwin C. 
Johnson Dam and Reservoir and the 
Eugene D. Millikin Reservoir, respec
tively, introduced by Mr. ALLOTT (for 
himself, and Mr. DoMINICK), was re-
ceived, read twice by its tltlet referred to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
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Affairs, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

s. 4123 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
dam and reservoir known a.s the Chatfield 
Dam and Reservoir, located on the South 
Platte River in Colorado, is hereby designated 
as the Edwin C. Johnson Dam and Re
servoir. 

SEc. 2. The reservoir known a.s the Blue 
Mesa Reservoir, located on the Gunnison 
River in Colorado, is hereby designated as 
the Eugene D. Millikin Reservoir. 

SEc. 3. Any law, regulation, document, or 
record of the United States designating or 
referring to the Chatfield Dam and Res
ervoir or the Blue Mesa Reservoir shall be 
held to be a designation of or reference to 
the Edwin C. Johnson Dam and Reservoir or 
the Eugene D. Millikin Reservoir, respec
tively. 

The statement of Mr. DOMINICK is as 
follows: 

Mr. President, it gives me great pleasure to 
join my distinguished senior colleague in 
sponsoring this bill to commemorate two 
great Coloradans and Americans. Without 
question, the service rendered to the people 
of Colorado by these two men was outstand
ing in the history of our state and in the 
country as a whole. 

Eugene Millikin served in the United States 
Senate from 1941 until physical disabilities 
forced him to retire in 1957. For two years 
he served as Chairman of the Senate Finance 
Cammittee and expend~ exhaustive efforts 
to rewrite and codify the ta'x code. He was 
also a prominent -member of the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee as well as Chair
man of the Republican Conference. Renowned 
for his wit and debating skill in general, 
Gene was beloved by his fellow members and 
by the people of Colorado. 

Gene Millikin's senior colleague in the 
Senate for 14 years was Ed Johnson. Al
though Gene was a Republican and Ed a 
Democrat, the two Senators' respect for each 
other and mutual dedication to the people of 
their State often caused them to join forces 
in an unusually effective partnership to fur.:. 
ther the interests oi Colorado. 

For a continuous period of 35 years, Ed 
Johnson represented the people of Colorado 
as Governor, member of the Colorado House 
of Representatives, Lt. Governor, and for 18 
years, a member of the United States Senate. 
While a member of this body, he was a 
conscientious and tireless member of the 
Senate .Committee on Military Affairs. Fi
nance, Manufacturing, Interstate 0ommerce, 
and Indian Affairs. The esteem in which he 
was held. by the people of Colorado is per
haps best evidenced by the fact th~t" he was 
undefeated in eleven straight elections. His 
following wae not restricted to the citizens 
of Colorado alone. On the contrary, his un
derstanding- of the problems of water dis
tinguisbed }:11m in the eyes of citizens of 
most Western states. 

As a man, "Big Ed," as he was .affection
ately called by all who knew him, was one of 
the warmest and most sincere human beings 
tt has ever been my pleasure to know. It- was 
indeed a privilege to have known him on a 
personal basis f0r some twenty years. 

Mr. President., it ·is only fitlting that these 
two men be honored in the manner this bill 
proposes. In addition to working extensively 
and successfully for the Upper ColoradiO Stor
age Project, the Purgatory River Dam, and 
numerous other measures to help solve the 
water problems of the West in general and 
Golorado i'n particular, Gene Millikin and 
Ed _Johnson also aecorriplished mutfu of the 
grounqwork for _the Fryingpan-Arka.nsas 
Project which was . enacted ' in 1962, when I 
was a -meml>er· of the ~'?use. and ~y ,distin..: 

guished senior colleague a member of this 
body. That is why, Mr. President, I co-sponsor 
and urge favorable action on this legisla
tion to honor and commemorate these two 
distinguished former members of this body 
and honored Coloradans. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, with the 
permission of the Senator from Colorado, 
I should like very much to be included 
as a cosponsor of his bill. 

It was my distinct privilege to know 
both these very fine Senators. I too, held 
them in high regard, as has just been 
attested to by the Senator from Colo
rado; therefore, if it is not inappropri
ate, I should like to be added as a 
cosponsor. 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I know 
that the distinguished Senator from 
Wyoming as a former Governor of Wy
oming worked with both Senators Mil
likin and Johnson. and not only in a 
political sense. 

My colleague, Mr. DoMINICK, and I are 
most happy and believe it would be most 
appropriate to have his cosponsorship of 
the bill and, Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the name of the Sen
ator from Wyoming <Mr. HANSEN) be 
added as a cosponsor. 

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

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator 
from Colorado very much. 

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Wyoming for his 
support. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
75-SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION TO MAKE 
CORRECTIONS IN THE ENROLL
MENT OF S. 2601 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia <for Mr. 

TYDINGS) submitted an original concur
rent resolution <S. Con. Res. 75) direct
ing the Secretary of the Senate to make 
corrections in the enrollment of S. 2601, 
which was considered and agreed to. 

<The remarks of Mr. BYRD of West Vir
ginia when he submitted the concurrent 
resolution appear later in the RECORD un
der the appropriate heading.) 

J 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF Bil.JLS 
s. 3&44 

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that, 
at the next printing, the names of 
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY), the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
MusKIE), the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
YARBOROUGH), the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. HART), the SenatOr from Wis
consin (Mr. NELSON), the Senator from 
Ne\v York. <Mr. GooDELL), and the Sen
ator from New Mexico CMr. MoNTOYA) 
be added as cosponsors of S:- 3844, the 
Franchise Full Diselosure Act of 1970. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore <Mr. ALLEN). Without objection; it 
is so ordered. ·· 

s. 4039 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of the Senator from Ne
yada (Mr. BIBL~)- .I ask 'linariimous con
se~t. that, at the next ~rinting, t})e 1_1ames . 

of the Senator from Alabama <Mr. 
SPARKMAN), the Senator from West Vir
ginia <Mr. RANDOLPH), the Senator from 
New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMs), the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON), the Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. MoNTOYA), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. HAR
RIS), the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. MciNTYRE), the Senators from 
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) and (Mr. STEVENS), 
and the Senator from Montana <Mr. 
METCALF) be added as cosponsors of S. 
4039: · to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 to provide income tax sim
plification, reform, and relief for small 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PROXMIRE) . Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, July 24, 1970, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled bill <S. 3279) to extend the 
boundaries of the Toiyabe National For
est in Nevada, and for other purposes. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

ADDITIONAL DEATHS OF ALA
BAMIANS IN VIETNAM 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have pre
viously placed in the RECORD the names 
of ·997 Alabama servicemen who were 
listed as casualties of the Vietnam war 
through March 31, 1970. In the period of 
April 1 through June 30, 1970, the De
partment of Defense has notified 45 
more Alabama families of the death of 
loved ones in the conflict in Vietnam, 
bringing the total number of casualties 
to 1,042. 

I wish to place the names of these 
heroic Alabamians in the permanent ar
chives of the Nation, paying tribute to 
them, on behalf of the people of Ala
bama-, for their heroism and patriotism. 
May the time not be distant when there 
will be no occasion for more of these 
tragic lists. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the names and 
next of kin of these 45 Alabamians. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as foll-ows: 
LIST OF CASUALTIES INCURRED BY U.S. Mn.ITARY 

PERSONNEL FROM THE STATE OF ALABAMA IN 
CoNNECI'ION WITH THE CONFLICT IN VIET
NAM, APRn. 1, 1970, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1970 

ARMY 

Capt. Willie J. Ridgeway, husband of Mrs. 
Ingeborg M. Ridgeway, 705 Raines Drive, 
Mobile; 36609. 
- Pfc. John L. Smith, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
John · Smith, Route #1, Box 120, Millbrook, 
36054: 

Sgt. James F. Lee, husband~ of Mrs. Mattie 
A. Lee, Route l, Box 120, Gallion, 37742. 

Pfc. Richard L. Higginbotham, son of Mr. 
and Mrs. Billy L. Higginbotham, 516 Cedar 
Hill Drive, Scottsboro, 35768. 

Pfc. Leroy Nelson, son of Mrs. Eula. M. 
Nelson, Route 4, Box 770, Theod<>re, 36582. 

Spc. 4 Edward E. Howard, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Edward Howa:rd, Route #2, Box 42, 
Tuskegee, 36083. 

Ca.pt. Howard R. Andrews, Jr.; son of Mr. 
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and Mrs. Howard R. Andrews, Sr. 3124 Acklen 
Drive, S.W., Huntsville, 35805. 

Maj. George E. Powell, husband of Mrs. Joy 
M. Powell, 224-B Ruemaison, Moblle, 36608. 

Spc. 4 Richard A. Moiren, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Freddie F. Moiren, Route 4, Box 503, 
Mobile, 36609. 

Pfc. Albert C. Powell, son of Mr. Albert C. 
Powell, 5142 Avenue "C", Fairfield, 35064. 

Maj. James A. Russ, husband of Mrs. Mattie 
L. Russ, P.O. Box 143, Daphne, 36526. 

s. Sgt. Joseph T. Roberson, husband of 
Mrs. Gloria J. Roberson, 601 North Maine 
street, Enterprise, 36330. 

Sgt. Larry N. Jones, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Cecil T. Jones, Sr., Route 1, Box 316, Oakman, 
35579. 

Spc. 4 Willie Austin, Jr., son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Willie Austin, Sr., P. 0. Box 161, Mount Ver
::aon, 36560. 

Pfc. Paul D. Brannon, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Daniel T. Brannon, Route 1, Newvllle, 36353. 

Spc. 4 Ramon L. Grayson, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Nelson Grayson, Route # 1, Box 11, Dixon 
Mill, 36736. 

W01 Lawrence J. Herman, m, son of LTC 
and Mrs. Lawrence J. Herman, Jr., 103 Wesley 
Drive, Ozark, 36360. 

S.Sgt. James Bush, husband of Mrs. Edna 
M. Bush, Route #2, Box 211, Mumford, 36268. 

Pvt. Jimmy L. Thompson, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Major Thompson, Route #2, Box 338-A, 
Florence, 35630. 

Second Lt. Morgan W. Weed, husband of 
Mrs. Carolie R. Weed, 1807 Woodmont Drive, 
S.E., Decatur, 35601. 

Sgt. John L. Hendon, husband of Mrs. 
Sharon A. Hendon, Box 424, Carbon Hill, 
35549. 

W01 Donald R. White, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Florin w. White, 31 Tein Manor, Northport, 
35746. 

Spc. 4 Edward E. Nisewonger, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Roy Nisewonger, Jr., P.O. Box 268, 
Flomaton, 36441. 

W01 Raymond H. Krug, Jr., husband of 
Mrs. Clara A. Krug, P.O. Box 221, New 
Brockton, 36351. 

Pfc. Jessie F. Sanders, son of Mrs. Ruby I. 
Sanders, Hollytree, 35751. 

S_pc. 4 Frank D. Salter, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Alexander Salter, Route 2, Box 333A, 
Evergreen, 36401. 

Capt . ..Eddie J. Molino, husband of Mrs. 
Nancy R. Molino, 416 Bryant Street, Brun
didge, 36010. 

S .Sgt. Cecil C. Shofield, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Clary C. Schofield, 1610 Wood Avenue, Florala, 
36442. 

1st Lt. Claude H. Cargile, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Robert M. Cargile, 1200 Wakefield Drive, 
'Tuscaloosa, 35401. 

1st Lt. Larry F. Mattingly, husband of Mrs. 
Cllikako W. Mattingly, 1 Hall Drive, Ozarlt, 
36360. 

Spc. 4 Dannie L. Hawkins, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Claudie C. Hawkins, Route 1, Hance-
ville, 35077. 4 

Pfc. Ananias Bentford, son of Mr. and-Mrs. 
Eddie D. Stanley, Route 1, Box 63-B, Leighton, 
35646. . . 

Pfc. Rodney R. Sanders, son of Mr. and Mrs. 
Sammie F. Sanders, Route 3, Box 417, Phenix 
City, 36867. 

Sgt. Jerry R. Johnson, son of ,Mr. Elvis L. 
Johnson, 331 S. Smith Street, Florence, 
35630. 
. Sgt. Roderick K. Tolbert, son of Mrs. Jes

sie B. Tolbert, 5308 Avenue "H,'' Fairfield, 
35064. -' 

Spc. 4 Howard L. Williamson, son of Mrs. 
Cornelle Williamson, P.O. Box 212, Ridge 
Drive, Opelika, 36801. 

First Lt. Grady E. McBride, III, husband 
of .Mrs . .Judy G. McBride; 705 Lay Street, 
Gadsden, '3-5903. ~ 

Pfc! Johnny M. Watson, son of M!1T . . Zale 
.H. Watson, 323 Smith Street. Mobile, 36607. 

Sp<;. 5 J~e L. Chamblee, son of Mr. 
and Mrs. James r. Chamblee, Route No. 1, 
Box No. 297, Centre, 35960. 

Pfc. John H. McClendon, Jr., son of Mr 
and Mrs. John N. McClendon, Sr., ~oute No. 
1, Box No. 333, Fyffe, 35971. 

Spc. 4 Jerry D. Carver, son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Vivln T. Carver, 1602 16th Avenue, East, 
Tuscaloosa, 35401. 
Spc. 4 Clint J. Sims, son of Mr. and Mrs. 

Brice C. Sims, Jr., 1849 49th Street, Central 
Park, Birmingham, 35208. 

Pfc. Harold Carstarphen, Jr., son of Mr. 
and Mrs. Harold Carstaphen, Sr., 824 Avenue 
"C," Gadsden, 35901. 

MARINE CORPS 

L. Cpl. Frank M. Kitchens, Jr., husband 
of Mrs. Marcia L. Kitchens, 1604 Cherry 
Avenue, Birmingham, 352114. 

Pfc. Adam Jackson, son of Mrs. Virgestine 
Jackson, 3456 30th Way North, Birmingham, 
35207. 

AIR FORCE 

Capt. Travis H. Scott, Jr., son of Mr. and 
Mrs. Travis H. Scott, Sr., 3505 Pelzer Avenue, 
Montgomery, 36109. 

FUTURE FARMERS OF AMERICA 
LAUNCH COMMUNITY DEVELOP
MENT PROGRAM 
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, this 

morning the Future Farmers of America 
officially launched their new build our 
America community program. I have re
viewed the informational literature on 
this new program and I am very much 
impressed with the quality and imagina
tion of the material. 

I am encouraged and pleased by the 
commitment of this organization of 
young people to a most worthwhile and 
challenging effort-that of strengthen
ing and improving our rural commu
nities. 

This new program will do a great deal 
to encourage and assist· tomorrow's lead
ers in becoming more active and more 
effective in the development of their 
local communities. 

This is a most timely effort. The Na
tion as a whole is becoming increasingly 
aware of the need to improve .the eco
nomic, social, and cultural conditions of 
our rural communities. We must improve 
the quality and quantity of opportunities 
iii ou:- smaller communities so that fewer 
persons will be forced to migrate to the 
overcrowded and overburdened metropol
itan centers. 

The Federal Government can and must 
p.rovide a range of aids a:ud incentives for 
rural -development but, in the final analy
Sis, much of the initiative must come 
from the local communities themselves. 
They must identify their. problems and 
define thei-r future goals for improve
ment. Our young people will necessarily 
.constitute a major source of this initia
_tive. ·This program now getting under;
way will help to substantially increase 
the number of interested and trained lo
,cal eommunity leaders. 
· This progr~ is also timely because it 
affords young people the opportunity to 
get involved in community affairs, and 
to ,niake a genuine contribution of their 
own. Today's youth are distinguished by 
their eagerness~to participate in solving 
'this Nation's p:r:_oblems and the strength
·ening of that which is b~t..in our couri..,. 
try. This program -will provide an excel
lent avenue for greater youth participa-
tion. . . -

Mr. Presi<;ient, this program was devel
oped in cooperation with the Farmers 

Home Administration of the Department 
of Agriculture. Therefore, I want to sa
lute and commend not only the leaders 
and advisers of the Future Farmers of 
America but also the Farmers Home Ad
ministration for its important and criti
cal role in putting this program to
gether. 

RANDOLPHVOTESTOSTRENGTHEN 
LAW ENFORCEMENT TO CURB 
CRIME IN THE NATIONAL CAPITAL 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 

voted in support of the District of Co
lumbia crime bill. 

It provides a total and complete over
haul of the hopelessly inadequate court 
system in the Nation's Capital and wilJ 
·provide better means for more effective 
law enforcement. I commend the Sen
ator from Maryland <Mr. TYDINGS) . for 
his well-reasoned leadership in this con
structive effort. 

The court reorganization provisions 
are critical to effectuate permanent re
duction in the criminal case backlog in 
the Capital. The bill's codification of 
portions of criminal law in this city is 
the first in half a century. The expansion 
of the public defender service and the 
bail agency will result in mechanisms 
to provide adequate representation and 
supervision of criminal defendants. The 
second offense minimum mandatory 
sentencing and wiretap provisions make 
applicable to local crimes in the District 
of Columbia penalties and procedures 
instituted by Congress in previous crime 
legislation. 

Two provisions of the bill have devel
oped into considerable controversy; 
namely, pretrial detention and no-knock 
warrants. One of these is a closely safe
guarded form of pretrial detention for 
dangerous criminal defendants, coupled 
with court reorganiZatiQn to promote 
speedy trials and increased bail super
vision by an expanded bail agency. It 
should be emphasized that recent stud
ies have demonstrated that crime com
mitted by persons on court-ordered re
lease is of large enough proportions to 
be considered of major consequence to 
law enforcement. The National Bureau 
of Standards report indicated that 25 
percent of persons charged with dan
gerous crimes and 17 percent of those 
~barged with violent crimes can be ex
pected to be rearrested for further crime 
while on pretrial release. 

The measure confonns the District of 
Columbia law on search and arrest with 
Supreme Court decisions which permit 
a police officer to dispense with the 
standard notice of his identity and pur
pose when he serves a search or arrest 
warrant. Nothmg in th,e conference bill, 
passed 332 to 64 in the House of Rep
resentatives and concurred in 5·4 to 33 by 
the Senate, enla:rges the authority of offi
cers to search without a warrant. It 
coduies the Supreme Court decisions 
which specify that a police officer may 
enter premises without. knocking, when 
an announcement of his presence and 
purpose would endanger his life or result 
in destructi6n of the evidence for which 
the court has authorized him to search. 
· Additicmally, the bill increased the 

number of local trial judges, provides a 
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modern juvenile code, and provides the 
temporary assignment of Federal district 
judges to the local trial bench. 

The need for action and the time for 
action is now. We must curb the increas
ing crime rate. This measure will provide 
the comprehensive approach necessary 
to resolve this crisis. 

INCREASE IN TEXTILE IMPORTS 
AND JOB OPPORTUNITIES 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, two 
recent articles in the Augusta <Ga.) 
Chronicle, should be of interest to Mem
bers of Congress regarding the legisla
tion in the House on textile import 
quotas. 

First, the Chronicle of July 14 contains 
an article entitled "Textile Imports Bal
loon." The article indicates that cotton, 
wool, and synthetic fiber textile imports 
totaled 355 million square yards in May, 
up 3 percent from April, and 12 percent 
above the same period last year. 

The Chronicle of July 13 contains 
another article, entitled "Negro Employ
ment Jump Noted in Textile Industry." 
This news story showed that Negro em
ployment in the textile industry in
creased 21 percent to a level of 14.3 per
cent of the entire industry during the 
first half of 1970. 

Mr. President, both articles are im
portant. I ask unanimous consent that 
they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEGRO EMPLOYMENT JUMP NOTED IN TEXTILE 

INDUSTRY 
WASHINGTON.-Negro employment in the 

textile industry increased by 21 per cent 
to a level of 14.3 per cerut of the entire textile 
work force during the first half of 1970, the 
American Textile Manufacturers Institute 
reported Sunday. 

The institute, using Bureau of Labor 
Statistics figures, said this non-white textile 
employment compares with an average of 
10.1 per cent of non-white employment in 
the nation's entire manufaoturing industry. 

This improvement in Negro employment 
in textile manufacturing occurred at a time 
th81t the textile employment level was de
clining, the institute said. The institute also 
pointed out that the non-white employment 
percentage for all manufacturing remained 
unchanged during the past six months. 

Negro textile employment in certain coun
ties of North Carolina and South Carolina 
has reached levels above 40 per cent, the in
stitute said. 

TEXTILE IMPORTS BALLOON 
WAsHINGTON.-Cotton, wool and synthetic 

fiber textile imports totaled 355 million 
square yards in May, up 3 per cent from April 
and 12 per cent higher than May a year ago. 

For the January-May period, textile im
ports totaled 1.7 billion square yards, up 19 
per cent from the first five months of 1969. 

The value of textile imports in the first 
five months of this year was $710 million 
while textile exports totaled $286 million. 

Imports from Japan, Hong Kong, Taiwan 
and Korea accounted for 56 per cent of the 
trade in the January-May period, up 11 per 
cent from the same months of 1969. 

Cotton imports totaled 142 million square 
yards, 17 per cent above April but 5 per cent 
less than May, 1969. 

Synthetic fiber imports totaled 201 mil
lion square yards, down 4 per cent from 

April's record but 34 per cent above May 
1969. • 

Wool imports totaled 13 million square 
yards, down 7 per cent from April and 27 per 
cent below May, 1969. 

IN PRAISE OF MORMON PIONEERS 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, at mid
day exactly 123 years ago today, Brig
h~m Young and his company of rugged 
pwneers had at least reached their jour
ney's end. In the "Promised Land" of 
Salt Lake Valley they sensed that they 
had foW:d their sanctuary. On this day, 
atop a h1gh plateau overlooking the val
ley, President Young lay in one of the 
caravan:s 73 prairie schooners, his body 
weak w1th mountain fever. The great 
~ormon leade~ was raised gently froin 
his bed to Vlew the towering snow
dusted mountains guarding the peaceful 
plain below and the brilliant blue wa
ters of the lake. Looking out from the 
plateau, he exclaimed: "This is the 
place." 

The 102 days exodus West was over 
leaving far behind the assassins whos~ 
bullets had downed their beloved proph
et, Joseph Smith, leaving behind those 
who sought to :;Jersecute them for their 
religious beliefs. The seemingly endless 
vista~. the constant danger of attack, the 
scarcity of food and water, the narrow 
P.asses, the mountains to climb, the 
nvers to ford, the bogs to pull through 
the timber wolves, the rattlesnakes th~ 
tired, aching muscles, the sickness: the 
death-all these hardships had led 
finally to that glorious day. 

Hardly resting from the epic march 
the Mormon pioneers set out with char
acteristic determination upon a new mis
sion: the establishment of a distinctive 
community based on the Bible and the 
teac~ings ~f Joseph Smith. Having for 
the time bemg outdistanced their human 
persecutors, these .dauntless men and 
women now pitted themselves against the 
challenge of a sparse environment A 
flinty soil-and several bent plow~led 
them to build small dams on streams in 
o~der to store and divert a ftow of pre
cious water onto the parched earth. With 
tenacity and trial-and-error ingenuity 
the Mormon pioneers became the found~ 
ers of modern irrigation in America. 

Their resourcefulness in bringing wa
ter to the desert is representative of their 
success in other areas. While continuing 
to resist persecution throughout most of 
the latter half of the 19th century, the 
Mormons undertook one of the most re
markable colonizing efforts in the history 
of our country. They assimilated into 
their intermountain community thou
sands . of European converts, making 
them Immediately welcome and content 
in their new homeland. They seeded the 
entire mountain west with towns and 
cities, and were the first to settle in my 
own State of Idaho, founding Fort Lem
hi in 1855. Five years later they estab
lished the first permanent town in Ida
ho-and the first school-at Franklin 
named for a noted Mormon pioneer' 
Franklin D. Richards. · ' 

Nor have the spiritual ancestors of the 
Mormon pioneers settled for lesser ac
ishments. The faith and vitality of 
Mormonism of the 19th century still 

characterizes the church in 1970. Over 
4,000 young LDS members give a year or 
~ore to the work of spreading the teach
mg of their church throughout the 
United States and overseas, where ·they 
have proved outstanding citizen-ambas
sad?rs for our country as well as for 
th.el~ church. Partially as a result of this 
m1s~10nary work, the Church of Jesus 
Chnst of Latterday Saints now has more 
than 2.8 million members, an increase of 
74 percent during the 1960's. The Mo·r
mon.s con~inue to offer a model of church 
service: they are quick to help those 
members suffering from illness or want, 
and the excellence of their programs for 
young people is well known. 

The quality of the LDS commitment 
to education is equally outstanding; the 
~ost Mormon State in the Nation, Utah, 
IS _also the most extensively educated. 
Bngham Young University, the keystone 
of the church's own higher educational 
system, has grown to more than 25,000 
stude~ts and, nestled in the tree-shaded 
foothills of Provo, it is surely one of the 
most beautiful universities in the world 
In my State at Rexburg, ·Idaho, the LDS 
Church can take pride in Ricks College 
which now enrolls over 4,500 students or{ 
an expanding campus where 16 new 
school buildings have been erected since 
1962. The Mormons have also con
structed 69 other new schools during the 
1960's located chiefly in South America 
a:nd the South Pacific. The church pub
llshes a magazine in 17 languages and 
lesson manuals in 21 languages. 
. ~e achievements of Mormons in pub

he llfe are considerable. One has been 
a presi.dential candidate, others have 
played Important roles in Congress and 
~eld such prominent executive posltions 
m Government as Chairman of the Fed
era~ Reserve Board, Treasurer of the 
Umted States, Secretary of Agriculture 
U.S. Commissioner of Education, and 
Secretary of the Interior, serving under 
both Democratic and Republican Presi
dents. 

In other human endeavors, Mormons 
have always been at the forefront, wheth
er the_ contest be for Miss America or for 
a boxmg championship. Just recently a 
youl?-g athlete at Brigham Young Uni
.versity shattered the world record in the 
men's 440-yard hurdles race. And, in the 
world of music, who has not been deeply 
moved by the Mormon Tabernacle Choir? 

The ~ccomplishments of the early Mor
mon pwneers and their modern counter
parts h_ave been extraordinary; they have 
se~ a h~gh mark in Christian living. Cer
tamly m the period of divisiveness that 
presently troubles our land, their strong 
sense of community is exemplary. I am 
very proud to join with the people of mv 
State and with those of our sister State 
to the south, Utah, in paying tribute to 
the. Mormons. on this anniversary of the 
arnval of the1r forebearers in the Great 
Salt Lake Valley. 

DRAFT U.S. SEABEDS TREATY 
DISCUSSIONS SHOULD BEGIN 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, in re
cent years we have seen growing inter
national interest in the resources of the 
seabeds, particularly as technology has 
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developed to make seabed resources 
economically extractable at ever greater 
depths. Oil, gas, helium, nitrogen, carbon 
dioxide, water, geothermal energy, sulfur, 
saline minerals, and manganese nodules 
on and under the seabeds are among the 
resources of interest to the United States 
and other countries. 

Facing the United States and other 
countries as we turn toward use of re
sources of the seabed and subsoil are 
many complex problems. Scientific, tech
nical, military, legal, and political issues 
are raised by our prospective use of the 
seabeds and incursion into territory to 
which no nation has a traditional claim 
of sovereignty or sovereign rights. 

The Stratton Commission stated the 
problem, quoting President Johnson: 

Under no circumstances must we ever allow 
the prospect of rich harvest and mineral 
wealth to create a new form of colonial com
petition among the maritime nations. We 
must be careful to avoid a race to grab and to 
hold the lands under the high seas. We must 
ensure that the deep seas and the ocean 
bottoms are, and remain, the legacy of all 
human beings. 

In addition, the Stratton Commission 
cited other objectives that any interna
tional framework for minerals explora
tion and extraction must have: 

It must encourage scientific and tech
nological efforts and the other major capital 
investments needed for such exploration aud 
exploitation by making it possible to conduct 
these activities in an orderly and economic 
manner. 

It must give the United States and all 
other nations a fair chance to engage in 
minerals exploration and exploitation. 

It must minimize the creation of vested 
interests that will inhibit changes in the 
framework deemed desirable in the light 
of unfolding experience with actual explora
tion and exploitation. 

It must seek to avoid and not to provoke 
international conflict. 

While President Johnson's statement 
and the Stratton Commission's report set 
forth objectives clearly, the Johnson ad
ministration and the Nixon administra
tion did not have a clear statement of 
policy regarding the ocean seabeds. In
deed, this was the subject of much dis
cussion, and a special study on U.S. sub
oceanic lands policy was conducted by 
the Commerce Committee last fall, of 
which I had the privilege to be chair
man. Other committees were also inter
ested. The Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. PELL), of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, had introduced Senate Reso
lution 33, and spoke eloquently on the 
need for clear U.S. policy regarding the 
seabeds. The Senator from Montana 
(Mr. METCALF) is chairman of a Special 
Subcommittee on Outer Continental 
Shelf of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and has also conducted 
extensive hearings late last year and into 
this spring. Until May 23 this year, the 
U.S. Government had no position on the 
seabeds; it was busy formulating one. 

On May 23 the President announced 
a bold, thoughtful and controversial 
U.S. oceans policy. He proposed that: 

All nations adopt as soon as possible a 
treaty under which they would renounce all 
nationaJ claims over the natural resources 
of the seabed beyond the point where the 
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high seas reach a depth of 200 meters (218.8 
yards) and would agree to regard these re
sources as the common heritage of man
kind. He proposed establishing an interna
tional regime for exploitation of seabed re
sources beyond the 200 meter limit, pro
viding for the collec{;!on of mineral revenues 
for international community purposes. The 
treaty he proposed would establish general 
rules to prevent unreasonable interference 
with other uses of the oceans, to protect 
the ocean from pollution, to assure the in
tegrity of the investment necessary for such 
exploitation, and to provide for peaceful 
and compulsory settlement of disputes. 

Importantly, · the- President proposed 
that the treaty provide that coastal na
tions act as trustees for the international 
community in an international zone ex
tending from the 200 meter limit to the 
edge of their continental margin. He also 
proposed that international machinery 
to authoTize and regulate exploration 
and use of seabeds resources beyond the 
continental margins be included in the 
treaty. 

At the same time, the President an
nounced an effort to obtain a new law of 
the sea treaty, establishing a 12-mile 
limit for territorial seas and providing 
for free transit through international 
straits. 

Mr. President, anyone knows that 
when he holds to the middle of the road 
he is bound to get hit from both direc
tions. The President's proposal is no ex
ception. Some in the United States have 
accused the President of renouncing por
tions of its sovereign territory. And at 
the recent Pacem in Maribus conference 
in Malta, representatives from less in
dustrialized countries accused the Pres
ident of another colonialistic grab. 

Those of us who had a chance to study 
the President's proposal saw many ideas 
and problems couched in the general 
language. The President promised that 
specific proposals would be introduced 
at the next meeting of the U.N. Seabeds 
C.ommittee to carry out the objectives of 
his proposal. We have all waited those 
specifics, and recently many here on 
the Hill received copies of a draft of 
the proposed treaty, which finally puts 
specific proposals on paper. 

I welcome seeing the draft treaty, 
because now the process can begin in 
earnest and we can talk specifics. No 
more do we need vague statements and 
broad outlines; the draft provides spe
cific approaches to grapple with. But I 
stress that this is the beginning of a 
process that is like the legislative process 
with which we are more familiar. A draft 
treaty, like a newly introduced bill, is 
not a final commitment or enactment of 
law. When proposed and introduced, it 
begins a process of discussion and nego
tiation that may or may not result in a 
treaty. 

The exploration and extraction of 
mineral resources of the seabeds is a 
complex subject. Any treaty on the sub
ject will necessarily be complex also. A 
great deal of consultation with Members 
of Congress and our sta_ffs, with environ
mental, scientific, industrial, interna
tional, and other interests will be neces
sary before any treaty results. 

Mr. President, it is important that 
these talks begin soon and that the 

United States be the leader in initiating 
specific discussions. For this reason I 
am supporting the President's proposal 
to introduce the proposed draft seabeds 
treaty at the August 3 convening of the 
U.N. Seabeds Committee in Geneva. 

I give this support in full knowledge of 
the controversy that has arisen around 
the draft treaty. But I emphasize that 
it is important to begin and important 
to understand that the present draft is 
not necessarily the final version that 
may result. Complex international dis
cussions must begin, and the U.N. Sea
beds Committee, in which the United 
States has a strong voice, is the obvious 
and proper place for the talks to begin, 
for the committee represents a broad 
segment of international interests. 

I have had an opportunity to review 
the draft treaty and there are several 
reasons why I have concluded that it is 
in the national interest to begin the 
international discussions of it now. First, 
it represents U.S. leadership in an im
portant area in days of waning influ
ence. Second, the draft treaty seeks to 
rectify an imbalance in the law of the 
sea that generally works to the detri
ment of less industrialized countries and 
countries with no coastlines. It is fair, 
and in its fairness it protects vital U.S. 
interests. 

It protects national security interests, 
particularly by proposing an interna
tional agreement that would control the 
excessive creeping jurisdictional claims 
by certain nations. It protects legitimate 
interests of U.S. petroleum companies. I 
was informed that top representatives of 
U.S. oil interests were consulted as the 
draft went although various revisions. In 
fact, counsel for our Subcommittee on 
Oceanography was present at a meeting 
at which one of the foremost representa
tives of oil interests stated unequivocally 
that oil companies could "live with the 
President's policy." Representatives of 
hard mineral companies have also been 
consulted during the drafting process, 
and I understand that their interests 
have been considered and taken into ac
count in the draft treaty. Living resource 
interests, and scientific interests have 
also participated and made substantial 
contributions to the draft. All of these 
are protected I am convinced. 

The proposed treaty has several fea
tures that are important and that I want 
to point out: 

It would not turn control over to the 
United Nations. Coastal states would act 
as trustees of an international area and 
would exercise a control and bear re
sponsibilities that are based on a realistic 
balance between powerful and less pow
erful nations. The United States would 
have an effective voice in the interna
tional machinery that would be estab
lished. 

It would provide a mechanism for 
firm control of exploration and exploita
tion of minerals such as oil so as not to 
pollute the ocean environment. 

It would provide a mechanism for 
speedy settlement of international dis
putes. 

It would provide for free and open 
scientific research, continuing this im
portant freedom of the sea. 
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It would clearly define the limits of 

the Continental Shelf and the rights of 
coastal nations in the area beyond the 
Continental Shelf over the continental 
margin. 

Despite the fact that the proposed 
draft treaty is long, complex, and im
perfect, it is a good, thoughtful start to
ward full consideration of the specific 
issues relating to seabed resources. At 
some point the Senate may be called 
upon to give its advice and consent on a 
seabeds treaty. We would have to know 
whether the international community 
would support the President's proposal, 
to decide whether it is in the best inter
ests of the United States. The time to 
begin and to find out is now, while the 
leadership is ours. We should support the 
President's leadership in this proposal 
and begin. 

Mr. President, in conclusion, I urge 
that the U.S. representatives to the UN. 
Seabeds Committee introduce the pro
posed treaty at the Geneva meeting in 
August. And in recognition of the con
troversy and legitimate concerns many 
people have about the draft, I als(') urge 
that the State Department, the Defense 
and Interior Departments, and all other 
affected interests continue full discus
sions with the Commerce, Foreign Rela
tions, and Interior Committees of the 
Senate, and with the appropriate com
mittees in the House of Representatives. 
Together I hope we shall arrive at a 
sound seabeds treaty. 

Mr. President, the distinguished Sena
tor from Washington <Mr. MAGNUSON), 
chairman of the Committee on Com
merce, is necessarily absent today. I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement by 
him on this subject 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 MAGNUSON 
I very much appreciate and support the 

statement just ~ade by Senator Holl1ngs, the 
distinguished chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Oceanography. The points that he makes 
that we must begin international discussions 
of a seabeds treaty and must continue full 
discussions between the affected interests 
and the appropriate Congressional commit
tees are important. 

The uncertainties in the law of the sea 
regarding seabed Tesources in the area be
yond the 200 meter limit of the continental 
shelf have been compounded since the Con
tinental Shelf Convention came into force. 
Now, when technology has advanced to per
mit mineral exploitation in depths greater 
than . 200 meters, there is an unacceptable 
uncertainty in the law of the sea tha.t would 
threaten tpe security of any economic invest
ment made to extract mineral resources from 
the continental slope or over the continental 
margin. We could let the law of the sea de
velop by custom and by letting nations go 
out and assert claims the way certain Latin 
American countries have regarding fishing. 
Or we could sit down with the many different 
countries and interests and try to negotiate 
a rational treaty. Exploitat.!on of seabed re
sources is too complex and important a 
subject to let the law of the •sea develop 
haphazardly. 

The uncertainty in the law of the sea re
garding seabed resources has existed for at 
least ten years. The pace of individual claims 
for these resources is accelerating. After ' lo.ng 
deliberation the President has announced a 
United States seabeds proposal for introduc-

tion at the U.N. Seabeds Committee meeting 
in August. Rather than risk erodingcthe lead
ership the President has exercised, I support 
the effort to have the President's proposal 
introduced at the Committ-ee meeting. 

I also want it clearly understood that the 
Committee on Commerce, as well as the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations and the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, has 
considerable interest in this matter and ex
petCts to be kept fully informed of the dis
cussions and negotiations on the seabed 
treaty while they progress. In addition, our 
Committee expects to continue discussions 
with all of the affected interests, private and 
public, as an attempt is made to arrive at a 
sound seabeds treaty. 

SENATOR MILLER ON "CAPITOL 
CLOAKROOM" 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, recently the 
CBS radio program "Capitol Cloakroom" 
featured the senior Senator from Iowa 
(Mr. MILLER). Facing questions from 

three correspondents, our distinguished 
colleague, a member of the Committees 
on Finance and on Agriculture and For
estry, and the Joint Economic Commit
tee, provided an incisive analysis of cur
rent national issues. The questions fo
cused on an area of the Senator's special 
knowledge and expertise, the economy, 
and those who may have missed the 
broadcast should find Senator Miller's 
comments interesting and worthwhile. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
transcript of the July 15 broadcast of 
"Capitol Cloakroom" be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

CBS CAPITOL CLOAKROOM 
Produced by Ellen Wadley. 
Guest: U.S. Senator Jack Miller (R-Iowa). 
Panel: Bruce Morton, Anchorman; Daniel 

Schorr; Stephen Rowan. 
BRUCE MORTON. Senator Miller, Will the 

economy get better by election time? 
DANIEL SCHORR. Senator, Will the family 

assistance plan come out of Congress this 
year? 

STEPHEN ROWAN. Senator Miller, what 
will the continuing war in Indochina do to 
the Republica.ns' hopes of gaining control 
of Congress this year? 

ANNOUNCER. Capitol Cloakroom. From the 
nation's capital, CBS Radio brings you the 
1,123rd presentation of Capitol Cloakroom, a 
spontaneous and unrehearsed interview with 
an outstanding public figure. This week's 
guest is Senator Jack Miller, Republican of 
Iowa.. He meets with CBS news correspond
ents Bruce Morton, Daniel Schorr, and 
Stephen Rowan. First we hear from Bruce 
Morton. · 

Q--&enator Miller, welcome to Capitol 
Cloakroom. Our guest is Iowa Republican 
Jack Miller, first elected to the Senate in 
1960, reelected six years later; a member of 
the Finance and Joint Economic Committees 
and the Agriculture Committee. Senator, 
those first two qualify you, I suppose, as 
as much of an expert as anybody else is 
these days on the economy. Administration 
spokesme~ keep telling us that things are 
going to get better. Do you thtnk they'll 
get better by election time, or do you see 
the economy as a major issue in this fall's 
campaigning? 
- Senator MILLER. I think the economy will 

be an issue in this fall's campaign. I'm nat
urally hopeful that it will get a little better 
but I'm not optimistic about it because I do 
think that when we're moving from a war
time to a peacetime economy, you're bound 

to have a period of readjustment. There are 
fewer people working in defense industries 
now than there were a year ago, and there 
will be fewer working in the months ahead. 
There will be fewer people in the armed 
forces because they're dropping out the num
bers in the armed services. And, when you 
take those factors into account, it looks to 
me as though we can expect to have an un
employment rate around five percent, per
haps even up to five and a. half. And I said 
myself, a year ago, that after the inflationary 
binge we'd been on for several years in this 
country, my knowledge of economics told me 
that we must expect a. period of hurt. Secre
tary Kennedy stated a year ago that we were 
paying for our past sins. Now, hopefully, a 
recession that we would have (and I believe 
in calling it a. "recession") would be a mild 
one, which might me.an five percent unem
ployed and, h9pefully, it would be a. short
lived one, which would mean eight or ten 
months. 

I don't see that that eight or ten months' 
period, if it is. a. short-lived recession, will 
be over before the fall elections. And I per
sonally think we'll be doing very well, taking 
into account the inflationary binge, taking 
into account the movement from the wartime 
to a peacetime economy . . . 

Q- ... inflationary binge, Senator Mil
ler? 

Senator MILLER. Well, I have to look at who 
was in control of the Congress. I'm not talk
ing about who was the President because, 
after all, what the President has to say is just 
paper and just words. It's the Congress, those 
in control of the Congress, that implement 
economic policy, and I must tell you, as you 
well know, that the Democrats were fully in 
command of the Congress during those years. 

Q-It's almost bound to translate though. 
It may be that the Democrats were to blame. 
but people tend to vote on toda.y's bad news. 
Isn't that going to hurt the Republicans in 
the fail? 

Senator MILLER. Wefl, I think it's a. two
edged sword. I think it depends upon how 
well-informed the public is. I think it de
pends upon how well the candidates point 
up where the responsibility lies. I have al
ways done so in my state; I see no reason why 
candidates in other states can't do the same 
thing. 

Q-Aren't the Democrats simply going to 
say, "W~ll, President Nixon has refused to 
put into effect any of the proposed controls 
that we've given him"? 

Senator MILLER. Well, of course they will 
say that but, when you get down to bedrock, 
the most important thing in this inflation
high interest problem is whether we come 
out with a. reasonably balanced budget. Now. 
when you have those in control of the Con
gress exceeding, as of this date, the budget 
:t:.equests of President Nixon by $4 billion, 
when you had those in control of the Con
gress run this federal government of ours 
$25 billion deeper in debt :two years ago, ;r 
must say that that's where inflation starts. 
And we've had recent testimony by I. W. 
Abel, the President of the United Steel Work
ers, pointing out that wage increases did not 
really get moving until you had a cost of 
living increase. And the cost of living in
crease, or· inflation, started right here on 
Capitol Hill with the inflationary binge, the 
mlllti-billion dollar deficit spending binge. 
by those in control of the Congress. And I 
think it's high time that the American peo
ple understand that the President can make 
speeches and he can write out anti-inflation
ary programs on paper, but they're not worth 
any more than that paper unless the Con
gress, those in control of the Congress, im
plement them. Now, let me give you an 
example of what I'm -talking about. Three 
months ago I was out in Los Angeles on a 
forum, and James Tobin, a Democrat and 
former member of the Council of Economic 
Advisers under President Kennedy, praised-
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publicly praised-the Nixon Administration's 
anti-inflationary program. So, it's a. good 
program, I think, but I must repeat it's no 
better than the piece of the paper that it's 
written on unless those in control of the 
Congress, and I'm of course talking about the 
Democrats who control the Congress, carry 
it out. And the most important aspect of 
carrying that out is to match outgo with 
income of the federal government. 

Q--Well, as Mr. Morton said, the voters 
are going to look at toda.y's bad news and 
today's bad news, as you've admitted, in No
vember is likely to be more inflation and a. 
deeper and deeper recession. 

Senator MILLER. Oh, wait just a. minute. I 
didn't admit that there's going to be more 
inflation. Please don't quote me on that. I 
suggest that we can have an unemployment 
rate of five percent in November, yes, but I 
do think that inflation, if anything, will 
tone down. But I'm not expecting it to tone 
down very much. 

Q-Well, now, you've been blaming the 
Congress. Mike Mansfield has been saying all 
year that the Congress cut the President's 
budget by something like $7 b1llion last year. 
Is that wrong? 

Senator MILLER. Well, of course that's 
wrong. This was fully aired out on the floor 
of the Senate. In fact, it all started back 
alt the time of the HEW appropriations bill, 
and some of the Democrats were pounding 
their chests and pointing out that they had 
cut the Nixon budget-! think it was $5 bil
lion-and they were referring to $135 billion 
in the budget. They were a little embarrassed 
when I said, well, after all, the spending 
budget is up around $200 billion-why are 
you only talking about the $135? And then it 
was brought out that on the extra. amount 
over and above $135, they had actually in
creased the Nixon budget. But as far as cut
ting the Nixon budget was concerned, that 
was actually done by the Administration. I'll 
grant you that, when the original budget 
came over a. year ago, that it was up around 
$135 blllion, but in subsequent weeks, be
fore the Administration came before the ap
propriations committees, they, of their own 
volition, cut the budget about $5 billion. So 
when they came before the appropriations 
committees, all they were asking was that 
the appropriations committees ratify the 
cuts the Nixon Administration had already 
put into effect. So, I think it ill behooves 
them to try to tease the public by saying 
"we" cut the Nixon budget. All they did was 
to ratify what the administration had al
ready done. But I think it's important to 
note that in this fiscal year, as qf today, 
those in control of the Congress have ex
ceeded the Nixon budget by $4 billion, and 
we have several appropriations bills yet to 
pass. 

Q--Getting off appropriations bills, Sen
ator, to what may be future appropriations 
if the program ever comes about. I guess, for 
listeners, I'll have to fill in a. bit of back
ground before I even ask you the question. 

The House, by a large vote, passed the 
family assistance plan that the Nixon Ad
ministration had submitted, intended to 
overhaul the welfare system by providing a 
minimum income system accompanied by 
lncentives to work. It came up before the 
Senate Finance Committee for hearings. The 
Committee sent it back to the Administra
tion to get some bugs out of it about in
equities and lack of smooth incentives. The 
program has now been sent back. The Sen
ate Finance Committee is going to schedule 
hearings on it, next week, I believe, but 
there's a. great deal of talk of lack of enthu
siasm in the Senate Finance Committee. 
Conservatives don't like it very much, and 
the llbera.ls don't like it for other reasons. 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan' says if your Com
mittee will bring it out, he's sure the Senate 
will pass it. If you don't bring it out, if. it 
isn't passed, it may be the last chance in a 

generation to overhaul welfare. So, with that 
brief introduction, what's going to happen? 

Senator MILLER. Well, ·with all deference 
to Dan Moynihan, I do think that he has, 
perhaps, exaggerated the matter a. little bit. 
Just because the Congress might not pass 
something this year doesn't mean they won't 
pass something next year. And to suggest 
that we won't do something about a long 
outmoded welfare system within the next 
decade because we haven't acted this year, 
I think is carrying it a little far. But there's 
no question but what after the hearings, 
the original hearings before the Finance 
Committee, and after particularly the excel
lent staff work that was done in locating 
the bugs in the bill, . that there was some 
disaffection on the part of even the pro
ponents. I myself, endorsed the idea., the 
concept, that President Nixon advanced be
cause I think we've been going in the wrong 
direction on welfare for thirty-five or forty 
years, and for once we had a President of 
the United States who came over and sug
gested a new philosophy, a new approach, 
which would be designed to get people to 
want to move out of this welfare cycle that 
family after family has found itself ln. Now, 
when the bugs showed up, it was found that, 
although the theory behind this legislation 
was generally enthusiastically received by 
both Democrats and Republicans on the 
Committee-it was found that the bill didn't 
implement that philosophy because we found 
cases in which there would be a disincentive 
to work, where you would find somebody who 
was earning some money who would receive 
less overall, counting his earnings and count
ing other welfare-type programs-food 
stamps, medical assistance, public housing 
and so on-he would have received less than 
if he just sat home and did nothing. 

Q-For a certain number. 
Senator MILLER. That's what we call dis

incentive. And so we told the Administra
tion to take this bill back and do a job of 
correlating all of the various types of welfare
type programs-not only the family assist
anec program itself but food stamps, public 
housing assistance, medicare, medicaid-and 
put them all together and revise this . . . 

Q-You don't mean medicare? 
Senator MILLER. Medicaid. And put them all 

together so that they would be able to show 
us that they had debugged the disincentives 
from the program. Well, they've done that, I 
think, although the staff is still going 
through it to see whether or not they have 
actually done a complete and thorough job 
on it. But where I am hung up a little on this 
is that I look at a schedule, for example, 
covering Phoenix, Arizona, and I note that 
they have laid out what would happen as be
tween somebody who earned nothing and 
somebody who earned $720, and a thousand, 
and two thousand, and three thousand; and 
the total take, you might say, that they have 
with their earnings, with the family assist
ance plan benefit, with a. state supplemental 
benefit, food stamps, the medical insurance 
bonus which they're proposing, and the hous
ing bonus under public assistance housing 
or rent supplements, and so on. And I find 
that, while there is no disincentive, that the 
incentive is very low, very slight. For example, 
somebody who earned a $1,000 out in Phoenix 
Under this overall program might be encour
aged to earn two thousand, but if he earned . 
two thousand he would end up with only 
about $90 net benefit as against just earning 
a thousand. Now, my question is whether or 
not that extra $90 is ~nough of an incentive 
for a person to take the time and the trouble 
to earn $2,000 instead of only $1,000. And 
you'll find a similar. closeness between the 
various stages of earned income-two to 
three,. three to four, four to five--which 
bothers me. And I don't know whether that's 
enough of an incentive as between these vari
ous income brackets to get the job done that 
we want to get done. So give them credit for 

debugging it and taking out the disincen
tives, but you have to have enough incentive 
for people to really want to go out and work 
longer and work harder. 

Q-Senator, without going into a great 
deal of detail on what will be coming up at 
your hearings, if Republicans like you are 
still not convinced and the Democrats on the 
Committee don't seem to be very helpful, 
do you think that bill is going to come out? 

Senator MILLER. Well, no, I don't, but I 
would hasten to suggest that I do think there 
are some Democrats on the Committee who 
are quite open-minded about this and who 
do definitely want to try to support some
thing that is going to change the philosophy 
that we've been operating under for a long 
time. Republicans like me still want to be 
shown, but I emphasize that I have endorsed 
the idea from the very beginning and, if it 
entails some further work to try to provide a 
greater incentive, or if I can be persuaded 
that the differences in these income areas are 
sufficient incentives, then I will support it 
and I hope my colleagues on the Republican 
side will do likeWise. 

Q-But you're saying you don't think it's 
going to come out this year? 

Senator MILLER. No, I haven't said that, 
and it's possible that it will, but I think 
it-I've been on the Finance Committee long 
enough to tell you that you never quite know 
what the Finance Committee is going to do. 
I think most of us in there are asking ques
tions and we're not asking questions for the 
purpose of destroying. We're asking questions 
for the purpose of trying to be constructive 
because we do like the philospohy. I don •t 
know of any member of the Senate Finance 
Committee who hasn't bought the philoso
~hy. The important thing is whether or not 
the bill squares with the philosophy sufficient 
so you'll have a majority vote in the Com
mittee. 

Q--We were talking earlier of the effect of 
recession on Republican chances in the No
vember election. The Administration has 
made it clear that this bill is the centerpiece 
of President Nixon's domestic program. This 
would be the one new innovative thing that 
he had hoped to do before the election. Is the 
election any factor in your thinking on this? 

Senator MILLER. I don't think so because 
this bill would not be implemented anyhow 
until next year, so it would have no impact 
on the ... 
- Q-You could talk about it being passed. 
They made- a great deal of talk about the 
House passing it. 

Senator MILLER. You can talk about it being 
pa.ssed, but until actually you have the 
m~chanism in effect .I don't think you're 
gomg to have much -voter effect. 

Q-Senator, if my recollection is correct 
there are twelve Republican seats and about 
twenty-three Democrat!~ seats up in the 
Senate this year. You've got to gain seven 
to win control of the Senate. Are you going 
to be able to c,io it? 

Senator MILLER. Well, I have said that I 
think that if I were inclined to make a wager 
I . would wager that there would be a net 
gain of Republican seats, but I don't think 
I would wager that there's going to be a net 
gain of seven. In other words, I don't think 
I'd put a lot of money on that. I'm quite 
confident that there will be a net gain, how
ever. But, as to whether or not you're going 
to have a. net gain of two, four, six, seven, or 
eight, you're getting into areas where, because 
of the speed and the intensity of communica
tions today and the developments that take 
place rapidly around the world and in t~ls 
country, you can have changes almost over
night right up to election day. 

Q-As long as you're betting, which states 
would you bet are the safest and which per
haps the weakest for the Republicans this 
year? 

Senator MILLER. Well, I don't like to pin
point, but I do think that there's a very 
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strong probability that we'll end up with a 
Republican Senator, another Republican 
Senator, from Florida, for example. And from 
Texas. There are other states where you 
could flip a coin and the outcome could be 
determined again by developments that take 
place right up to eleotion day. Wyoming can 
be a very-can be a toss up. 

Q-8enator, let me broaden Dan's original 
question about Florida a little bit. What kind 
of Republicans do you see winning this year? 
Is there a conservative trend? I mean, do you 
see Charlie Goodell-style Republicans or con
servatives or what sort of new Senator? Sen
ator Miller-Looking at the stable of Senate 
candidates that we have seeking those twelve 
Democratic seats that you're talking about, 
I think you'll find that most of them are 
what you would call moderate to conserva
tive types. None of them arch-conservatives. 
They'd be moderate to conservative. For ex
ample, George Bush in Texas. For anybody 
to suggest that George Bush is a rock-ribbed 
conservative just hasn't followed his record 
down here. On the other hand, he certainly 
is no flaming liberal. He's a moderate to con
servative type, and I think that you'll find 
that that's the general pattern of our stable 
of candidates in the election coming up. 

Q-If the Senate goes more conservative 
and if particularly the Republican side of 
the Senate goes more conservative, do you 
foresee a challenge to Senator Scott next 
year? 

Senator MILLER. Well, of course, that's al
ways a possibility. One just doesn't know. 
We're fairly evenly divided in the Senate on 
conservative, liberal, moderate. If you ana
lyze the voting records of the Republicans 
in the Senate, I think you'll find they're 
rather split up three ways: what you would 
call liberals, what you would call conserva
tives, and what you'd call moderates. 

Q-How would you rate Hugh Scott's lead
ership? Have you been comfortable with him 
as leader? 

Senator MILLER. Well, I have been com
fortable with him. I think he has a horribly 
difficult problem. You know Senator Dirksen 
was having a horrible problem before he 
passed away. There was talk around the Sen
ate that Everett had lost control of things. 
Well, I don't know that Everett had lost con
trol of things, but we had had some new 
members come in and they were just not 
about to take the advice and counsel of their 
leader. And Hugh Scott simply fell heir to 
that situation. And you put yourself in the 
shoes of a leader and he's got three groups 
of Senators and they're equally divided
a. group of liberals, a group of conservatives, 
and a group of moderates-and you've got 
yourself one horrible leadership problem. 

Q-Not to even mention the problem of 
working with the White House. 

Senator MILLER. Well, I think that from all 
I understand that Hugh Scott has worked 
pretty well with the White House. 

Q-Even though they occasionally pull the 
rug from under him? · 

Senator MILLER. Pardon me? 
Q-Even though they occasionally pull the 

rug from under him? 
Senator MILLER. Well, I wouldn't say that 

they pull the rug out from under the Re
publican leader any more, if as much, than 
Lyndon Johnson pulled the rug from un
der Mike Mansfield. 

Q-Did the incursion into Cambodia pull 
the rug from under some of the Republican 
candidates this fall, do you think? 

Senator MILLER. If it has, I haven't heard 
about it. 

Q-Do you think that there are going 
to be those who will be seriously affected by 
that move? 

Senator MILLER. I don't think that Cam
bodia w1ll be an issue in the fall campaign. 
I think it's a dead duck. 

Q-You don't think all this talk of peace 
candidates, citizens groups, and all that kind 

of thing is going to have much effect on the 
fall voting patterns, then? 

Senator MILLER. I would doubt it. I can 
see where it might in certain specific areas 
such as happened out there, for example, in 
Jeff Cohelan's district in Oakland, California, 
but I think you will find it's rather limited. 
I'd be inclined to guess that it would have 
more eifect on Democratic primaries around 
the country than anywhere else. 

Q-Senator, I'm sorry to interrupt but our 
time is up. Thank you very much for be
ing our guest on Capitol Cloakroom. 

SENATOR SYMINGTON'S POSITIVE 
RESPONSE TO THE NEEDS OF 
RURAL AMERICA 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the 

plight of Rural Americans in the last 
quarter century has become increasingly 
serious. Increased production as well as 
improved farming methods have mul
tiplied the problems of agricultural work
ers. Migration to the cities in greater 
and greater numbers has been the in
evitable result. This addition of signifi
cant numbers of people to our already 
overcrowded urban centers has forced us 
to consider ways and means of develop
ing the resources of rural areas. 

Recently, my distinguished senior col
league from Missouri <Mr. SYMINGTON) 
delivered a thoughtful address on the 
subject at the dedication of Missouri 
Rural Electric Cooperatives Headquar
ters in Jefferson City, Mo. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that his remarks be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

RURAL AMERICANS IN URBAN AMERICA
THE CHALLENGE 

(By Senator STUART SYMINGTON, 
July 8, 1970) 

In recent years I believe it fair to ~ay that 
most of the nation's attention has been 
fixed on the plight of our decaying cities and 
our urban poor. At the same time it would 
appear just as important, if not more so, 
that we find solutions to the problems of 
rural America and its citizens--particularly 
the poor, the aged, and the unemployed. 

Today less than 30 percent of the nation's 
population is rural; but 46 percent of the 
people with poverty-level incomes in this 
country live in rural areas; and 60 percent 
of America's substandard housing is located 
in rural regions. Millions of rural Americans 
are undernourished and ill-clothed. Over 
35,000 rural communities are without water 
systems and 45,000 need sanitary di6posal 
systems. 

For too many of our rural citizens the 
good life is but a dream of an earlier America 
which counted 19 out of every 20 citizens 
among its rural population. Today that num
ber has dwindled to 6. 

Now what are the basic reasons for rural 
deprivation? 

For the past 300 years, agriculture has 
been the anchor of rural America. In the last 
quarter century, however, we have experi
enced an agricultural revolution. Research, 
improved fertilizers, increased mechaniza
tion, and vast irrigation programs have 
transformed America's countryside. 

Since the end o'f the Second World War 
crop production per acre and livestock pro
duction per breeding unit have increased al
most 100 percent. In 1945, we produced 2.6 
billion bushels of corn. In 1969, by contrast, 
we produced 4.6 billion bushels on one-third 
fewer acres. In 1945, the average milk yield 

per cow was 5000 pounds a year. Today it is 
9200 pounds. 

In the last 15 years productivity has in
creased by more than 6.6 percent per year
more than twice as fast as productivity in 
the economy as a whole. 

This is a great testimonial to the resource
fulness and ingenuity of the American 
farmer. As a result, today he is one of our 
very best foreign exchange earners. 

But as agriculture has become more and 
more mechanized, and as farm yields have 
multiplied, fewer and fewer people have been 
employed in agricultural work. 

As agricultural employment shrinks, in 
their search for opportunity rural Americans 
in ever-increasing numbers have been forced 
to migrate to our already overgrown cities. 
Many small communities and crossroads vil
lages which over the years have been sus
tained by the farmer are dying; and their 
populations too are streaming into our cities. 

In recent years this flow has developed 
into a flood. Except for developments that 
create major improvements, such as the 
Table Rock Dam, most of our counties in 
the past two decades have been losing popu
lation. During this same twenty year period, 
however, the population of the United States 
as a whole rose by some 33 percent. 

Unfortunately, this migration has only in
tensified the already serious problems facing 
our cities. Thousands of rural people arrive 
in those cities with high expectations; but 
they lack the skills and education necessary 
to find adequate employment. Thus, all too 
many become names on the metropolitan 
welfare rolls. 

If we do not act now, I believe that within 
thirty years many hundreds more of our 
small towns will become ghost-towns; and 
rural America could become a vast empty 
land, inhabited by a relative handful of ag
ricultural technicians cultivating gigantic 
tracts with computers and drone tractors. 

At the same time, most of our population 
would thus be further concentrated in huge 
urban agglomerations, compounding the 
problems of congestion, pollution and crime. 

If we are to prevent this from occurring, 
there must be genuine recognition of the fact 
that rural America's problems are urban 
America's problems; and unless we begin, 
now, to solve the problems of the countryside, 
there can be no real long-term hope for our 
cities. 

It would now appear essential to restore an 
urban-rural balance in America; and this 
would call for some redistribution of our 
population across the map of the United 
States. 

Let us beg"'in, therefore, a real and practical 
effort to revitalize our small towns in effort 
to accelerate rural development efforts. 

I would now present seven possible key 
elements in a total town and country devel
opment program. 

First, we should do our best to try to elimi
nate more of the opportunity gap that exists 
between urban and rural America. Today a. 
lack of jobs often prevents many individuals 
who would like to do so from living and 
working outside the city. But in order to draw 
new industry to our rural areas, and thereby 
create new jobs, we will need to have a 
trained and educated labor force. 

Unfortunately, in the past vocational 
training programs in rural areas have either 
been too oriented towards agricultural efforts 
alone or designed with an emphasis on home
economics skills. There is now an urgent need 
for greatly expanded vocational training pro
grams which will emphasize non-farm job 
skills, and thereby prepare rural youth for to
day's highly technical world. 

Secondly, we should strive to make our 
small communities and rural areas more at
tractive and appealing places in which to 
live. In this regard, I believe we should con
sider developing a national "Rural Renewal" 
program--one similar to our urban renewal 
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efforts. This would mean loans and grants 
available for modernizing and refurbishing 
the fading main streets of small town Amer
ica; and would also mean sorely needed plan
ning and technical assdstance would be avail
able to small towns. 

Thirdly, the quality of life in rural areas 
must also be improved. 

Over the years perhaps no other activity 
has more enhanced rural life than rural elec
trification. Although electricity was slow in 
coming to many farms and small towns in the 
early part of this century, since the Rural 
Electrification Administration was estab
lished in 1935, remarkable advances have 
been made. In 1935, for example, less than 
11 percent of America's farms possessed elec
tricity. Today 99 percent of the nation's three 
million farms are electrified. 

Telephone service has also increased 
rapidly. As late as 1950, only 38 percent 
of our farms had telephones; but today over 
80 percent of our farm people have this con
venience; as do virtually all small town 
residents. 

Missouri has the third largest number in 
the nation of consumers who benefit directly 
from the REA program. Of this we should be 
very proud. 

The Rural Electrification program has been 
the one great incentive for bringing new 
jobs and new opportunity to America's heart
land. Since 1961, it is estimated that over 
300,000 new jobs have been created as a 
result of this superb REA program; and as a 
result, the standard of living among rural 
people has increased in recent years. 

Much remains to be done, however. Rural 
America continues to lag behind our cities 
in terms of modern roads, water and sewer 
systems, schools, hospitals, and other public 
facilities. 

In the years ahead, therefore, we should 
make a concerted effort to improve these 
services and fooilities, and thereby lessen 
the disparity that continues to exist between 
rural and urban modes of life. 

Fourth, I believe that experience demon
strates the construction of Federal reservoir 
projects can be of inestimable benefit in pro
moting economic development in rural areas. 
Not only do reservoirs bring needed fiood con
trol, water supply, hydro-electric power, and 
recreation to rural America, but they bring 
enormous social benefits as well. 

Again I mention Table Rock Reservoir in 
southwest Missouri as an excellent example 
of the progress which accompanies reservoir 
development. 

In the short period of 11 years, from 1958 
when Table Rock was completed, to 1969, 
the combined assessed valuation of the seven 
county Table Rock area climbed from $87 
million to $140 million; and as a result of 
the new investments generated by the res
ervoir, on June 1, 1966, Taney County was 
removed from the list of the 50 most de
pressed counties in the United States. 

Surely we will all agree that our ex
pansion of water resource development pro
grams would be a most important step in the 
promotion of rural development, all across 
the nation. 

Fifth, the possible construction of "New 
Towns" as is necessary in the case of Pattons
burg offers great latitude for dealing with 
some of the problems of rural America. This 
approach could in some cases provide an 
alternative to the present policy of relatively 
haphazard national growth. It could also help 
locate those tens of millions of new Ameri
cans who are expected in the coming decades. 
It could aid cities from many of their worsen
ing problems; and at the same time, act as 
regional growth centers to stimulate rural de
velopment. It is with this thought in mind 
that I recently called for consideration of 
constructing some 300 new towns of 300,000 
people each by the end of the century. 

Sixth, in order to give proper recognition 
to the problems of rural America, we should 
consider expanding the Office of Small Town 

Services in the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to sub-cabinet status. 

Seventh, for too long we have maintained 
a policy of two Americas in meeting the 
complex challenges facing us here at home
one set of programs to deal with urban 
America, and another to deal with rural 
America. Today, I believe it fair to say that 
there is an increasing recognition of the 
fact that the problems of urban and rural 
America are so interrelated we must take 
steps to develop a common national policy 
for both. 

In the United States today, our human 
resources constitute the foundation of our 
basic strength. With that premise I know we 
will all a,gree that the unfulfilled hopes and 
untapped resources of rural America present 
us with a great challenge and a great oppor
tunity. To fulfill that opportunity will take 
imagination, hard work, and money. Never
theless the reward we can rightly expect from 
that vision and effort would be a major con
tribution on our part to the future security 
and prosperity of America. 

DEATH OF JAMES G. LUCAS, 
SCRIPPS-HOWARD WAR CORRE
SPONDENT 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 

untimely death of Scripps-Howard Cor
respondent James G. Lucas is a loss to 
the citizenry of our Nation. 

Jim distinguished himself by ac
curate and informative coverage of mil
itary life during World War II, Korea, 
and Vietnam. He was the Ernie Pyle 
of the last two decades. 

Mr. President, I feel a personal loss 
in his passing. I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the RECORD an edito
rial entitled "Jim G. Lucas," published 
in the Washington Daily News af Tues
day, July 21, 1970. 

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

JIM G. LUCAS 

One of many amazing things about 
Scripps-Howard War Correspondent Jim G. 
Lucas was that a lifetime of witnessing and 
writing about the tragedy of wars left him 
without a trace of inner hardness or cyni
cism. 

He was, until the end, what one speaker 
said ~f him years ago in bestowing upon 
him some particular medal: "A truly modest 
man-an old Marine with a soft heart." 

And he could, and did, write with the best 
of the journalists of any era. 

He undoubtedly saw more combat than 
any newspaperman in U.S. history. He 
seemed to be always at the front-until age 
and a long, losing bout with cancer caused 
him · to return from Vietnam three years 
ago for the last time. When, for example, 
Gen. Omar Bradley at a Washington ban
quet in 1953 awarded Jim with glowing 
terms the VFW's Gold Medal for conveying 
the feel of the battlefield in his stories, 
Jim was on the frontlines in Korea. When 
he was awarded the 1954 Pulitzer Prize for 
his human interest stories from Korea, he 
already was in Hanoi covering still another 
war. (He was in Hanoi when Ho Chi Minh's 
troops took over North Vietnam.) 

Still, 25 years of frontline reporting in 
three major wars never shook his belief in 
the worth of the individual, the value of life, 
or the love of country. 

He never married. He loved young people 
and there are countless stories of his help 
to the young, particularly young newspaper
men on their first assignment to a war zone. 
He could, and did, oratorically wave his 
country's fiag at the slightest provocation. 

Jim Lucas was a great reporter with a 
rare gift for chronicling the miseries and 

joys, heroism and humdrum of the life 
of the American soldier on the frontlines 
in three wars. 

Thousands upon thousands of ex-Gis will 
long remember him from the clips of his 
stories they have pasted in their scrapbooks. 

Scores of young newspapermen in the 
future, we are sure, will be studying his 
work and seeking to emulate it-just as has 
been true in the case of Jim's predecessor, 
Ernie Pyle. 

For those of us in Scripps-Howard, it has 
been an exceptionally rare privilege to have 
worked with Jim Lucas. 

IMPORTANCE OF TRANSPORTATION 
TO KANSAS 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, the im
portance of transportation to the State 
of Kansas cannot be overemphasized. 
Lying in the strategic center of the 
United States, our landlocked State 
would be isolated and forgotten but for 
the highway, rail, and air transporta
tion available to us. 

Regrettably, rail transportation in 
Kansas is rapidly deteriorating and dis
appearing. Perhaps in a few years the 
great iron horse that opened our region 
of the country to westward expansion 
will serve us no more. Accordingly, the 
importance of air transportation be
comes each day more vital for the growth 
and potential of our State. 

As one who has been keenly interested 
in aviation for over 20 years, I am par
ticularly pleased by the progress which 
one air carrier, Air Midwest-a third 
level commuter carrier-has achieved in 
increasing and improving air ·service to 
Kansas. It has moved aggressively into 
the air passage market partially aban
doned by Frontier Airlines as well as 
expanding new markets in our region. I 
have met with the men who are the of
ficers at Air Midwest and I have been 
encouraged by their imagination and de
termination to provide adequate and ef
ficient service to my State. I salute them 
and wish them well. 

Indicative of their increasing success 
an article published in a recent edition 
of an aviation magazine, Airline Man
agement and Marketing, highlights the 
efforts of these men to get this new air
line off the ground-both literally and 
financially. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

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

Am MIDWEST; "FLAG AmLINE OF KANSAS" 

In this election year, a lot of politicians 
would do well to study the "grass roots" 
support being built up by .Air Midwest in 
Kansas. 

Faced with minimum service by some air
lines and a pullout by another due to the 
uneconomic nature of the short-haul routes, 
Kansans-particularly western Kansans-are 
doing all they can to keep themselves in the 
transportation mainstream. That's where Air 
Midwest comes in. 

The company, based in Wichita, started 
life in 1965 as Aviation Services Inc., a one
plane, one-employe air mortuary/charter op
eration. The employe (and founder) was 
Gary Adamson, now president of Air Mid
west, which flies one Beech 99 and three 
Sessna 402s on its scheduled flights, has two 
402s for backup and three Cessna 206s for 
charters. 

Although Air Midwest ls classed as a. 
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"commuter air carrier," the 70-employe or
ganization, serving 14 cities in four sta:tes, 
is providing "local service" with small a.ir
cra.ft and 133 weekly flights. 

"Most of our customers need hub airport 
connections rather than commuter service," 
Adamson told AMM/AA. Dubbed "the offi
cial flagship airline of Kansas" last year, Air 
Midwest is providing the only soheduled air 
transportation from some points, the only 
frequently scheduled service frOin others, 
and the only nonstop service at still others. 

Dodge City, a 45-min. nonstop from 
Wichita, is an example. An agriculture
oriented town of 15,000 with a thriving cat
tle-sale/meat-packing center, Dodge is now 
served on a scheduled basis only by Air Mid
west, following a Frontier Airlines suspen
sion in 1968. The city also has two trains 
daily and some bus service. 

According to an editorial in the Dodge City 
Daily Globe, the community should support 
and cultivate the commuters: "Reliance on a 
major carrier, either to return or remain, is 
pure folly." 

To show its appreciation for rthe ·third
level service, Dodge floated a bond issue to 
extend the airport runway, is building a new 
ticket counter from funds provided by local 
businessmen, and kicked in $12,500 as one 
portion of a five-city, $100,000 loan to Air 
Midwest for expansion and operating capi
tal. 

David B. Ross, executive director of the 
town's Cham.ber of Commerce, said: "They're 
really part of the family in Dodge City. We're 
aware of their problems and background, 
and work with them closely because of the 
mutual advantages." 

Dodge isn't alone in that thinking. Accord
ing to Albert L. Kamas, a Wichita lawyer and 
member of the state's Economic Development 
Commission: "We're trying to keep our chil
dren in Kansas, but we need something for 
them to do. So we have to get industry in 
and industry wants transportation, so we 
follow 'these kids' (median management age 
1.s 30} around." KEDC can't give Air Midwest 
actual funding, "but it can do almost every
thing else," Kamas said. 

One instance where :there w.as some resist
ance, but where Air Midwest came out on 
top, was at Great Bend, an oil products cen
ter with 20,000 population and no rail serv
ice. Frontier still serves the community with 
three flights daily, while Air Midwest pro
vides 11. The airport, a former military base 
has three 8,000-ft. runways and growing busi
ness jet traffic. 

When Air Midwest first started Beech 99 
operations in Great Bend last year, "we ac
tually had people come to the airport to see 
if the plane would be there when we said it 
would," said James Pickett, vp-marketing/ 
corporate planning. As of last month, Frontier 
had applied to suspend service at Great Bend, 
and Air Midwest told CAB it would fill the 
breach. Although there was some minority 
dissent, the city council okayed the move. 

If approved, Air Midwest will not only in
crease the passenger service there, but plans 
to provide all-cargo service, a big potential 
money-maker in that area of the state, and 
to add Air Express. 

Air Midwest has "done everything it said 
it would," Gene Cole, manager of Great 
Bend's Industrial Development Inc. project, 
said. "We went through. Continental's grow
ing pains, then Central's. All of ~hem outgrew 
Great Bend." 

It might seem a paradox that, in a state 
boast ing "the air capital of the world" 
(Wichita), selling air transportation would 
be a problem. But, Pickett said, "our peo
ple aren't commuters like they are in the 
East. Most people would rather jump in 
their cars and drive three hours to Wichita 
from western Kansas." 

One good methOd of making sure people 
become air-transportation-minded is Air 

Midwest's recent intrastate stock offermg. 
The way the carrier figures it, spreading 
the ownership is going to gain a lot of addi
tional salesmen. With 360,000 shares going 
public at $1.25 a share, the stock will be "so 
widely held we'll gain all that many more 
people interested in making it go." 

The support is by no means limited to 
Dodge and Great Bend. Other towns in the 
state, such as Colby and Hays, are building 
new counters, terminal f>acillties and navi
gation aids. 

What, in turn, is Air Midwest doing for 
Kansas? "Our purpose is to serve our cus
tomers." said Pickett, "and everything is 
aimed at that goal." What this translates 
into is that when Air Midwest has connect
ing passengers coming in, it waits. The scis
soring of filghts that takes place at Great 
Bend every afternoon to make connections 
to Kansas City or Wichita is a sample. Some 
customers have to change planes from a 402 
to a 99 or vice versa, but "no one complains." 

Late last year, when losses started to 
mount higher than anticipated, the airline 
initiated a cost-cutting campaign. No part 
of that, however, affected the primary goal 
of serving the passenger. By spring, manage
ment was pretty well satisfied that the loose 
ends had been pulled together. 

"Every position requires people who can 
solve problems," Pickett said. "We must 
have creativity without spending dollars for 
it." For example, all of Air Midwest's signs 
at Wichita Municipal, including the one at 
the carrier's attractive ticket counter, were 
done by airline employes. 

Walter Troyer, Air Midwest's 23-year-old 
chief pilot and holder of an A TR, was re
writing the crew training manual when we 
visited Wichita. Troyer said he spends a lot 
of his time with FAA "trying to work things 
out. They're just as new in this business as 
we are. Cooperation with the local FAA man 
has helped in circumventing some of the 
problems." 

Air Midwest has 20 pilots. Qualifications 
include a 1,500-hr .. total with 20Q-300 hr. 
multi-engine time. Age must be between 
20 and 25. Every crew member starts as a 
copilot and upgrading comes in 6-12 months 
Although pay is low, turnover rate is also 
low. What pilots may not get in salary they 
make up for in company stock and being tn 
on the development of a young company. 

Maintenance work is performed in a facil
ity at Wichita Municipal purchased from 
Bevan Radio in 1969. Air Midwest has eight 
maintenance personnel, a complete engine 
shop and a. 402 spares shop, and is one of the 
few commuters approved for progressive 
maintenance on the 99. 

A sophisticated marketing approach is not 
something characteristic of third-levels. But 
Air Midwest is one carrier that is making a 
good try. 

The airline hired an agency, Crow Adver
tising, after it changed its name last year. 
A new image was the goal. The company set 
aside $30,000 for the campaign for the first 
year, and arranged for some $24,000 in media 
tradeouts, but went over that figure. "Every
thing cost more than we figured," Pickett 
said. However, the one-time development 
costs included in the image change are com
pleted. 

How does a commuter sell its services? 
Going on two-day "sales blitzes," which 

means pounding on doors of business peo
ple in one community. 

Giving free airplane rides and refresh
ments when a new plape is deliver~d. or a 
new route started. 

Aids to travel agents, such as the new 
combined gate pass/travel itinerary in Air 
Midwest colors. 

A no-charge, long-distance reservations 
phone number for people throughout the 
system when the local reservations office is 
olosed. 

A mini-stewardess aboard 99 flights to 
help passengers with gate connections and 
information and to serve as a public rela
tions rep. 

Air Midwest also takes pride in its grow
ing sophistication in providing customers 
with wide accessibility to reservations data. 
An electronic switching system was installed 
during the winter. An Arinc system is set 
up at the ticket counter that allows a check 
of the passenger list before takeoff. Air Mid
west is now listed on Braniff's reservations 
computer, and is planning to work out a 
similar agreement with Continental. 

And, no less than its big brothers who are 
moving Into areas such as hotels and ground 
transportation to facilitate the passenger's 
travel, Air Midwest is looking Into establish
ment of airport bus service and involvement 
in hotel/convention development. 

Like most commuters, Air Midwest lost 
money last year on revenues of $470,000, al
though it did show a profit in 1968. The loss, 
according to Adamson, was attributable to 
the route expansion la.st year (the carrier 
added Denver, Omaha, Hutchinson and 
Colby), buiding its new image and offering 
"super-excellent" service. With the pas
senger increase starting up again in March 
and the cost-cutting measures, Adamson 
hopes the company will show a profit in 1970 
with the additional revenue gained from 
taking over as sole carrier Into Great Bend 
and Hutchinson. 

After the stock offering, which wm be used 
to acquire a second 99, retire the $100,000 
loan and as a buffer for operating capital, 
shares owned by a group of 15 inside inves
tors will be escrowed until the company ts 
able to pay a 6% dividend. 

LEADERSHIP OF SENATOR Mc
GOVERN ON HUNGER AND MALNU
TRITION INVESTIGATION 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, the 
Senate over the years has had many 
examples of fine leadership on important 
national issues. No example has been 
more outstanding, however, than that 
provided in the past year and a half by 
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 
McGovERN) on the issue of hunger and 
malnutrition which a1fects millions of 
our less privileged citizens. 

As chairman of the Select Committee 
on Nutrition and Human Needs, Senator 
McGovERN has conducted a searching 
investigation of hunger throughout the 
country. This investigation has im
printed the reality of this problem on our 
national consciousness and has resulted 
in major food stamp and school lunch 
legislation being passed on by the Con
g-ress. 

The distinguishing characteristic of 
the Senator's leadership has been his de
termination to stick with this problem 
until it is actually resolved, regardless 
of its current popularity with the press. 
I was particularly pleased to see this 
quality of leadership recognized in are
cent TRB column in the New Republic 
magazine. 

I recommend highly the reading of this 
column and ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

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

TRB FROM WASHINGTON 

NO BITE 

It's a big room paneled in pine with cork 
floors and hardly anybody in it. The TV 
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camera lights are on but the crew is read
ing newspapers. The witness is Dr. Arnold 
Schaefer, head of the government's National 
Nutrition Survey that Congress ordered two 
and a half years ago. A couple of experts 
sit beside him, one of them seemingly in
tent on keeping him from saying anything 
dramatic about hunger. Last year Dr. 
Schaefer spoke his mind and probably cost 
the government several million dollars in 
extra food grants. He is short, sober, middle
aged, prosaic and obviously watching his step. 
This year he sticks to graphs, tables and a 
dull t ext. 

Normally a dozen senators sit behind that 
semicircular dais up front that looks down 
on the witness, but this time there is just 
one man there, George McGovern of South 
Dakota. He is all alone. 

All the drama has gone out of it. The 
country was shocked and incredulous when 
1\ltcGovern and others went out a couple 
of years ago and showed there is hunger, 
malnutrition and even starvation in affiuent 
America . But a lot of other excitements 
have come up since then. Congress ordered 
a national nutrition survey and this is part 
of it; today we will hear about two of the 
10 states surveyed, Louisiana and Texas. But, 
it's like counting the ballots where the elec
tion is already conceded-old stuff. Yes, 
there's a direct correlation between poverty 
and malnutrition; who doubted it? Yes, in 
counties where the survey has been weighted 
toward low income groups there is almost 
Complete lack of denta1 care. (It is interest
ing, though, to think of an area where 18 
percent of all subjects over 10 "found it 
difficult to bite or chew." Curious, eh?) Then 
there is that bit about infants and lactating 
mothers; they are always the ones who show 
UP. with iron deficiency anemia, vitamin de
ficiency and what not. And of course, Negroes 
a nd Spanish Americans. 

Out of 26 counties surveyed in Texas, 19 
have food distribution programs, but only 
10 percent of the households in the 19 coun
ties participated. "That's odd; why is it?" 
l:!SkS McGovern as though he didn't know. 
Well, says Dr. Schaefer almost morooely, 
suppose a family has income of only $100 a 
month-then it's eligible for food stamps. 
But the head of the family must come into 
town and put down $40 cash to get his $21 
!.Pod bonus. It's hard for a near-destitute 
family to rasie $40 cash. It's not easy to get 
the right papers or to get transportation, or 
to know when and where. Only 10 percent 
participate. 

Dr. Schaefer says that 40 percent of the 
children studied ln the hungry areas were 
smaller than a comparable group of kids in 
Iowa. McGovern tries to put life into it. 
How about _mental retardation? (Scientists 
know that und~rfed baby mice are mentally 
I:_etarded; they think humans are too, and 
that· it's irrevers~ble, they can never catch 
up.) Dr. Schaefer -says that mental tests 
weren't included. He looks at his colleague 
as though tempted by an indiscretion. He 
•mutters that so far as he is concerned he 
thinks undernourished children Will score 
lower; be "harder to teach." 

Sitting up there alone McGovern keeps 
asking questions. He never quits. He lacks 
the drama of McCarthy; the glamor of Ken
nedy. He's got no style or wealth. Somewhere 
out in the Adriatic one time he crash-landed 
a collapsed B-24 and got a Distinguished 
Service Cross. But his clothes aren't Fifth 
Avenue. He's got a slight Midwest nasal ac
cent and kind manner. He doesn't look like 
a hero. He went to Dakota Wesleyan, and 
got into politics as a history teacher. He 
looks like a YMCA secretary. 

It is awfully hard to stop men like Mc
Govern. They have iron in them. When they 
think aboUt hungry children it bothers them. 
•When they go out and find the facts and 
come back wi~h them then, by golly, before 
the Senate knows what it's doing it appro-

priates money-as much as $200 million 
of it, because McGovern and others won't 
let up. Will he get his bill through Congress? 
I don't know. Mr. Nixon had his celebrated 
"White House Conference on Hunger" which 
rode off in all directions as expected, and that 
was that. Now the President has more sensa
tional things to spend money on, like Cam
bodia. But McGovern is still there. "For a 
quarter of a century," he says in his mild 
voice, "America has been caring for the rest 
of the world. The time has come for America 
to care for its own." 

Don't underestimate him. 

SLOW APPROACH TO PASSAGE OF 
APPROPRIATION BILLS 

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, the Bal
timore Sun of July 14 contains an edi
torial which expresses a view I have long 
held. 

It concerns Congress' increasingly 
slow and cumbersome approach to pass
ing appropriations bills. 

So that all Senators may read the 
Sun's stern words, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

MoNEY GAP 
One of the most irritating faults of Con

gress is its perennial failure to pass appro
priations bills on time. The government runs 
on a fiscal year that begins July 1. More 
often than not, most agencies start the new 
year Without knowing what they will be 
allowed to spend that year, because Congress 
hasn't acted on the 14 major appropriations 
bills. Makeshift arrangements have to be 
made. Last year Congress set a record, we 
believe, by not passing a single appropria
tions bill until after the new fiscal year 
started. In fact, it was three months into the 
year before the first one was finally passed. 
Seven o:r the 14 weren't passed until Decem
ber, or about half way through the year. 

The House, which originates appropriation 
bills, was to blame last year. It only finished 
up with two bills before the end of the 
year. This year, everybody agreed last year, 
was going to be better. For the House, it has 
been. All but two appropriations bills were 
sent to the Senate by June 24, a week be
fore year's end. But the Senate has com
pleted action on only four. House-Senate 
conferences to smooth out differences have 
been completed on only one. That, by the 
way, is the one for the District o:r Columbia, 
$636 million, or about one-half of one per
cent of the total to be appropriated. 

SENATOR JAVITS ARGUES FOR 
. GENOCIDE CONVENTION 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, one 
of the highlights of the recent hearings 
on the Genocide convention by a Sen
ate Foreign Relations Subcommittee was 
the cogent and well-reasoned rebuttal to 
the major arguments against Senate 
ratification by the distinguished Sena
tor from New York (Mr. JAVITS) . His 
rebuttal is particularly important today 
since it comes to grips with the major 
legal and moral issues of the convention 
at a time when Senate action on the issue 
is drawing near. 

It has been argued, for example, that 
the Convention on Genocide would com
mit the United States to an internation
al treaty-if ratified-at a time when a 
substantial portion of the American peo-

pie wish to contract rather than expand 
their international obligations. 

Senator JAVITs' rebuttal was this: 
One must distinguish between different 

kinds of international obligations. It is true 
that many people have argued that the 
American military committments should be 
contracted. This view, however, does not en
tail the further argument that the develop
ment of international law should be halted. 
Treaties of a great variety o:r kinds not in
volving military commitments have been 
negotiated and have provided for more or
dered relations among nations. It is hard 
to imagine that one would argue against the 
Genocide Convention on the grounds that it 
expands American international obligations. 

In a further statement, Senator JAVITS 
answers the question of whether individ
uals as well as public officials would be 
subject to trial and punishment for of
fenses which have always been regarded 
as matters falling within the domestic 
jurisdiction of the various nations. In 
his answer, Senator JAVITs states that 
the protection of human rights has al
ways been an international concern. The 
United States has shown that it agrees 
with this view by ratifying the World 
War II peace treaties, the United Na
tions Charter, the Slavery Convention 
of 1926, and more recently the Supple
mentary Convention on Slavery, 1967, 
and the Supplementary on Refugees, 
1968. 

The Senate must answer a call of con
science in this session. The arguments 
have been made time and time again 
for the urgent need to ratify the United 
Nations Convention on Genocide. The 
time has long passed us by on this issue. 
We must act as a responsible deliberative 
body before it is too late. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, is there further morning business? . 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is closed. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR MILITARY PROCURE
MENT AND OTHER PURPOSES 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the unfinished business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be sta'ted by title for 
the information of the Senate. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 17123) to authorize appro
priations during the fiscal year 1971 for pro
cm:ement of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, 
and tracked combat vehicles, and other 
weapons, and research, development, test, 
and evaluation for the Armed Forces, arid to 
prescribe the authorized personnel strength 
of the Selected Reserve of each Reserve com
ponent of the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

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

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 
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Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

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

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

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is 
the pending order of business? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The pending order of business is 
the authorization of appropriations for 
military procurement, H.R. 17123. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, the Senate now begins 

the consideration of the annual military 
authorization bill for fiscal year 1971. I 
propose today to give an outline of the 
high points of the bill; the committee's 
action thereon; and, briefly, some of the 
major reasons for the items in the bill 
and the action of the committee. 

I expect and I hope that we have a 
healthy debate on the bill. I do not be
lieve there is reason for unusually pro
longed debate. I shall point out the hear
ings we have had, the availability of the 
testimony in printed form, and the avail
ability of the report in the course of my 
remarks. But I do hope that Monday 
next we can move immediately into con
sideration of the bill and then on to votes 
as soon as possible. 

This legislation provides the authori
zation, first, for the procurement of air
craft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked 
combat vehicles, and certain other weap
ons; second, for research, development, 
test, and evaluation for all of the Armed 
Forces; third, for the fiscal year 1971 
personnel strength of the Selected Re
serves; and fourth, for the use of defense 
appropriations for the free world forces 
in Southeast Asia under certain stated 
conditions. 

This year, Mr. President, as for fiscal 
year 1970, the bill contains the fiscal year 
1971 military construction authority for 
the Safeguard anti-ballistic-missile sys
tem. That is an item that is ordinarily 
in the other bill. It was brought over for 
reasons that I shall give later. I shall 
discuss now the remaining provisions 
during the course of my remarks. 

Heretofore, for the information of the 
Senate, I have given brief speeches on the 
floor. One concerns the commitments 
that we have around the world with ref
erenca to mutual security defense com
pacts. 

I also made another speech on the dol
lar value of our military program today 
a! compared with fiscal 1964. I have also 
referred to a special subject matter that 
we dealt with more at length this year. 
That concerns the item ordinarily called 
research and development. 

That comes under the subcommittee 
chaired by the Senator from New Hamp
shire <Mr. MciNTYRE). He will speak on 
that subject, I hope, today and many 
times later. 

I also had a preliminary speech con
cerning the surveillance that the Senate 
Armed Services Committee has been giv
ing during the course of the last 6 months 

over certain major Department of De
fense contracts for weapons. 

I refer to those now for the informa
tion of the Senate. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may later have printed in the 
RECORD at this point, the places in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD where those 
speeches can be found. 

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

NATURE OF STATEMENT 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I em
phasize that this general statement on 
the entire bill must necessarily be in the 
nature of a summary. The various items 
in the bill will, of course, be treated in 
much greater depth as we proceed to de
bate the separate elements of the bill. 

I would also point out that there is be
fore each Senator a copy of the commit
tee report totaling some 121 printed 
pages along with five volumes of hear
ings including a separate volume on the 
CVAN-70 and the appendix. 

Mr. President, those printed hearings 
are not all on the Senator's desks. There 
are five volumes. One volume is on the 
desk and the other four volumes are on 
the racks underneath the desks. 

I do not have the total number of 
pages before me. However, there are 
more than 2,500 pages of those hear
ings. I think they are the most compre
hensive and completely detailed hearings 
that we have had in modern times, at 
least, on this military program. It is all 
indexed. This is a very valuable aid to 
anyone who wants to find a particular 
item. 

In addition, there is this 122-page 
printed committee report which also in
cludes a vast number of tabulations for 
comparison purposes. I think that any 
Senator who wishes to do so will find this 
report a very valuable aid, as will the 
press. 

Every weapons system is identified in 
these hearings and in the report with 
something about the nature of it, some
thing about its cost and its relative posi
tion in the whole list of weapons. · 

This report has been filed for some 
time, and printed copies of the RECORD 
have been available. 

I believe, Mr. President, that every 
Senator, having this substantive infor
mation before him, will be enabled to 
make a judgment upon every matter of 
substance. We cannot have it available 
ad infinitum, of course. But I think Sen
ators are entitled to the substance of the 
facts, pros and cons. That is what we 
have tried to do in this report. 

We will be glad to furnish any other 
information that we might have to any 
Senator. We also have a very competent 
staff. The staff knows these hearings from 
beginning to end. They know these 
weapons. 

The staff will be available for any Sen
ator, regardless of that Senator's p::lsi
tion on any particular item. The staff 
will be available to give any Senator a 
briefing on the facts and such informa
tion as we have available. That is part of 
the process, and it is part of our com
mittee's position. 

I want to emphasize that I want every
one to be free to use that source. Of 
course, other sources are open and avail-

able to Senators in such ways as they 
might wish. 

GENERAL SUMMARY IN DOLLAR RESULTS 

Mr. President, in terms of procurement 
and research and development, the bill 
now before the Senate is 6.6 percent be
low the amount recommended by the 
House and 6.7 percent below the Depart
ment of Defense request. The House ver
sion was reduced by $1.329 billion. The 
committee is recommending a total of 
$18.9 billion for procurement and re
search and development as compared to 
$20.237 billion recommended by the 
House and $20.271 billion requested by 
the Department of Defense. To this 
amount the committee has added $334 
million fo·r Safeguard military construc
tion authorization. 

That item was taken from another bill 
so that both of these items would be in 
the same bill and in the same debate. 
This makes the total amount of the bill 
now before the Senate $19,242,889,000. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, first I 
warmly congratulate the Senator upon 
the exposition he has has given of the 
hearings and of the voluminous report 
which is available. 

There is only one question that I want 
to ask. I note that there is one Senator, 
a member of the commitee, who filed 
individual views relative to the C-5A 
program. Does that indicate that he was 
the only Senator who had minority views 
with reference to the bill? 

Mr. STENNIS. He was the only one who 
submitted minority views for the report. 
There were others who voted against that 
item. The best I can recall now, the 
amendment lost by a vote of 12 to 6. 

There was only one Senator who filed 
minority views. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There was some dis
agreement in the committee relative to 
the C-5A program? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Was there disagree

ment on the report other than that just 
mentioned within the committee? 

Mr. STENNIS. The general answer to 
that question is "No." There was a split 
vote from time to time on various items. 
We really put this bill together item by 
item. Each major item was passed on. 

I remember that we had a good debate 
about the amount of funds that would be 
necessary for research on the B-1, the 
new bomber. It was a very small amount. 
We were in disagreement on it. Some 
favored $50 million. Some favored $100 
million. Those who favored the $50 mil
lion were in the majority. So that is the 
amount that is in the bill. 

Generally speaking, I think after a 
division was had, the ABM excepted, it 
was the intention of the Senators to go 
ahead and support the items. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In other words, the 
report speaks for an undivided com
mittee in general, and the only Senator 
filing individual views, the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ScHWEIKER), 
is not taking issue with the committee 
in general on the whole report, but only 
with reference to the C-5A. 
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Mr. STENNIS. Yes; that is correct. I 

emphasize that there were divided votes 
on some items, but many of them were 
just a question of where did the ma
jority lie, and the others would go along 
with it. ABM was an exception; there 
was a division on that, as we had last 
year, although the Senator from Ne
vada decided, in view of the fact we had 
already started it, this was the second 
section and he would support it as he 
announced later. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield further, this is a very 
prestigious committee and it is a com
mittee composed of a group of very fine 
Senators. I ask unanimous consent that 
a list of the members of the committee 
be printed in the RECORD. It is my un
derstanding there are 18 members of the 
committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

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

ARMED SERVICES 

John Stennis, of Mississippi, Chairman. 
Richard B. Russell, of Georgia. 
Stuart Symington, of Missouri. 
Henry M. Jackson, of Washington. 
Sam J. Ervin, Jr., of North Carolina. 
Howard W. Cannon, of Nevada. 
Stephen M. Young, of Ohio. 
Daniel K. Inouye, of Hawaii. 
Thomas J. Mcintyre, of New Hampshire 
Harry F. Byrd, Jr., of Virginia. 
Margaret Chase Smith, of Maine. 
Strom Thurmond, of South Carolina. 
John G. Tower, of Texas. 
Peter H. Dominick, of Colorado. 
George Murphy, of California. 
Edward W. Brooke, of Massachusetts. 
Barry Goldwater, of Arizona. 
RichardS. Schweiker, of Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I simply wanted to 
bring out the matter as to whether there 
was serious division on the report in gen
eral, and I think the Senator has cov
ered that in his answers. I thank the Sen
ator for yielding. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Florida. 

I want to be certain now. Another split 
vote has occurred to me. The Senator 
from Massachusetts <Mr. BROOKE) pro
posed certain matters about the MffiV, 
for instance, and he reserved his rights 
to present something on the floor of the 
Senate. He may have some amendments 
along that line, but I do not know. 

Those things are conclusive proof that 
this matter was really put together by 
the committee and weighed on the evi
dence and actual votes taken-not as to 
everything, not as to all items, but any 
item that was questioned. I think that 
most of these major items were ex
plained more than once as we went along, 
and we had a very thorough discussion. 

I thank the Senator. 
PRELIMINARY REMARKS 

Mr. President, prior to discussing the 
bill in detail, I would like to make sev
eral preliminary observations, some of 
which have already been covered. 

EXTENSIVE COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 

Mr. President, the committee began 
hearings on this bill February 20 and 
continued on a systematic basis until 
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June 11, 1970, resulting in printed testi
mony of 2, 715 pages. In addition, there 
were lengthy hearings and printed testi
mony on the part of the special Joint 
Subcommittee to study the CV AN-70 
with a special report already published 
on this matter. I recite the foregoing in 
order to show the intensive examination 
extended to this bill this year. 

I would also emphasize that the com
mittee was unanimous in its final vote 
on reporting the bill. I would not imply, 
however, that all of the committee rec
ommendations were unanimous since 
many of these decisions were vigorously 
debated with naturally differing views on 
some issues on the part of the committee 
membership. 

I wish to acknowledge the cooperation 
of the entire committee membership. I 
especially want to thank our ranking Re
publican member, Senator SMITH of 
Maine, who will be back with us in a 
short while. She has been a source of 
great strength to me in her service and 
support on this bill as a whole. 

I also want to mention the outstanding 
work of the Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
CANNON) who was chairman of the Ad 
Hoc Subcommittee on Tactical Air Power 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
(Mr. MciNTYRE) who was chairman of 
the Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Research 
and Development. The work of both of 
these subcommittees, which will be fully 
discussed later, was crucial to the out
come of this legislation. They also made 
quite a contribution last year. 

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS INVOLVED 

Mr. President, the basic task the com
mittee must perform in this legislation is 
twofold: first, to decide what major mil
itary hardware will be needed by the 
Armed Forces in the period of from 1 to 
7 years ahead: and, second, to project 
the research and development needs for 
the period of from 1 to 10 years ahead. 

In trying to make a sound judgment, 
the committee was faced with a number 
of conflicting considerations. We were 
acutely aware of the severe financial con
dition of the Federal Government and 
the need of recommending the lowest 
possible authorization consistent with 
our national security requirements. 

At the same time, we are confronted 
with the grim fact af rapidly increasing 
Russian strategic forces which could 
place this country in jeopardy in the 
years ahead. We all know of the increase 
in the SS-9's and other types of missiles, 
their growing naval power, both strate
gic and conventional, as well as the grow
ing momentum of the entire Russian mil
itary research and development program. 
We are also aware that this country has 
some sort of mutual defense arrange
ments with approximately 44 foreign 
countries. Let me say that I personally 
favor a thorough review of our commit
ments, but until these obligations are re
vised. we must continue to provide the 
means of honoring them. 

Mr. President, at this point I ask unan
imous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from a speech I made 
on July 16, 1970, entitled, "Defense 
Budget and Worldwide Military Commit
ments." 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
DEFENSE BUDGET AND WORLDWIDE MILITARY 

COMMITMENTS 

The basic point that I am making today 
is that, as long as we have these heavy 
worldwide commitments, we are obligated 
to provide the resources to meet them. If 
we are not willing to do this, then we should 
take prompt action to divest ourselves of at 
least some of the obligations which we have 
assumed. The matter of the approval of our 
treaty obligations was within the primary 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, not the Committee on Armed 
Services. Similarly, any change or reduction 
in our treaty obligations would be within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on For
eign Relations, not the Committee on Armed 
Services. However, as long as these treaty 
obligations remain in existence, it is the 
obligation of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, and the Senate as a whole, to recom
mend the weapons and other resources which 
are essential to meeting them. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
committee, therefore, has the duty of 
recognizing not only the needs for pro
tecting this country but also the needs 
arising from our foreign obligations. Un
derlying all of the issues and problems 
in this bill, Mr. President, is the over
whelming priority of providing for our 
national survival. I always want to make 
that clear. I refer to commitments we 
have and our obligations to them. 
Whether I stated it every time or not, 
the overwhelming priority of providing 
for the matters in this bill is for our 
own national survival to be properly 
protected. 

Mr. President, the committee has pro
duced a bill which, in its judgment, ade
quately meets our defense requirements 
and the need for austerity. 

REDUCED BUYING POWER OF DEFENSE DOLLAR 

In emphasizing the austerity of this 
bill, I would like to make a significant 
historical comparison. I call this espe
cially to the attention of Senators. In 
terms of buying power, the procurement 
and research development recommenda
tion of $18.9 billion before the Senate is 
20 percent less than the equivalent au
thorization bill for fiscal year 1964, the 
last prewar year. Let me explain. The 
procurement and R. & D. funding 
enacted for fiscal year 1964 was actually 
$14.4 billion. If we add to this figure the 
additional items which presently require 
authorization, the fiscal year 1964 :figure 
would have been $18.9 billion which is 
identical to the :figure in the present bill. 
That is quite a coincidence but that is 
the way it came out. The factors of in
flation and price increases have reduced 
the buying power of the bill before us by 
about 20 percent as compared to fiscal 
year 1964. To put the matter another 
way, if the factors of inflation and price 
increases since 1964 were eliminated 
from the fiscal year 1971 authorization, 
the present bill would not be $18.9 bil
lion but only $15.1 billion. In reality, 
therefore, the bill before us represents 
a 20 percent lower bill in terms of buying 
power as compared to the 1964 level. 

That 1964 level, as Senators know, 
represented the last fiscal year before the 
special buildup in Vietnam. That special 
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illustration there will hold up, and it 
shows that when an allowance is made 
for those increases based upon outside 
factors like inflation and price increases, 
this bill is comparable to the one in 1964, 
and in buying power is 20 percent lower. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST 

Mr. President, I shall discuss several 
items of special interest in the bill. 
REDUCTION OF $334.8 MILLION IN RECOGNITION 

OF UNUSED PRIOR APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. President, the Committee reduced 
the new obligational authority in this 
bill by the amount of $334.8 million in 
recognition of certain prior-year un
used appropriations which the Depart
ment of Defense anticipates will not be 
obligated during fiscal year 1971. In the 
opinion of the committee these funds 
should be used if needed in lieu of add
ing new obligational authonty in that 
amount to the legislation. The commit
tee report itemizes, beginning on page 13, 
the various categories affected by this 
decision and discusses the matter in 
detail. 
- That $334.8 million, by the way, is al

most identically offset by the amount we 
took out of the military construction bill 
on the ABM construction program and 
put over into this bill, solely for the rea
son that we wanted to get all of that 
ABM money in the same bill, thus avoid
ing a duplication of its consideration. 

SAFEGUARD ANTI-BALLISTIC-MISSILE SYSl'EM 

Mr. President, the Safeguard system 
with the subject of many days of debate 
last year in the Senate, and an equally 
intensive discussion will undoubtedly oc
cur in this connection with the pending 
authorization. At this juncture, I would 
make the following points with respect 
to the rna tter. 

First. The committee effected a funda
mental policy change in limiting the role 
of the ABM system to the protection of 
our land-based strategic deterrent. It 
was the view of the committee that the 
present circumstances do not justify the 
so-called thin defense against a potential 
Chinese threat. And I w.ould emphasize, 
Mr. President, that this limitation as set 
forth is a matter of law since the bill pre
cludes funding at any sites other than 
the four covering our Minuteman forces. 

Funds were approved for four sites: 
Orand Forks and Malmstrom, both of 
which have been previously funded; 
Whiteman Air Force Base; and advance 
preparation funds only for Warren Air 
Force Base. The total reque.st for the 
Safeguard program approved by the com
mittee is .$1,349,400,000. This sum in
cludes $334 million for military construc
tion mentioned a few minutes ago. No 
other funds will be needed for fiscal1971. 

Second. The basic issue posed was 
whether we need an ABM system at all 
and, if so, at what time. It was the con
clusion of the committee this year, as 
l_pst year, that this .Nation must have an 
ABM system. We all know from there
cent announcement of new evidence of 
additional SS-9's that the Russian 
threat is growing ever more serious. The 
present number of these intercontinental 
missiles, each of which can carry a 25-
megaton warhead, and either under con
struction or operational, exceeds consid-

erably the number which last year at 
this time was in evidence of being either 
operational or under construction. 

The next issue is whether there is an 
alternative ABM system which would be 
as effective as Safeguard would be avail
able in , the same time period, and at 
roughly no greater cost. The evidence 
fails to show any such alternative sys
tem which would meet our needs. I em
phasize that, Mr. President. 

As I understand the testimony now, 
with the exception of two or three, or 
perhaps a few more-it makes no dif
ference where they testified or when
all the scientists and all the witnesses 
agree that if the SS-9's are going_ to 
continue to increase in number, we must 
have, if at all possible, an ABM system. 

There is no dissent on that basic prin
ciple, or perhaps only a very slight one. 

That brings us into the question, then, 
what about this system? There are those 
who say it is inadequ~te. and likewise, or 
unlikewise, at least, there are those who 
say it is well on its way to being a suc
cessful anti-ballistic-missile system. 

Allowing for the differences there, a 
great majority agree that so far this is 
the best we have, and there is a great 
abundance of special, respectable author
ity that this system, being ahead of the 
others, can be perfected to the point 
where it will serve the purpose. 

Let me point out that, as a general 
proposition-and I am no authority in 
this field, but I have been on the com
mittee as long as we have had these ma
jor missiles, and each year I have learned 
about the progress, the setbacks, and the 
final successes that they have all had
this is not something as to which one can 
just go to 12th and Pennsylvania A venue, 
blow a whistle, and get somebody who 
can make these missiles and make them 
work. That was not the way Thomas A. 
Edison perfected the incandescent lamp. 
He labored and labored and labored and 
made many mistakes, but in the end he 
came forward in an almost miraculous 
way, and all these years, although there 
have been some improvements, most of 
his basic ideas are found therein, as I 
understand. · 

So we come down to the proposition 
of knowing there is · an increase in the 
SS-9's and the almost unanimous feel
ing that, if that is going on~ we al
most have to have some kind of system 
to protect our aggressive weapons. Ac
cording to what I think is the better 
estimate, it is the best start we have 
made, and since I think all agree that 
time is getting short, it is almost basic 
that we move on: 

Third. The other aspect concerns the 
relationship of the Safeguard system to 
the SALT talks. The first question is 
whether the 1971 increment for Safe
guard will jeopardize the SALT talks
! mean our side of the situation in those 
talks. The committee does not believe this 
to be the case. On the contrary, a de
cision not to proceed with a reasonable 
Safeguard program would seriously 
weaken the negotiating position of the 
United States. We would have a situa
tion where Congress would deny to our 
President the very item-the major item, 
I believe--of the bargaining arrange
ment. On the other hand, Mr. Presi-

dent, if the SALT talks should result 
in a mutual limitation on ABM systems, 
President Nixon would make the neces
sary adjustments to our progr~m. Of 
course, I should add, Mr. President, that 
by limiting its role to the protection of 
our strategic deterrent, the anticipated 
total acquisition cost of the Safeguard 
program would be reduced from $10.7 
to $6.5 billion-based on 1970 dollars. 
· Now, of course, that is an estimate, but 
relatively speaking, we have enough in
formation to hit somewhere near home 
base with reference to that estimate; 
and, basing it on 1970 dollars, which will 
not allow for inflation, increases in sal
aries, and so forth, I believe this is a 
fairly reasonable anticipation of what 
those costs will be. 

These foregoing considerations leave 
us no realistic alternative but to proceed 
with the Safeguard program. 

Mr. President, the debate on this issue 
has already started. It starts today, at 
least. We shall have this subject under 
discussion perhaps more than any other 
during our consideration of this bill. But 
to my mind, it starts again with the idea 
of cutting the rug out .from under the 
Chief Executive of this Nation at the 
SALT talks. We all know this is a major 
issue at that negotiating table. I am not 
expecting a · whole lot to come out of i,t 
all of a sudden, or within a few months, 
or mayb-e within the next year. I do be
lieve there is a chance thaJt something 
good will come out of it. 

But if we stop now, in midstream, it is 
just sending a clear call, a clarion mes
sage to those on the other side that 
"Well, after all, the Government of the 
United States does not know what it 
wants to dD. It is divided and the Execu
tive head of the Government, after going 
into this matter, has had a setback, now, 
with reference to the ABM, so he does not 
speak for the Nation." 
· That is the first point they would 

make. The next would be that "No one 
else speaks for the Nation in matters like 
this," and the next would be that "We 
do not have to concede anything, because 
they have already taken away from him 
the major matter in which we are pri
marily interested." 

So I invite the earnest consideration 
by every Member of this body of that 
major point. 

C-5A PROGRAM 

The C-5A, Mr. President, which is the 
largest aircraft ever built, was conceived 
in the early 1960's for the primary pur
pose of carrying the outsized equip
ment--the tanks, large guns, and other 
items-of our combat divisions. The orig
inal program contemplated a total of 
i20 of these aircraft. This program was 
reduced, however, because of cost and 
other factors . In November 1969 the Sec
retary of Defense announced that the 
program would be held to 81 aircraft. I 
approve of that decision and that con
clusion. I think it is enough. That will be 
enough under all the circumstances; and, 
in fact, I think it is a very satisfactory 
cutoff PDint on this particular aircraft. 

The fiscal year 1971 budget request to
tals $622.2 million for the C-5A aircraft 
including $344.4 million for unfunded 
prior-year production commitments; 
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$200 million in contingency funds which 
is an amount in excess of the contract 
ceiling as interpreted by the Air Force; 
$66.2 million for initial spares; and $11.6 
million for research and development. 

The committee is recommending the 
approval of these funds subject to two 
very important statutory conditions I 
shall shortly discuss. 
· Mr. President, we had just as well get 
these figures into our minds. This $66.2 
million for initial spares, I think, is a 
matter of course; we will not have to 
bother with that any more. 

The $11.6 million for research and 
development is well understood; these 
planes have to continue to have a certain 
amount of spending in the fields we des
ignate as research and development. 

The $344.4 million I have referred to is 
for unfunded prior year production com
mitments. There is no dispute about that 
amount. 

The $200 million in contingency funds, 
which is an amount in excess of the con
tract ceiling, as interpreted by the Air 
Force-that is the item here in contest, 
one might say. That is the item which 
will be the major part of the debate on 
this issue. 

This was an unusual contract. I do 
not defend it, and never have, and I hope 
we never have another one like it. But 
we cannot just wish it away; we have 
this one, and we have to deal with it. 

I do not know what will finally be de
termined by the contractor and the Air 
Force, or the Department of Defense, as 
the level of the obligation of the Fed
eral Government. But this $200 million 
is above what the Air Force says the con
tractor is due under the contract. They 
just bring it right out in the open and 
stand on that, and that is the way I have 
put it here today. The Air Force could 
be proved wrong in negotiations or in 
the courts, but for the time being-and 
this is an unfinished contract-the Air 
Force claims the Government is not ob
ligated beyond this $344 million for the 
81 planes. 

Mr. President, we all are familiar with 
the controversy surrounding this air
craft and its contractual arrangement. I 
certainly do not stand on the Senate 
floor and attempt to defend the so-called 
total package procurement contract of 
the C-5A and all the various issues and 
problems that have arisen during the 
history of this total package contract. 

The issue for the Senate on this mat
ter is how this body should deal with 
the C-5 program under the present cir
cumstances and at this point in time. 
The committee has recommended that 
we go forward with the C-5A program for 
one basic reason-the need for this air
craft for our national defense. 

What alternatives does the Congress 
have at this time with respect to the 
program? Let me say first, Mr. President, 
that the total amount which has been 
appropriated for the C-5A program
that is, for fiscal year 1970 and prior 
years--is approximately $3.4 billion. If 
the Congress should decide that there 
should be no further program at all
that is, no funds appropriated for fiscal 
year 1971 for the C-5A-the Air Force 
would receive about 17 completed air-

craft for $3.4 billion, which would be a 
unit cost of about $200 million each. 
There are, of course, in the production 
pipeline literally millions of parts of 
every description, as well as a I;lumber of 
partially assembled planes. With no fur
ther funding, substantially everything 
that is in the present production pipeline_, 
costing millions, therefore would be 
wasted. 

Mr. President, as another alternative, 
if only the $344 million is approved, the 
Government would receive about 30 5-C 
aircraft for the total program. This sum 
would finance the_ program through 
about December 31, 1970, but no further. 
Under this alternative, $3.75 billion 
would have been spent for a unit cost of 
about $125 million per aircraft. 

If the entire $544.4 million is author
ized, which of course includes the $200 
million in contingency funds to which 
I have referred, the Government would 
receive about 42 aircraft, with a cost of 
about $94 million each. The question of 
funding beyond the 42 aircraft is not 
before the Senate at this time since fur
ther funding is not being requested. If 
the program is completed, however, for 
the total of 81 aircraft, the average unit 
cost for the entire program will be about 
$56 million each. 

Under that, we would have 81 aircraft 
costing $56 million each, in round figures. 
That would include all the cost of re
search and development for the whole 
program. So I emphasize, Mr. President, 
that the cost of the additional aircraft 
after the $344 million has been author
ized will be about $16 million each. 

I emphasize that again. The cost of 
the additional aircraft after this $344 
million has been authorized-that is the 
first item in the bill that I mentioned
then would be approximately $16 million 
additional for each. We put very effec
tive restrictive language in this bill as 
a part of this $200 million. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to ask the 
Senator· a question about the C-5A. 
When he said that the cost of addi
tional aircraft after a certain point 
would be $16 million each, I did not get 
the precise reference. I wanted to get 
it correctly. 

Mr. STENNIS. I was referring to this 
money after the $344 million. That would 
be the $200 million extra we have talked 
about for this year, and then the sums 
for next year which are estimated now. 
It means that the additional cost-all of 
that added together and figuring in the 
number of extra planes we are going to 
get-would be approximately $16 million. 
But I did not mean to say that the planes 
would cost only $16 million. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The overall cost, I 
understood the Senator to say, if we 
completed the program, would be $56 
million for each plane. But the addi
tional cost, if instead of stopping the 
program without appropriating the $200 
million that is asked and all additional 
sums asked in connection with that--the 
difference if Congress goes astray would 
be, as I understand it, $16 million on the 

planes that could be built, the additional 
authorizations. Is that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is the way it 
works. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. I do not want to leave 

any inference--and I am glad the Sen
ator brought that point UP-that it would 
cost only $16 million apiece. And I do 
not want to leave any inference here 
when I say that the matter of additional 
money is. not before us now. If this is 
approved and we go on with the program, 
it will be before us next year for addi
tional money. 

RESTRICTIVE COMMITTEE LANGUAGE 

Mr. President, the issue in controversy 
on the C-5A is the $200 million in so
called contingency funds, which is an 
amount in excess of the contract ceiling 
as interpreted by the Air Force. I would 
note at this point that the contractor 
does not agree with the Air Force posi
tion. Moreover, the committee takes no 
position on the merits of the contractual 
disagreement. We are not trying to say 
which one is right-the contractor or 
the Air Force. We are not saying it now. 
Of course, it shall be the duty of the De
partment of Defense and the Department 
of the Air Force to represent the Federal 
Government with vigilance in settling 
with the contractor as to the contractor's 
obligation and the Air Force's obligation 
under the original contract. No one has 
waived anything. The Federal Govern
ment is not waiving anything. The com
mittee does not want to inferentially 
waive anything. But the committee says 
that it is the duty of the Department of 
Defense and the Air Force to represent 
the Federal Government with vigilance 
in settling with the contractor as to his 
obligation and what is the obligation of 
the Air Force. 

The C-5A matter received the most 
intensive consideration by the commit
tee. In fact, four different hearings were 
held. Mr. Packard, the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, appeared before the commit
tee on three separate occasions in con
nection with the C-5A. In addition, the 
Secretary of the Air Force and other 
military officials testified separately on 
the matter. The fact is that unless addi
tional funding is authorized, the con
tractor will be without the financial re
sources to proceed with the C-5A program 
after about December 31 of this year. The 
committee therefore decided, for the 
reasons I have outlined, to recommend 
that the program proceed under certain 
restrictive conditions. 

Mr. President, the committee was of 
the firm view that this $200 million in 
contingency funds should not be used 
until there is a complete understanding 
as to how the $200 million will be utilized. 
The committee, as a part of the bill it
self, is recommending statutory language 
providing that none of the $200 million 
will be obligated until the Secretary of 
Defense has submitted a plan for the 
use of the $200 million and this plan has 
been approved by both the Senate and 
House Committees on Armed Services. 
In effect, Mr. President, there will be 
submitted to the two committees for ap
proval not only a plan for the use of the 
$200 million, but also an overall proposal 
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as to how the remaining portion of the 
81-plane program will be completed. This 
plan must necessarily set forth what will 
be the proposed final arrangement be
tween the Government and the con
tractor with regard to the completion of 
this program. 

That is a matter that the committee, 
naturally, would not seek and would not 
like to get into. But this is a situation 
in which the Government should have 
this plane. It must utilize the moneys 
already spent. Someone has to share part 
of that responsibility, and we decided 
that we had the history and the staff and 
the means of getting at this matter, and 
we, therefore, decided that the committee 
should assume this responsibility. 

The second provision insures that the 
$200 million in contingency funds will be 
used only for the C-5A program insofar 
as the contractor is concerned. I can ac
curately state that this provision is the 
tightest statutory language ever drawn 
from a defense contract with respect to 
precluding any possible intermingling or 
diversion of these funds to other pro
grams of the contractor. The Defense De
partment has indicated that it is in 
agreement with this restrictive language. 
That restrictive language will require 
that as a part of the plan that Mr. 
Packard brings back to the committee, it 
will have to include compliance with this 
language, so that it is airtight, that this 
money is going to be used in the channels 
here that will produce these planes for 
us. 

SOUNDNESS OF AmCRAFT 

Mr. President, with respect to the 
soundness of the C-5A, a rather complete 
report by a special group has been sub
mitted to the Department of Defense 
indicating certain problems with regard 
to the aircraft. The Armed Services Com
mittee has been assured by the Deputy 
Secretary of De.fense, Mr. Pa.ckard, that 
he is of the firm opinion that the tech
nical problems which have arisen in con
nection with the plane can be resolved. 

With the exception of those categories 
in that report, everything else about the 
plane is favorable. It is being flown now 
extensively and is in the proces of evalua
tion and testing. I think it has been flown 
by a member of our committee and per
haps by another Member of the Senate, 
and those things will come out in the 
debate. We followed up on this special 
group, submitting a report; and Mr. 
Packard, with his open frankness about 
matters and with his experience, said 
that that problem can be resolved. 
Anyway, it is his reponsibility, with the 
special attention we are requiring to this 
contract from here on out, to cover 
not only that point but also to have a 
plan that covers the other and protects 
the Government in every way. 

In summary, Mr. President, in the in-
terest of wise management and the need 
for this specialized aircraft for our na
tional defense, the committee thinks 
that the Senate should proceed to ap
prove the entire funds requested for the 
C-5A program. 

PROCUREMENT 

ARMY AIRCRAFT 

Mr. President, the committee recom
mends a total of $29~.1 million for the 

procurement of 814 Army aircraft. I 
should note that all of these are helicop
ters, and 600 are of one type-the OH-58 
observation helicopter. About 65 percent 
of this number will be to replace losses, 
and about 35 percent will represent a 
modernization program by replacing the 
older and less efficient types. 

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS AIRCRAFT 

The committee recommends a total of 
$2,337.7 million for the procurement of 
259 aircraft. This number, Mr. President, 
represents the smallest number of air
craft procured by the Navy since 1946. 
By any standard, Mr. President, this is 
a most austere program, and even with 
this buy, the average age of aircraft in 
the Navy inventory will increase rather 
than hold its own. 

I would like to mention several sepa
rate items. The Navy aircraft request 
contains funds of $658 million in the 
procurement amount for 26 F-14A's. I 
would observe that this is the new air 
superiority fighter for the Navy and, as 
the Senate may recall, is the follow-on 
for the TFX which was cancelled as a 
Navy program. That cancellation, by the 
Navy, and the start of a new plane, was 
a congressional act. 

This aircraft, which is a long-deferred 
modernization item, will enter the :fleet 
in the 1973-1975 time period and will re
place the F-4 which dates to 1955 in terms 
of technology. The Navy must have a 
modern fighter capable of air superiority 
against any potential enemy. 

I would also mention that the bill as 
passed by the House contained $79 mil
lion for two of the S-3A antisubmarine 
warfare carrier-based aircraft. This is a 
new program, Mr. President, and the 
committee recommends that this sum be 
deleted from the procurement account 
and transferred to the research and de
velopment account since these are, in 
effect, test aircraft and should be more 
properly in the research and develop
ment program. 

AIR FORCE AIRCRAFT 

The committee recommends an au
thorization of $3,225.5 million involving 
the procurement of 375 aircraft. This re
quest represents a reduction of $89.4 mil
lion under the House and $148.8 million 
less than the amount recommended by 
Defense. 

Mr. President, I would emphasize that 
the 375 aircraft are the smallest number 
that have been procured by the Air Force 
since 1935, and I should add also that 
over half of this 375-that is, the smaller 
aircraft--are earmarked not for our Air 
Force, but for the free world forces. Those 
are small planes and helicopters. 

Several items deserve special mention. 
First, the request of $30 million in pro
curement funds for the so-called Inter
national Freedom Fighter was denied by 
the committee on the premise that $28 
million was authorized in fiscal year 1970 
which has not yet been expended. More
over, in view of the need for austerity for 
the entire Defense program, this item is 
not of the highest priority. 

Mr. President, the F-lllF aircraft also 
deserves special mention. The bill con
tains $563.3 million for this item, of 
which $283 million is for new aircraft 
procurement and the remainder for prior 

over target costs and other items, all of 
which are set forth on page 27 of the 
committee report. I would emphasize that 
this is the only all-weather, deep inter
diction tactical aircraft that will be in 
the Air Force inventory. 

The Senate generally is familiar with 
the long history of structural problems 
on this fighter. Because of the need for 
this aircraft, however, the committee is 
recommending approval, but only on two 
conditions. First, it is on the understand
ing that the funds in this year's bill will 
represent the final procurement of this 
aircraft, and the committee has received 
a formal statement from the Air Force 
to this effect. Second, the committee has 
recommended statutory language which 
will preclude the obligation of any of the 
$283 million for new aircraft until certain 
certifications are made by the Secretary 
of Defense to the House and Senate Com
mittees on Armed Services insuring that 
the structural problems of this aircraft 
have been successfully resolved. In other 
words, this aircraft must be completely 
airworthy in every sense of the word be
fore this new money can be obligated. 
That item has been one of some contro
versy in the past. It is the last active 
buy of the old TFX. It is the last one that 
the committee will approve and the last 
time the Air Force will request it. One 
of the big points is that this is the only 
all-weather, deep interdiction tactical 
aircraft that will be in the Air Force in
ventory. There are some there like this, 
but this will fill out the last part. 

MISSILES 

ARMY MISSILES 

Mr. President, the committee is recom
mending authorization of $1,031.6 million 
for the procurement of Army missiles. 
The largest element in the Army missile 
procurement account is $650.4 million for 
Safeguard, which I have previously dis
cussed. Of the remaining items, the 
largest is $106.3 million for the TOW 
missile, the Army antitank missile, which 
is the wire-guided missile that will be 
used by Army combat troops against 
enemy tanks. 

I would observe, Mr. President, that 
the committee deleted a $37 million re
quest for the procurement of the Hawk 
antiaircraft missile in view of the unused 
prior-year appropriations already avail
able for this item and the only partially 
successful testing program for this item. 

NAVY MISSILES 

The committee is recommending ap
proval of $932.4 million for Navy missiles 
for fiscal year 1971, covering 12 different 
items. 

Mr. President, I would observe that of 
the total, $559 million constitutes fund
ing for the ballistic missile program
$540.5 million for Poseidon, and $18.5 
million for Polaris. 

MARINE CORPS MISSILES 

Mr. President, the committee is recom
mending $12.8 million for the Marine 
Corps missile program. This is a reduc
tion of $14.8 million which represents the 
deletion of the funds for the procurement 
of the improved Hawk for the reasons I 
have already cited in connection with the 
Army Hawk program. The ground sup
port equipment for this item was not 
deleted, however. 
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AIR FORCE MISSILES 

Mr. President, the committee recom
mends a total of $1,479.4 million for the 
Air Force missile request. The largest 
single item is $475.7 million for the 
Minuteman II and III programs. 

NAVY SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION 

The committee recommends an au
thorization of $2,276.9 million for the 
Navy shipbuilding and conversion pro
gram for fiscal year 1971. This represents 
$452 million less than the $2,728.9 mil
lion recommended by the Department of 
Defense and is $737 million below the 
amount recommended by the House, 
which was $3,013.9 million. In support 
of the general fiscal year 1971 shipbuild
ing and conversion program, Mr. Presi
dent, the amounts recommended, in the 
opinion of the committee, are the bare 
minimum which are essential for mod
ernizing the over-aging fleet of United 
States Navy. Let me emphasize, "mod
ernizing the over-aging fleet." 

At the present time, the Navy has 
about 750 ships in the active fleet and 
approximately 47 percent of these are 
over 20 years of age. This country has 
reached the point where adequate mod
ernization can no longer be delayed if 
we are to have an effective modern naval 
force. The entire shipbuilding and con
version program, together with the com
mittee's action on each item, is set forth 
in the committee report on pages 55 
through 60. 

In line with the need for austerity the 
committee did make certain deletions. 

The committee deleted an addition of 
$435 million by the House for five ad
ditional naval vessels of various types. 
These items were not in the President's 
budget request although the Secretary of 
Defense did indicate that if the ships 
were authorized and appropria.ted for, 
the funds would be obligated. The Sen
ate committee felt, however, that in view 
of the necessity for austerity, these ships 
should not be funded this year. 
DISAPPROVAL OF FUNDS FOR NUCLEAR ATTACK 

CARRIER 

The committee has recommended the 
deletion of funds for the procurement 
of the lead items in the amount of $152 
million for the third Nimitz class carrier 
known as the CVAN-70. 

I emphasize, Mr. President, that the 
committee did not reject the concept of 
an additional carrier. That was express
ly understood by each member of the 
committee. The committee's action was 
based on the fact that the executive 
branch of the Government has not made 
a firm, unconditional budget request for 
this item. The request for $152 million 
was contained in the President's budget. 
However, the budget message stated that 
the funds, even if approved, would not 
be obligated until studies on the need for 
the carrier had been completed by the 
National Security Council. The commit
tee, just prior to markup of the bill, re
quested the Secretary of Defense to pro
vide a final position of the executive 
branch on the CVAN-70, and we were 
ad,rised that the position had not been 
changed. Under the circumstances, the 
committee did not feel justified in recom
mending the $152 million in lead funds. 

I should also note, Mr. President, that 
as a result of a provision in last year's 
authorization bill directing a joint study 
by the House and Senate Committees on 
Armed Services on the need for the 
CVAN-70, a joint subcommittee of the 
two committees was appointed. Extensive 
testimony was taken; a subcommittee re
port has been issued; and the hearings 
totaling 768 pages have been published. 

I would make two observations, Mr. 
President: First, a majority of the sub
committee recommended the additional 
carrier, principally on the basis of need 
for modernity and second, the joint sub
committee made every effort to obtain 
and seek out all witnesses who might 
want to testify against the concept of 
the carrier-and I might add there was 
some difficulty in this regard. 

We did have certain outside witnesses 
who gave different points of view. Some 
of those who were thought to be in oppo
sition, however, did not appear. I would 
observe that we also had testimony from 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. MaN
DALE) and the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. CAsE) on this matter. 

Mr. President, I personally made quite 
an effort to get some outstanding wit
nesses to appear in opposition to the con
cept of a carrier. 

I remember over the telephone one 
very outstanding man, who asked to be 
excused, saying that all he could con
tribute would be about the same as any 
other witness. He could give the pros 
and the cons. And there were some well 
understood pros on the matter and oft
repeated cons. 

That is about the way that any kind 
of a hearing or investigation of this mat
ter would turn out. Personally, I believe 
that the greatest single deterrent force 
we have day after day around the world 
is the proper presence of these carriers 
at key points in key areas of the world. 
They have a tremendous potential. They 
can be seen by any seaman or by peo
ple on the shorelines and have been for 
years, time after time. That is not to say 
that we threaten anyone or that we have 
a reputation of being a Nation that 
threatens other nations. But I think the 
psychology of this great power, its avail
ability and movability, is a tremendoUs 
factor in maintaining the balance of 
power in the world in which we are now 
living. 

DELEGATION OF HOUSE LANGUAGE PROBLEMS 

Mr. President, on page 56 of the com
mittee report the committee indica ted 
its reasons for deleting three statutory 
provisions contained in the House bill 
relating to the shipbuilding and con
version program. These concern, first, 
the requirement that $600 million of the 
shipbuilding request be spent only in 
naval shipyards; second, that no fiscal 
year 1971 shipbuilding funds be obli
gated until a recommendation has been 
received from the National Security 
Council on the CVAN-70; and, third, 
the provision requiring that the contract 
for the DD-963 destroyer program pro
vide for the construction in at least two 
shipyards. 

As I say, these mattets are covered in 
full on page 56 of the report. It was de-

cided after consideration and discussion 
not to include those. They will be in 
conference and will have such considera
tion as the conferees see fit to give to any 
of them. 

The matter concerning the amount of 
money that would be spent only in naval 
shipyards, as I recall, is actually usually 
settled in conference, where it can be 
done in rather excellent fashion. 

TRACKED COMBAT VEHICLES 

Mr. President, for the Army the com
mittee is recommending $182.2 million 
for fiscal year 1971 for tracked combat 
vehicles. This amount can be compared 
to $206.2 million in the House bill and 
$207.2 million in the budget request. 

For the Marine Corps and the Navy, 
the committee recommends the amount 
of $47.4 million as compared to $48.4 mil
lion which is the sum of both the House 
version and the budget request. This ac
count covers the procurement of tanks, 
personnel carriers, and other tracked 
vehicles, all of which are set forth by 
line item in the committee report. 

Mr. President, this category covers the 
entire Army tank program and I shall 
devote some brief remarks to the re
quested programs. 

The Army request contains funds for 
three different tanks. The first is the 
M60A1 which is the basic standard tank, 
or what I refer to as the workhorse. The 
committee is recommending $56.7 million 
for this item which will permit the pro
curement of 300 of these tanks. 

The next tank is known as the 
M60A1E2. This is the tank started in 
1965 which represented an attempt to 
adapt the Shillelagh missile to the old 
model tank, M60Al. Funds have been 
provided in prior years, but the technical 
problems have never been resolved. Un
der the circumstances, the committee has 
deleted the $12.1 million for further 
work on this tank. These funds would 
have continued the effort of resolving the 
technical problems involved in the mar
riage of the Shillelagh to the M60Al. The 
committee was of the opinion that this 
program was at the point where no fur
ther investment should be made and all 
energies should be concentrated on pro
jecting the M60A1 and on refining and 
accelerating the development of the 
MBT-70, the main battle tank. That is 
the one in the process of researching. 

I am able to report to the Senate that 
all of the investment will not be lost since 
a substantial number of the chassis for 
the so-called M60A1E2 tank can be used 
for the standard M60A1 tank to be pro
duced. The M60A1 program was reduced 
from $67.6 million to $56.7 million be
cause of the application of savings re
sulting from the cancellation of the 
M60A1E2 program. 

The last tank item concerns the MBT-
70, known as the main battle tank. Mr. 
President, the bill contains a total re
quest of $77 million for this item-$36 
million for research and development 
plus $41 million for advanced production 
engineering. This tank, which is still in 
the development stage, has undergone 
considerable change as compared to fiscal 
year 1970. It will be -produced independ
ently of Germany and will be on a much 
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more austere basis as a result of the pro
gram reviews which have been under
taken by Mr. Packard, the Deputy Secre
tary of Defense. 

Mr. President, we must have a new 
tank for the 1975-80 time f·rame, and the 
MBT-70 in its revised program offers the 
only hope of attaining this goal. The 
committee, therefore, strongly urges the 
approval of this request for $77 million. 

I would like to say a special word on 
that. Along with other Senators, I made 
a special effort to get information and 
try to find out what the trouble was. I 
think that we got to the bottom of this 
matter. . 

We brought one witness back from 
the Armed Forces in the field, near the 
Czechoslovakian border. He is an. ou~
standing Army colonel. I had seen hun m 
action as head of the training units over 
there. He is unusually well qualified fr<?m 
the standpoint of being a field soldier 
·and a fighting colonel to testify on this 
matter. I especially refer ~ny S~nator 
interested in the matter to h1s testrmon~. 
He was quite convi,ncing in covering this 
matter. . 

Mr. President, I shall supply the pa~e 
number and the volume where his testi
mony is to be found. The hearings on 
page 1444 contain the testimony of Col. 
Paul Baltas on this matter. 

OTHER WEAPONS 

Mr. President, as a result of an amend-_ 
ment last year .to the military procure
ment bill, there is now a n~w ca~gory 
which requires an authorizatiOn pnor to 
appropriation known as other weapons. 
In fact, this category covers weapons 
which serve individuals and crews _and 
for the most part consists of machme
guns and rifles. The total request for the 
Army account for fiscal year 1971 for this 
category being recommended by the com
mittee is $67.2 million, and for the ~avy 
and Marine Corps, $4.4 million. The -only 
adjustment made by the COJ?~ittee_ was 
a slight reduction of $1 m1lhon _repre
senting a recognition of prior funding al
ready available for this purpose. I woul_d 
note as ·a matter of interest that this 
Army request includes $27.1 million for 
the procurement of 253,738 M-16 :TII.es. 
The committee has eliminated restnct1ve 
language added by the House concerning 
manufacture of the M-16 rifle with fiscal 
year 1971 funding. 
REQUIREMENT FOR AUTHORIZATION OF TORPE

DOES BEGINNING FISCAL YEAR 1972 

Mr. President, as a result of t~e d~
velopment problems that have ansen m 
connection with the Mark-48 torpedo, 
the committee has recommended lan
guage in the bill requiring that beginning 
in fiscal year 1972 the procurement of 
naval torpedoes will be authorized prior 
to an appropira tion, in the same manner 
as for other weapons now contained in 
the bill. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. President, I now turn to the re
search and development portion of this 
bill. I have already made a separate 
speech on this feature of this legislation. 
The Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. 
MciNTYRE) will also treat research and 
development funding requests in great 
depth. I hope he has some remarks to 
make on it today. My remarks at this 

point, therefore, will be limited to the 
highlights of the committee's research 
and development actions. 

Mr. President, the committee is recom
mending a total of $7.016 billion for re
search and development for the Depart
ment of Defense representing a reduc
tion of $385 million below the Depart
ment of Defense request and $249.1 mil
lion below the House bill. In reality the 
Senate committee is reducing the re
search and development programs by a 
total of $464.1 million or 6.3 percent be
low the request. There was a transfer of 
$79 million for two S-3A aircraft from 
the Navy procurement budget to there
search and development account which 
has reduced the dollar reduction to $385.1 
million. 
TWO SIGNIFICANT ASPECTS OF RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. President, I would emphasize to 
the Senate that out of this $7 billion 
being reduced only about $4.00 million 
goes to basic research. More than $3.7 
billion, or over half the entire Research 
and Development budget, is gpent for 
engineering and operational develop
ment programs which involve the actual 
fabrication of completed weapons sys
tems used for the test program. 

Another large segment of the pro
gram, about $1.2 billion, pays for the 
management and maintenance of the 
Department of Defense test and research 
and development organization. There 
are included the salaries of 88,000 civil
ian personnel-scientists, engineers, and 
technicians. 

That is , one of the most extensive 
and most important aspects of this en
tire military program. I mention these 
aspects to indicate the vast magnitude 
of the Research and Development pro-
gram. 

SPECIAL ITEMS IN THE BILL 

Mr. President, the committee report 
from page 70 through 100 discusses in 
detail the Research and Development 
funding requests.- I shall mention only 
several highlights of the committee 
action. 

First. The $17.6 million requested for 
further development of the Cheyenne 
helicopter was deleted in view of the 
committee's approval of $27.9 million 
for the AX for the Air Force program 
and $17 million for the Army· advanced 
helicopter technology program. 

Second. The committee reduced by 
$50' million-from $100 to $50 million
the request for development funds for 
the B-1 advanced bomber for the Air 
Force. The committee observes that $65 
million of funds approved last year re
main unobligated. 

Third. The committee denied the re
quest for $33.6 million for the subsonic 
cruise armed decoy because the Depart
ment of Defense has delayed the start 
of this program, and some $8 million of 
fiscal year 1970 funds approved have not 
been used. 

LANGUAGE PROVISIONS ON RESEARCH AND 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. President, there are several lan
guage provisions being recommended by 
the committee, none of which were con
tained in the House bill, which deserve 
special mention. 

DEFENSE-RELATED REQUIREMENT 

The committee has recommended in 
section 204 of the bill the reenactment of 
the restriction adopted on the Senate 
floor last year which prohibits the use of 
any research and development funds for 
research projects and studies unless they 
have a direct and apparent relationship 
to a specific military function. 

This provision sponsored last year on 
the Senate floor by Senator MANSFIELD 
has proved to be a very effective and 
worthwhile control on the defense re
search and development program and 
the committee is recommending its re
enactment for fiscal year 1971. 

INDEPENDENT RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. President, the committee is recom
mending a new provision of law for the 
control of independent Tesearch and de
velopment within the Department of De
fense. This provision now set forth as 
section 203 is the result of long and in
tensive hearings by Senator MciNTYRE's 
subcommittee. This activity which has 
not been the subject of a budgetary con
trol will be under a ceiling of $625 mil
lion for fiscal year 1971 as well as under 
certain other controls set forth in the 
provision. 

DOMESTIC APPLICATIONS OF RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT 

The bill, as a result of a recommenda
tion by Senator BROOKE, contains a pro
vision set forth in section 205 which will 
provide for the creation of interdepart
mental machinery under which Defense 
research and development projects, 
where applicable, may be utilized for 
civilian domestic purposes. Certain per
missive grant authority-is also contained 
in this section. 

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WARFARE 
PROVISIONS 

The remaining language change for 
research and development relates to .cer
tain provisos regarding chemical and 
biological warfare: First, reinstating last 
year's provision prohibiting procurement 
of delivery systems for lethal chemical 
and biological warfare agents; second, 
adoption of px:ovision relating to safety 
procedures with respect to the disposal 
of lethal chemical and warfare agents; 
and, third, proviso directing a studY on 
the ecological and physiological eJ'fects of 
the use of herbicides. · 
t;ONTINUED AUTHORITY FOR THE USE OF DEFENSE 

FUNDS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1971 FOR FREE WORLD 

FORCES IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Mr. President, this bill continues for 
fiscal year 1971, with two modifications, 
the same authority that has been enacted 
for each fiscal year beginning with fiscal 
year 1966, authorizing the use of defense 
appropriations for the support of the 
Vietnamese and other free world forces 
as well as local forces in Laos and 
Thailand. 

Let me first emphasize that this au
thority does not relate to the use of funds 
for U.S. forces. These funds relates_ only 
to what we call foreign military aid. It 
does, however, authorize the use of 
Defense funds for the support of Viet
namese and other free world forces in 
Vietnam and, as amended by the com
mittee, or certain limited operations in 
Cambodia and for local forces in Laos 
and Thailand. This support and related 
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costs is authorized on such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary of Defense 
may determine. 

As a matter of historical interest, Mr. 
President, this provision was adopted for 
fiscal year 1966 in order to accomplish a 
merger of funding for the support of 
allied forces in a combat area with that 
of the U.S. forces engaged in the same 
area. This was the practice followed dur
ing the Korean war. 

Ordinarily this is what we would call 
foreign military aid, but for the reason 
given here it has been handled since fiscal 
year 1966 in this bill. It really is not 
related to military procurement and 
authorization. I do not think that they 
both should be in the same bill, although 
our committee is not running from the 
handling of this matter, especially as 
long as the war is going on. Next year if 
they insist on putting them both in the 
same bill. I want our committee to insist 
on taking it out of the military procure
ment bill and putting it into a separate 
bill so that it will be brought here as a 
separate matter. It is confusing, in a way, 
in the debate, to have all these items con
cerning research programs, all the au
thorizations concerning tanks, airplanes, 
·missiles and everything else, tied in with 
policy questions on how the war should be 
operated. 

COMMITTEE LIMITATION OF $2,500 MILLION 

The bill as passed by the House con
tained no ceiling on the amount of funds 
that could be used for the support of 
free world forces under this authority. 
The committee has adopted a limitation 
of $2.5 billion which could be used for 
this purpose from fiscal 1971 funds. This 
ceiling is identical to that adopted for 
1970 funds. 

CLARIFICATION OF AU THORITY 

Since fiscal 1966 a provision has au
thorized the use of defense funds for 
the support of the "Vietnamese and other 
free world forces in Vietnam." 

When this bill was before our com
mittee the Cambodian sanctuary take
over · was raging as a part of the battle · 
in South Vietnam. The words "in Viet
nam"-all this activity was limited to 
South Vietnam itself-have given rise 
to some doubt as to whether such funds 
are available for support of the free 
world forces outside of Vietnam in the 
so-called sanctuaries of Cambodia. In 
order to remove any doubt in this matter 
the committee deleted the words "in Viet
nam" and substituted the words "in sup
port of Vietnamese forces." The reason 
for this substitution is discussed in de
tail in the committee report on pages 
105 to 107. Our reason was to make clear 
that this authority did extend to the 
support of free world forces in border 
sanctuaries and related operations in 
Cambodia in order to accomplish protec
tive reaction strikes or to protect U.S. 
forces in Vietnam. The entire purpose, 
of course, of any operations in Cambodia 
would be to accelerate the Vietnamiza
tion program or protect the U.S. forces. 

It still is a limitation of the use of these 
funds as far as this authorization goes to 
matters concerning the taking of sanc
tuaries and related activities and the 
protection of our own troops and the 

carrying out of the Vietnamization 
program. 

The word "Vietnamization" is a rather 
long word there, but it means that the 
use of this money must have to have 
some relationship to the President's pro
gram as carried out so far in a broad 
sense in the recent operation. 

I would emphasize, as the report states, 
that there was no intent to permit the 
use of Defense appropriations under this 
authority to support Vietnamese and 
other free world forces in actions de
signed to provide military support and 
assistance to the Cambodian Govern
ment. 

I personally did not want us to under
take-not through this method here; I 
do not favor it under any circumstances 
that I know of here-to underwrite the 
sustaining of the Cambodian Govern
ment. We already have our hands full. 

The committee's basic purpose was to 
allow a reasonable latitude for operations 
in these limited areas of Cambodia for 
the purposes I have already explained. 

There was no other plan of operation 
before the committee. I want to make 
clear that, as far as I know and believe, 
the President of the United States has 
not made any promises to the Govern
ment of Cambodia. I do not want to 
leave any possible inference from what 
I have said on that score, and I say there 
was no other plan presented to the 
committee. 

I have said many times that I thought 
if Asia was going to save itself, it was 
going to have to be done by the help of 
Asian nations, one to the other. If there 
is· a good, clean, clear-cut plan for the 
use of mercenaries-and I do not think 
that is a bad term-! am not saying I 
would be opposed to that, but if it is tied 
in in any way with the underwriting or 
sustaining of any other government or 
any other country in Southeast Asia, I 
think that is beyond our call of duty and 
beyond the call of reason. As far as any 
clear-cut plan is concerned with respect 
to mercenary troops, if the President 
wants it and is going to be responsible 
for it, I would not rule that out at all, in 
my view, as a part of, some additional 
legislature effort. 
REQUmEMENT OF CONSENT FOR DEFENSE ARTI

CLES GIVEN TO THmD PARTIES BY SOUTHEAST 
ASIAN COUNTRIES 

The bill also contains a provision set 
forth in section 502 (a) (2) which re
quires notification to and consent of the 
U.S. Government in the event South
east Asian countries transfer U.S. de
fense articles received by them to third 
countries. This authority is similar to 
that already contained in existing law 
with regard to i terns now furnished 
under the military assistance program 
and the military sales program. This 
provision was adopted following a sug
gestion Of Senator SYMINGTON. 
AUTHORITY FOR THE SALE OF AmCRAFT TO THE 

STATE OF ISRAEL 

Mr. President, the committee in sec
tion 501 of the bill has recommended a 
statutory provision which authorizes the 
transfer- of aircraft and supporting 
equipment by this country to the State 
of Israel on the basis of sale, credit sale, 

or guaranty. The committee adopted this 
provision on the premise that the special 
authority was justified in order to pro• 
vide the State of Israel with a greater 
means for its own security. · 

PERSONNEL STRENGTH OF THE 

SELECTED RESERVES 

Mr. President, existing law requires 
that the personnel strength of each of 
the selected reserve components be au
thorized on an annual basis. 

For fiscal year 1971 the committee 
has recommended all of the strengths 
contained in the House bill and as rec
ommended by the executive branch 
except for the U.S. Coast Guard Re
serve. Except for the Coast Guard the 
total strengths being recommended for 
the Department of Defense components 
total 972,514, with each element as fol
lows: 
Army National Guard ______ ___ _____ 400, 000 
Army Reserve _____________________ 260, 000 
Naval Reserve _________________ ____ 129,000 
Marine Corps Reserve______________ 47,715 
Air National Guard________ ________ 87, 878 
Air Force Reserve__________________ 47, 921 

For the Coast Guard Reserve the 
committee has recommended an aver
age strength for fiscal year 1971 of 10,-
000. The budget submission recom
mended a zero strength for fiscal 1971 
and the House version of the bill rec
ommended a total strength of 16,590. 

SUMMARY STATEMENT 

Mr. President, the foregoing remarks 
summarized the various provisions of 
the pending legislation. It is an ade
quate bill and it is also an austere bill 
which represents the minimum in the 
judgment of the committee necessary 
to support the increment of hardware 
and research and development -for fiscal 
1971. . 

On that basis, I urge the Senate to 
give the bill its full support. 

Let me say this, in addition. These 
are not casual things we have in the 
bill. They have been well considered 
by the committee membership, all of 
whom have had some experience in these 
matters and some of whom have had a 
great deal of experience. It was deter
mined that, whatever our recommenda
tions were going to be, they were going 
to be developed on facts and proof by 
responsible people, and that proof was to 
be developed by knowledgeable people 
and checked out, and contrary witnesses 
called where it was thought necessary. 
Some of the hearings were open. As many 
of them are open as we thought possible. 

I again call special attention to the 
report and the testimony, all of which 
is as complete as could be made under 
the circumstances. 

I repeat again, our staff is ready, 
and I know they are able, and I know 
they are willing, to go into any matter 
with reference to this entire important 
measure, that any Member of the Sen
ate, off the committee or on the com
mittee, might wish. 
- In that spirit and on those facts, we 
are honored to present the bill to be 
considered by the Senate. 
- Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. MciNTYRE. For the purpose of 
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emphasis, would our chairman again 
state the request of the Department of 
Defense as initially coming to us as op
posed to what we are recommending, so 
that the record will indicate clearly the 
amount of the reduction that our com
mittee in this particular area is recom
mending? 

Mr. STENNIS. I shall be glad to do 
that. There are two answers to that ques
tion, in this way: We took out of the 
military construction bill $334 million, as 
the Senator knows, on the Safeguard. So 
I will give an answer leaving that change 
out and then give an answer including 
it. 

The Department of Defense requested 

for procurement, research, and develop
ment $20.271 billion. We recommended 
for procurement, research, and develop
ment $18.9 billion. The House has recom
mended $20.237 billion for that purpose. 

That leaves in the Senate bill for those 
items $18.9 billion as against the Depart
ment of Defense request of $20.271 billion. 

However, when we add in the $334 mil
lion to which I referred, which we took 
from another bill for the sake of uni
formity in debate and presentation, our 
bill then contains $19,242,889,000. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I thank the Senator. 
I also wish to commend our distinguished 
chairman for his fine explanatory re
marks concerning this difficult bill, be-

cause this undoubtedly signals the de
bater that will occupy this distinguished 
body for let us hope not longer than the 
next 4 weeks. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
very much, and I thank him for what he 
did in making this bill possible and for 
taking part in the debate. 

Mr. President, in connection with the 
Senator's question, I ask unanimous con
sent that page 8 of the report on this 
subject, which gives the statistics in ref
erence to this matter, be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

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

SUMMARY BY MAJOR CATEGORY-ARMY, NAVY, AIR FORCE, AND DEFENSE AGENCIES 

[In thousands of dollars[ 

Procurement 

Prior year 
programs to Senate Armed Services 

be reauthor- House Committee 
ized (included 

Authorized Appropriated in total re- Total re- Change Change Recommended 
1970 1970 quested 1971) quested 1971 from request Authorized from House amount 

570, 400 
2, 391,200 
3, 965, 700 

554,400 
1, 826, 200 
3, 730, 800 

(2, 400) 
(35, 500) 
(59, 400) 

296, 900 
2, 487, 700 
3, 374, 300 

-2, 400 
-35, 500 
-59,400 

294, 500 -2, 400 292, 100 
2, 452, 200 -114, 500 2, 337, 700 
3, 314, 900 -89, 400 3, 225, 500 

SubtotaL __ ______________________________________________ - 6, 927, 300 6, 111,400 (97, 300) 6, 158, 900 -97,300 6, 061 , 600 -206,300 5, 855, 300 
==============================================~~= 

1, 086, 600 -55, 000 1, 031,GOO 
946, 600 -14, 200 

Missiles: 
Army ___ ------------_______________________________________ 880, 460 831,900 (8, 000) 
Navy ____________________ __ --------------___________ ________ 851 , 300 818, 800 (7, 500) 

1, 094, 600 -8, 000 
983, 000 -36, 400 932,400 

27, 600 -14,800 12,800 
1, 505, 300 -25, 900 

Marine Corps _____ ___________ -------- _________ _ ------------- 20, 100 3, 400 ------- ______ _ 
Air Force____ __ __ __ _____ ____________________________________ 1, 486,400 1, 448, 100 (14, 000) 

27, 600 ------ - -------
1, 544, 600 -39, 300 1, 479,400 

------------------------------------------------------------------SubtotaL __ _________ _______________________ - _____________ _ 3, 238, 260 3, 102, 200 (29, 500) 3, 649,800 
2, 728, 900 

-83, 700 
+ 285, 000 

3, 566, 100 -109, 900 3, 456,200 
Naval vessels: Navy _____ _____________ -.- ______ ------ ________ --_-- 2, 983, 200 2, 490,300 (150, 000) 3, 013,900 -737,000 2, 276, 900 

=================================================== 
206, 200 -24, 000 182, 200 
48, 700 -1, 300 

Tracked combat vehicles: 
Army__ ________ ___ _______ __________________________________ 228, 000 201 , 100 (1 , 000) 207,200 -1, 000 
Marine Corps ___ ---.---------- ____________ "- __________ __________ 3_7,_7_oo ___ 3_7._7o_o __ -_-_--_-_--_--_-_-________ 48_, 7_o_o ______________ -_--_-_--_____________ _ 47, 400 

SubtotaL_ ________________________________ _______________ 265, 700 238, 800 (1 , 000) 255, 900 -1,000 254,900 -25,300 229, 600 
========================================================== 

Other weapons: 
Army _____________________________________________ __________ ---_-------------- ____ - __ -- (1, 000) 69, 200 -1, 000 

~~~rne -corr>s:: ~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~= ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ::::: ~~ ~~ ~ ~ := ~= ~ = ~= ~~ ~ ~ ~= ~==~ ~= == ~ = == == =: ~ ~ ~= =~ ~= == = i: xgg ~ ~ = == ~= ~ = ~ ~ == ~ 
68, 200 -1 , 000 

2, 789 ------------ --
67 , 200 

2, 789 
4, 400 -------------- 4, 400 

--~--------------------------------------------------------------
SubtotaL-- -- ---------------------_______________________ (1) (1) (1, 000) 76, 389 -1, 000 75,389 -1,000 74, 389 

12, 971,889 -1 , 079, 500 11,892, 389 
======~~==-==-====~~~~============================~== 

Total procuremenL- - ~---------- ~ ------------------------- 13, 414,460 11,942,700 (278, 800) 12,869,889 + 102, 000 
==============================================~~= 

Research, development, test, and evaluation: 

~F~o~;~~~~~~~~~~~i~n~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ t: ~iiJ~~ -t ~t.i~~ nt ~~~~ ~jl~J~% =\~. ~%% tti~J88 ~~t ~88 t l~: ~~g 
Defense agencies __________ _________ _____ ___ -------- -- ------_ 450, 200 450,000 (5, 000) 475,700 -15, 000 460, 700 -15,700 445, 000 
Emergency fund _______ _______ ------------------ ________ ___ .__ 75, 000 75,000 -------------- 50,000 _____ - ----- -- _ 50, 000 ___ __ _________ 50,000 

'------------------------------------------------------------------
Total, R.D.T. & E---------------------------- --- ----------- 7, 296, 042 7, 368, 820 (56, 000) 7, 401,600 -136,000 7, 265, 600 -249,100 7, 016, 500 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~==~~~~~====~==~~= 
Total procurement and R.D.T. & L ___________________ ___ ____ 20,710,502 219,311 , 520 (334, 800) 20, 271 , 489 -34,000 20,237 , 489 -1,328,600 18, 908,889 

Military construction, SAFEGUARD__ ____________ ____ _______________ 12,700 12, 700 -------------- 325,200 ------------- - 325,200 ---- ---- -- -- -- 325, 200 
Family housing, SAFEGUARD ___ --- --- -------- ---------------------- ------------ -- ---------------------- - --- 8, 800 -------------- 8, 800 ----- -- ------- 8, 800 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~==========~==========~~ 
Grand totaL ____ _______________________ ------------------- 20, 723, 202 19,324, 220 (334, 800) 20,605, 489 -34, 000 20, 571,489 -1,328,600 19,242.889 

!Authorization for other weapons not required prior to fiscal year 1971. 2 Of this amount, $350,000,000 to be derived by transfer from stock funds. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as soon 
as I finish yielding for questions, I shall 
be glad to yield the floor. 

I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I, too, 

commend the Senator from Mississippi 
for his, as usual, extremely able explana
tion of a highly complicated bill. 

I should like to ask the Senator about 
the C-5A once again, because I want to 
get clear in my mind what the issue is. 
I must say that the Senator and the re
port of the committee present a very 
powerful case for going ahead with au
thorization above the contract, and sub
stantially above the contract. 

As I understand it, the original con
tract called for something like ·$3.7 bil
lion for 120 planes. If we go ahead with 
the fourth, alternative listed here on _page 

18, which is the full 81 planes, the cost 
will be $800 million above that, as I un
derstand it, so that the cost per plane 
would then be $56 million, which com
pares with a much lower contract cost, 
of course, even if the highest figure in 
the contract were assumed-and the 
contract was one which had a low and a 
high estimate involved. 

I should like to ask the Senator from 
Mississippi if either the committee or 
the Pentagon has given any considera
tion to securing another tenant, someone 
else to complete this operation. I ask that 
question in all seriousness, because this 
plant in Marietta, Ga., in which the 
plane is· being built is owned 100 percent 
by the Federal Government, as the Sen
ator knows; the equipment, much of 
the equipment is owned by the Govern-

ment; progress payments have been paid 
to the tune of 90 to 100 percent, includ
ing labor costs, and so forth, by the 
Federal Government. 

One could make the case that the Lock
heed Co. has not been competent. Cer
tainly it has not been efficient. The costs 
have been very, very high, and I wonder 
what consideration has been given to try
ing to determine, whether some other 
concern could do this more efficiently, 
and complete the job more efficiently, 
especially in view of the fact that the 
latest report we have on the plane states 
that it is deficient in some respects, and 
has had a lot of trouble with its wings, 
that that may have to be restructured 
and reworked, and there has been some 
degradation in its cargo carrying capac
ity, and so forth. 
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What consideration has been given to 
getting another manufacturer? 

Mr. STENNIS. Some consideration has 
been given to the Senator's question. As I 
recall, he and I talked a little about it one 
day unofficially, not in debate. Several 
Senators have discussed this matter with 
others who are informed in this field, but 
frankly, the committee relied largely 
upon Mr. Packard, the Assistant Secre
tary of Defense. He has given a lot of at
tention to this matter, as shown in the 
unclassified part of the record, and he 
advised against it. 

One of the main points is that there is 
no dispute, it seems, about Lockheed 
having the skilled men and the know
how; and even though there is a fracture 
in the wing, which is not unusual, it is a 
going concern, I mean the wheels are 
turning and the know-how is there, and 
to undertake a change of management 
and a shifting of all this would be a 
monstrous undertaking. My common
sense makes me back off from it, just on 
the surface. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. That may well be. My 
question was, however, that it seems to 
me, in view of the record of Lockheed on 
the C-5A, that this question ought to be 
explored. We ought to at least have from 
the Department of Defense some evidence 
that they have given the matter con
sideration to the extent of discussing it, 
say, with Boeing and some of the other 
outstanding aircraft manufacturers, to 
see if there is any possibility that they 
could step in. 

If this were Lockheed's plant and 
equipment, and they were not receiving 
Government progress payments that 
would be one thing; but it is not. It is 
really a Government operation, with 
Lockheed management providing a prod
uct that is a failure. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a part of Lock
heed's nationwide operations, as the 
Senator knows. It happens that this is an 
old Government plant, that is true. But 
this matter is, except for the repetitious 
making of additional planes, almost over 
now. The know-how has all gone into it, 
and the operation, except moneywise, has 
been rather successful. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Are we really as
sured? Does the Sena-tor feel very con
fident that this additional $800 million 
would be all that would be necessary to 
get us the 81 planes? Is that pretty 
definite and clear in the Senator's mind? 
Of course, he cannot make a guarantee. 

Mr. STENNIS. No. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. But I am saying, does 

he feel strongly that there will be no 
further overrun? 

Mr. STENNIS. There is a sum to be 
added to the figure the Senator has 
mentioned. The Senator mentioned $800 
million? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. $800 million; yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. $800 million is the best 

estimate that we now have as to what will 
be required. As the Senator says, we can
not guarantee it, but we think that is in 
the neighborhood of being the correct 
amount. That is the amount we had to 
admit to ourselves we were passing on, 
frankly, when we recommended the 
amount in the bill. 

That whole thing, though, as I pointed 

out earlier in the argument as to the $200 
million, is subject to negotiation, and 
this whole $800 million would be subject 
to negotiation as between Lockheed and 
the Air Force and the Department of De
fense, as to where the line is as to whose 
obligation this is, and to what point. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is clear that $800 
million would not be, if we stick by the 
contract, the obligation of the Federal 
Government at all. This is an additional 
obligation beyond the contract, as I un
derstand the committee report. 

Mr. STENNIS. No, I do not think we 
can assume finally that it is going to cost 
the Government that much, because that 
is assuming that the obligation has al
ready been defined. The committee does 
not agree to that, and the contractor 
claims that it is going to be due more 
than that sum under the contract, more 
than the Air Force claims will be due. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. The words of the re
por~just one short sentence-are as 
follows: 

In other words, after the $344.4 million 
owed under the contract is authorized, addi
tional funds of $800 million will be required 
for 50 additional planes resulting in an aver
age cost-

And so forth. 
In other words, it seems that this is 

the present estimate of the committee. 
The Senator says it may be less than 
that, but that is subject to negotiation; 
is that correct? 

Mr. STENNIS. Well, we wanted to be 
certain to present the whole picture to 
the Senate. So that $800 million there, in 
our judgment, is the most that it will cost 
the Government additionally. 

Now, if the Lockheed people, though, 
are able to prove that they are entitled 
to more money under the contract than 
the Air Force now admits, then they will 
have that much, whatever they prove, as 
a matter of right and not as a contin
gency. But it is going to eost the Govern
ment about $800 million more. 

However, as I emphasized, Lockheed 
claims that it has a right to some of the 
$800 million under the contract, even. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. So that, altogether, 
after we authorize an additional $344.4 
million, which is what the contract calls 
for, then there would be another $800 
million. That $800 million may partly be 
due under the contract, if this is the 
court's interpretation; but in any event, 
that seems to be what is required to com
plete the 81 planes? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct 
about it being the approximate amount 
that we think now will be required to 
finish the contract. Negotiation. or the 
court, will say how much Lockheed is en
titled to under the contract. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the 
military authorization bill is a very in
tricate and meticulous one. It has re
ceived the most careful consideration in 
the committee, and at this time, I should 
like to commend the able chairman for 
the splendid manner in which he handled 
this bill in the committee, and also for 
the succinct and, I think, comprehensive 

explanation that the able chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services has 
presented here on the floor today. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. THURMOND. We feel that this bill 

has received every possible fine combing, 
and that it should be approved now by 
the full Senate. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly thank the Senator from South 
Carolina, and in the same breath I want 
to thank him, too, for the very valuable 
aid that he has given all year in getting 
at the facts in the case and putting this 
bill together. His attendance record has 
been good, and he has expressed himself 
well, and I hope that he seeks now and 
obtains the floor and gives us the benefit 
of his version. 

May I mention again our obligation 
and indebtedness to the Senator from 
~aine <Mrs. SMITH), who is certainly a 
big part of this bill. She attended the 
~earings faithfully and was at every ses
sion of the markup. With her usual good 
judgment, commonsense, and special 
preparation, we want her to be back be
fore action on this bill is completed. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President I 

speak in favor of the fiscal year 1971 mili
tary authorization bill and I commend 
the able chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee for his succinct, yet 
comprehensive, explanation of this im
portant piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, notice should be taken 
of the absence of the distinguished and 
able ranking Republican on the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Senator 
MARGARET CHASE SMITH of Maine. Sena
tor SMITH had an operation earlier this 
month, but in recent correspondence with 
her I was pleased to learn that she is 
well on the way to a complete recovery. 

Her counsel and leadership will be 
missed during the debate on the military 
authorization bill, but I hope and expect 
that she will be able to join us here on 
the floor prior to final passage. The scene 
in the Senate will not be complete until 
this truly remarkable lady is once again 
at her desk in the front row of this august 
body. 

Mr. President, as the ranking member 
of the Senate Preparedness Investigating 
Subcommittee and one of the senior 
m.embers of the full committee, I can say 
Without fear of contradiction that few 
pieces of legislation have been studied 
reviewed, or debated by the committee 
members more than H.R. 17123. This 
thorough study was outlined a few min
utes ago by our distinguished chairman. 

While I support the committee bill it 
is not without some misgivings and r~s
ervations. It is my opinion that this bill 
has been cut too much. 

The Senate and Congress should not 
lose sight of the fact that the defense 
budget for fiscal year 1971 is only 34.6 
percent of the total1971 budget, the low
est percent going to defense since fiscal 
year 1950. 

It should also be remembered that 
funds allocated for defense by the Nixon 
administration are down $9.8 billion from 
the fiscal year 19'10 budget submitted by 
the Johnson administration. 

Also, defense spending fell from 9.5 
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percent of the gross national product in 
fiscal year 1968 to 7 percent in fiscal year 
1971, the lowest share since fiscal year 
1950. 

The impact of these sharp cutbacks 
has been felt in both the Defense De
partment ·and the defense industry. More 
than 640,000 employees in defense indus
tries have been affected by the reduc
tions of the past 2 years and 682,000 
military and civilian employees have 
been laid off by the Department of De
fense in the past 2 years. 

Further it should be noted that cut
backs in the nonpersonnel portion of the 
budget . are even greater. Purchases of 
goods and contractual services will de
cline by over 20 percent from fiscal year 
1969 to fiscal year 1971. 

With this background it should be 
easily understood why there is reason 
for concern in connection with the cuts 
in the committee bill. 

Some programs have been eliminated 
and others cut back without my support. 
We should be meeting our responsibili
ties for our national security in a more 
adequate manner. 

The Senate must remember that Sec
retary of Defense Melvin Laird and his 
associates sent to Congress requests for 
1971 of some $2.5 billion below last year's 
budget. Thus, we can see that the De
fense budget is falling rapidly despite 
the continued engagement of U.S. forces 
in Southeast Asia. 

The fiscal year 1971 budget submitted 
by Secretary Laird totaled $71.2 billion. 
Of this amount, $20.2 billion fell L"lto the 
category of military procurement and 
research and development. The commit
tee bill deals with this $20."2 billion. 

Of this amount, the Armed Services 
Committee cut the requests to $19.2 bil
lion. The committee shifted from the 
military construction account some $B33 
million in the Safeguard program so that 
all of the Safeguard costs could be dealt 
with in one bill. Thus, the committee 
made cuts of some $1.3 billion. 

One final point on the figures ·in this 
budget. Of the $19.2 billion approved 
by the committee, only about $12 billion 
is for weapon procurement, the remain
ing $7 billion being for research and de
velopment. 

Mr. President, it is worth while to call 
attention to the_fact that when Secretary 
Laird presente~ his requests, he called it 
"a rock bottoii} budget." 

While he fully recognized the obligE!.-· 
tion of Congress to examine -this bill 
very closely and work its will, he never
theless issued this warning : 

I believe that the National Security would 
be jeopardized by any further reductions in 
our Fiscal Year 1971 Defense budget request. 

These are strong words from a former 
Member of Congress. I am confident that 
he would not have uttered them unless 
he felt deeply such caution should be 
sounded. 

Therefore, I say to the Members of 
the Senate that we are treading on thin 
ice when it comes to the national secu
rity of this country as provided for in 
this bill. To cut further may well send 
us plunging into depths from which a 
recovery would not be easy. 

It would be my hope that before any 
Member of the Senate offers an amend-

ment to further cut the military pro
curement bill he examine very care
fully the consequences of such an action. 
The Senate Armed Services Committee 
and Department of Defense should be 
contacted in order that the Senator have 
as complete a set of facts as possible, in
cluding any secret information which 
might bear on his amendment. 

Mr. President, this bill comes to the 
floor with the United States still com
mitted to more than 40 nations by 
treaties or other formal agreements. It 
is the responsibility of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee to see that our De
fense Establishment is able to meet these 
commitments as well as to provide for 
our own defense. 

There has been much talk about 
cutting back on defense and cutting back 
on military activities abroad. However, 
the matter of treaty obligations is within 
the jurisdiction of the Senate .Foreign 
Relations Committee. We cannot cut 
back too much on one without cutting 
back on the other. 

Personally, I would welcome a review 
of these commitments by the Foreign 
Relations Committee. But that is in the 
purview of that committee. The point 
I wish to make here today is that so 
long as these. commitments exist, it is 
the responsibility of the Armed Services 
Committee to see that we have the de
fense strength to meet them. 

Added to this requirement is the ques
tion of , the Soviet threat. Today the 
Soviet threat is far greater than it was 1 
year ago. We are scaling down our Mili
tary Establishment while the Russians 
are charging ahead in many areas. 

They are building a naval force to 
control the seas by · going underwater. 
They already have many .more attack 
submarines than- ·the United States. 
Soviet Naw ships are appearing in 
waters around the world. 

Further, the Soviet Union has passed 
the United States. in the number of 
intercontinental ballistic missiles and 
are building ·more every day as well as 
deploying them around that country. 
Their SS-9 missiles are the most power
ful of any nation. The· United States has 
not built any new ICBM's for a number 
of years, although we are--converting our 
older ICBM's to make them more ef
fective and aecurate. ~ 

Mr. President, in favoring this legisla
tion, I speak in the interests_ of our na
tional security. In a period during which 
it is fashionable to attack the so-called 
military-industrial complex and defense 
programs, I urge caution less the Senate 
emasculate our country's defense. 

Most of all we must not lose sight of 
the fact that the weapon systems we are 
deciding upon. today may not actually 
enter the inventory of the services until 
5 or 10 years from now. Thus~ we are pro
viding today for our defense in the late 
1970's and early 19_so~s. Who better than 
the Defense Department can say what 
conditions might exist at that time? We 
must be prepared-we must assure the 
American people that they will not be 
faced with nuclear blackmail in the years 
ahead. 

Of particular importance is the pres
ervation of our strategic offensive capa
bility. This is the area in which our deter-

rent capability can assure a long period 
of peace for the American people and the 
world. The strategic advantage we have 
enjoyed since the close of World Warn 
has been allowed to decline under the 
McNamara policies of the 1960's. The 
goal then was to permit the Soviets to 
achieve parity with the United States in 
this area. 

This point has been reached in many 
areas during the past several years but 
the Soviets have kept right on building 
and deploying ICBM's, missile launch
ing submarines, orbiting missiles and 
other frightening weapons. It is clear to 
me that they desire superiority, not par
ity. If we fail to realize this situation and 
make unwise cuts in this bill our own 
generation may live under the fear of nu
clear blackmail. 

Mr. President, those who are attacking 
the military budget say they are not anti
military. They contend their interest is 
merely to save money so it can go to more 
worthy programs. In this connection, I 
am puzzled by their lack of interest in 
examining waste in -domestic programs 
where equally large sums of money are 
being spent. 

No one seems interested in doing a 
cost analysis of programs initiated by 
the Office of Economic Opportunity or 
similar programs. I would lil{e to see 
some of our domestic programs receive 
equal and intensive review as that being 
applied to the military. For several years 
the Congress has been shoveling out 
money in domestic areas where the bene
fits are more pipedreams than reality. 

Also, Mr. President, I wish to say a 
word in defense of our Military Estab
lishment. Our officers in uniform are the 
favorite whipping boys of critics who 
have shared neither their responsibilities, 
risks or sacrifices. They seem to forget 
that the man in uniform is carrying out 
the orders -of his civilian superiors. 

The vitriolic tone of this attack on the 
military and the weapons builders, all 
of whom are acting- on authority from 
the Congress and civilian officials was 
demonstrated in a book review written 
by a former Member of this body, Sen
ator JosephS. Clark. This book, authored 
by one of our colleagues, was seen by 
Mr. c ·lark as an e.xpose. He said: 

It exposed, with a devastating arr-ay of 
irrefutable facts, how an incredibly arrogant 
but equally stupid military-industrial com
plex, with little regard for integrity, has di
verted the major part of our federal tax 
resources into a wasteful and utterly un
necessary- arms race to the great damage of 
our domestic economy. 

These comments by Mr. -Clark were 
placed in the RECORD by another of our 
colleagues July 9. In referring to the De
fense Department he called it a "huge 
money wasting Goliath." This critical 
chorus does little to enhance public con
fidence and does much to obscure the 
realities of today. 
· Mr. President, in closing, let me say 

that no one claims the cost of defense 
is cheap. It would be wonderful if we 
could tise all this money to build houses, 
roads, recreation centers, parks, educa
tion facilities, and so on. But we must 
realize that none of these things will be 
safe or enjoyable in the face of nuclear 
blackmail. 
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The recommendations of the Senate 

Armed Services Committee were decided 
upon only after a most searching and 
far-reaching study of the threat and the 
alternatives. These minimum require
ments are needed to deter what we know 
our enemy is capable of doing, not what 
he might do. To cut further or delay 
these needed weapon programs i.:; tanta
mount to acceptance of mediocrity. Even 
worse. in some defense areas additional 
reductions would amount to unilateral 
disarmament. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, first, 
let me commend my distinguished col
league who is today representing the 
ranking -minority member on the com
mittee. I do not believe there is any com
mittee in the Senate that operates with 
less partisanship than the Armed Serv
ices Committee. I have listened carefully 
to his remarks. I realize some of the vital 
questions that bother him when we be
gin to try to reduce what many consider 
to be the "fat" that has crept into the 
budget, but I know, speaking for the 
Subcommittee on Research and Develop
ment, that we have tried hard not to cut 
what we believe are important matters 
for the future. We have also tried to 
make the cuts and reductions as- selec
tive and as intelligent as possible. 

I think, too, Mr. President, that I 
would be remiss if I did not say a word 
about our distinguished chairman, to 
mention the esteem which all of us on 
the Armed Services Committee hold for 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi (Mr. STENNIS), for his leadership, 
his fairness, and his patience, which are 
such that it is really a joy and an educa
tion to work with him on what is a diffi
cult and complex authorization bill. 

Mr. President, it has been my privi
lege during this past year to serve again 
as chairman of an ad hoc Subcommittee 
on Research and Development of the 
Armed Services Committee. 

Serving with me on the subcommittee 
have been the Senator from Ohio <Mr. 
YouNG), the Senator from Virginia <Mr. 
BYRD) , the Senator from California <Mr. 
MuRPHY), and the Senator from Massa
chusetts (Mr. BROOKE). 

In the performance of its duties, the 
subcommittee devoted over 70 hours to 
briefings by Defense Department officials 
in support of the Department's R.D.T. 
8i E. budget estimates. These briefings 
were supplemented by many additional 
hours of informal discussion with per
sons outside the Department with ex
pertise in defense matters. In addition, 
the subcommittee held 4 days of public 
hearings on S. 3003, a bill introduced by 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PRox
MIRE) to revamp Defense Department 
administration of its contractors' inde
pendent technical effort programs. 

The R.D.T. & E. program is perhaps 
the most difficult and challenging of all 
appropriations to understand, much less 
to examine and recommend for authori
zation. 

To the layman, it represents a very 
substantial amount of money-$7.4 bil
lion in this year's administration re
quest-which too often is assumed to be 
utilized for vague and ill-defined "re
search." 

To the scientist it is the seedbed of 

knowledge from which grows all of our 
superior weaponry. 

To the man in uniform it is the prom
ise of the future guns, tanks, ships, air
planes, and missiles which he will need to 
protect our country, our families, and our 
lives. 

But, to those who are responsible for 
formulating, managing, and executing 
the research and development program, 
including the broad range of military or
ganizations and industries which are in
volved, it represents at all times a bal
ance, within limited dollars, between the 
basic sciences which advance man's 
knowledge, the building blocks of tech
nology represented by exploratory and 
advanced development, the prototypes of 
new weapon systems which evolve from 
engineering development, and finally the 
operational developments which provide 
complete weapon systems for test and 
then employment by our military forces. 

The fiscal year 1971 request includes 
some 495 separate and distinct programs, 
referred to as program elements or budg
et subactivities. These are divided 
among the Army, Navy-including the 
Marine Corps-Air Force, and the var
ious defense agencies. 

These 495 programs consist of literally 
thousands of individual projects which in 
turn include thousands of tasks and then 
subtasks. These tens of thousands of sin
gle efforts are spread by contract and 
grant to thousands of companies of all 
sizes, to colleges and universities, and to 
not for profit institutions to buy the best 
brains, skills, and ingenuity which our 
society produces. 

The following is a list of the major 
categories into which these varied tasks 
are divided in the fiscal year 1971 
request: 

(In millions of dollars] 

Research - ------ ~ --- -------------- 369. 6 
Exploratory development___________ 897. 4 
Advanced development ___ ____ ______ 1, 112. 7 
Engineering development __________ 1, 406.9 
Operational systems development ___ 2, 341.5 
Management and support __________ 1, 167. 5 
Emergency funds------------------ 50.0 
Financing adjustment_____________ 56. 0 

Total----------------------- 7,401.6 

Before proceeding to an explanation of 
the committee's action on this total 
budget, I would like to say a few words 
about each of these major categories: 

"Research," as its name implies, in
volves the advancement of knowledge in 
those areas of the basic sciences with po
tential military relevance. Contrary to 
popular impression, only 5 percent of the 
total R. & D. budget is expended on such 
research. 

The categories of "Exploratory devel
opment" and "Advanced development" 
represent the next two building blocks on 
the way to procurement items. "Explora
tory development" is really synonymous 
with applied research. It might consist, 
for example, of work on ·certain compo
nent parts of a possible avionics system 
for a new aircraft. "Advanced develop
ment" involves the final definition of sub
systems of new possible weapons systems. 
It would be here, for example, thwt the 
new avionics system itself would finally 
be put together. "Exploratory" and "Ad
vanced development" consume 12 per-

cent and 15 percent, respectively, of the 
fiscal year 1971 R.D.T. & E. budget re
quest. 

"Engineering development" and "Op
erational system development" involve 
the putting together of individual subsys
tems into major new weapons systems. 
Which of the two categories a given sys
tem falls into hinges on whether a pro
duction go-ahead has been given to it by 
the Department of Defense. Fifty percent, 
or $3.7 billion, of the fiscal year 1971 
R.D.T. & E. request falls into these two 
categories. Included in them are all the 
major weapons systems on which our se
curity will depend for the next decade 
and more. 

About 15 percent of the R.D.T. & E. 
budget, or $1.2 billion is devoted to ''Pro
gram management and support." These 
funds pay for the operation, manage
ment, and maintenance of the defense 
research establishment. Included are the 
salaries of some 88,000 civilian scientific 
engineering, technical, administrative, 
and maintenance personnel who man 
the 130 Government-owned installa
tions also supported by this program·. 
Another 32,000 Inilitary personnel en
gaged on R. & D. work at these facilities 
are paid from another appropriation. 

The "Emergency fund" and "Financ
ing adjustment" involve much smaller 
funding--$50 million and $~6 million, 
respectively-but considerable attention 
has been devoted to them by the com
mittee. 

The committee has .recommended ap
proval of the former and disapproval of 
the latter. Inasmuch as these decisions 
were closely interrelated, and because 
the emergency fund request was the sub
ject of an amendment on the fioor last 
year, I would like to say a few words 
about our re~soning at this time. 

Emergency fund: This account is pre.:. 
cisely what its name implies-a pool of 
money to which the Department can turn 
to meet emergencies which arise during 
a fiscal year and which cannot be fore
seen in advance. Surely it must be recog
nized that emergencies-arising· perhaps 
as a result of new data gathered by our 
intelligence organizations-are an inevi
table part of the defense business. Un
less a special fund is available to meet 
such emergencies, they b,ave to be met 
by a reprograming of funds original
ly allocated to other programs. Such.re
programing can result in a serious dis
ruption of ongoing efforts, with the bene
fits of the uncompleted research and the 
services of the men conducting it being 
lost in the process. It is for these reasons 
that the committee recommends approval 
of the Department's $50 million emer
gency fund request. This action has been 
coupled, however, with action designed 
to squeeze well over $100 million of 
'"'water" fTom the Department's 
R.D.T. & E. budget. 

Financing adjustment: The first part 
of this "squeeze" involves elimination of 
the financing adjustment. This $56 mil
lion request represents the Defense De
partment's estimate of the amount of 
R.D.T. & E. funds authorized and appro
priated in fiscal years prior to fiscal year 
1971 which will remain unobligated as of 
June 30, 1971. These are funds, in other 
words, already in the Department1s hands 
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for which no use is planned at any time 
during the coming fiscal year. Nonethe
less, the Department, for reasons set 
forth in more detail on pages 13-15 of 
the committee report, has requested re
authorization of these funds. Because no 
adequate justification of this request has 
been made, the committee recommends a 
disapproval of it. 

The committee has also conducted a 
thorough investigation designed to un
cover those programs the implementa
tion of which has so been delayed that 
fiscal year 1970 funds, provided for those 
programs, have not been used and are 
available for use in fiscal year 1971. It 
has then reduced the fiscal year 1971 
funds requested for these programs by 
an appropriate amount. A list of seve.ral 
smaller programs with respect to which 
this action was taken-for savings of 
$50.2 million-is shown on page 76. of 
the committee report. The same prm
ciple has played a role in tJ:Ie commit
tee's action on several maJor weapon 
systems, among them SCAD and the. B--1. 

It is the opinion of the committee, 
and certainly of this Senator, that these 
actions have been far more effective and 
efficient in their elimination of essen
tially discretionary defense research 
funds than would the elimination of, or 
a cut in, the Department's "Emergency 
fund" request. 

As I indicated earlier, the R.D.T. & E. 
budget consists of 495 individual pro
gram elements which include literally 
thousands of projects and tasks. Conse
quently, despite the familiarity of sub
committee members with many of these 
programs as a result of ~ast year'~ work, 
and despite the expenditure of literally 
twice the time and effort this year as 
opposed to last, the subcommittee was 
obliged to concentrate on programs 
which fell into the following categories: 

First. Large dollars requested. 
Second. Large increases over fiscal year 

1970. 
Third. New programs in fiscal year 

1971. 
The subcommittee did not attempt to 

compensate for this inevitable ~ack. of 
comprehensive coverage by directmg 
broad percentage cuts at those areas of 
the budget it did not review in depth. 
It resisted this temptation for several 
reasons, and it would be well to spell 
them out at this time. 

The first was the subcommittee's 
awareness of the constantly increasing 
Soviet research and development pro
gram. During the past decade, Soviet 
research and development in all areas 
has been growing at a rate of about 10 
percent a year, while u.s. research and 
development across the board has essen
tially leveled off. 

The comparison is even more dramat
ic when one examines only those re
search and development expenditures 
related to military, atomic energy, and 
space work. During the 1960's, Soviet 
military research and development in
creased by about 60 percent while U.S. 
military research and development in
creased by roughly 30 percent. And esti
mates for 1970 show the Soviets ahead 
of the United States by more than 20 
percent in absolute dollar terms. 

The validity of these sta~istics is not 

without question. And there is no neces
sary relationship between the amount 
of funds expended and the quality of 
work produced. But trends of such per
sistence should make one pause before 
slashing away blindly at areas one has 
not reviewed. 

A closely related second reason for the 
subcommittee's disavowal of broad per
centage cuts has been the changes in the 
size of the R.D.T. & E. budget in the 2 
short years of the subcommittee's ex
istence. Last year the budget submitted 
to Congress totaled $8.2 billion. This 
year's budget submission was $7.4 bil
lion, a reduction of $800 million in dol
lar terms, and a reduction of even larger 
magnitude when the effects of inflation 
are considered. 

The subcommittee was mindful, also, 
that the bulk of this reduction taken in 
precisely those areas it did not examine 
closely. The Defense Department, no less 
than other bureaucratic complexes, is 
subject to institutional pressures which 
often inhibit wise decisionmaking when 
periods of retrenchment occur. In such 
periods, it is a natural phenomenon for 
the services and the Defense agencies to 
do all they can to protect their largest 
and most prestigious programs. Cuts are 
focused, as a result, in the manpower 
area and in those basic research and ex
ploratory development areas which have 
little institutional support behind them. 

For all these reasons, then, the sub
committee believes that its decision to 
focus attention on large and fast-increas
ing programs was entirely proper and 
justified. 

Not only have these large weapons 
system programs been less closely 
pruned by the Defense Department it
self-they have been a major source of 
the past mistakes which have focused 
increasing criticism in recent years on 
our defense spending generally. 

It is here that the cost overrruns we 
have heard so much about have most 
often occurred. It is here that we have 
spent billions on highly touted new pro
grams which offered only marginal im
provements over those programs they 
were designed to replace. It is here that 
we have seen the development of systems 
so complex and sophisticated that tbey 
have never been able to function ade
quately even in the performance of their 
primary task. It is here that we have 
seen . costly and undue duplication, as 
each service has sought its own version 
of a given system, to avoid reliance on 
similar systems in the hands of others. 
And it :.S here, it seems at times, that we 
have seen the development of systems, 
even absent duplication, which add more 
to the prestige of their service sponsors 
than to the defense of our country. 

It is in the supervision of these major 
weapon systems developments that not 
only the Office of the Secretary of De
fense, but the Congress as well, must 
have a major impact. It is on these sys
tems that the subcommittee has focused 
its attention. 

As a result of its investigations, the 
subcommittee recommended and the 
committee accepted a total reduction in 
the funds requested of $464.1 million, or 
6.3 percent of the $7.4 billion· requesteq 
of the Congress. This re~uction was par-

tially offset by a transfer of $79 million 
for the purchase of two S-3A test air
craft from the procurement to the RD.T. 
& E. account, where the funds properly 
belonged in the first place. The resulting 
net reduction of $385.1 million will pro
vide an authorization of $7.016 billion. 
This is $249.1 million lower than the 
amount authorized in the House bill, not
withstanding the impact of the funds 
transferred for the S-A test aircraft. 

The details of the specific reductions 
made are set forth in the committee re
port, where they are addressed in far 
better depth than I could hope to address 
them at this time. I would like to high
light, however, what I regard as the 
most significant of these reductions. 

First. A cut of $50 million from the 
$100 million requested by the Air Force 
for the B-1. 

Second. A denial of the $17.6 million 
requested by the Army for the Cheyenne 
helicopter, . together with a cancellation 
of the Cheyenne development contract. 

Both of these actions are of sufficient 
significance that I would like to address 
them separately at another time. 

Third. An elimination of the $15.7 mil
lion requested by the Army and Air Force 
for Project Mallard. Mallard is an ambi
tious international communications pro
gram with long term implications in the 
billions of dollars. 

The committee believes it inappropri
ate for the Department of Defense to 
embark on an international development 
program of this nature and magnitude 
when a militarywide tactical communi
cations system has never been developed 
for the military services of the United 
States itself and when the DOD inven
tory is replete with communications 
equipment having a lack of commonality. 

Fourth. A reduction of $27 million in 
the $77 million requested by the Air Force 
for the Minuteman rebasing program. 
This is a program involving several op
tions, in addition to those being explored 
under the Safeguard and advanced bal
listic missile defense programs, for im
proving the survivability of our land
based ICBM deterrent. 

The $31.6 million of the funds request
ed are for use in research on hardened 
silos, with hard-rock silos receiving con
siderable attention. Hard-rock silos do 
not appear to be a promising option. Not 
only would they be terribly expensive, but 
they would become increasingly vulner
able to improvements in the accuracy of 
attacking missiles. The committee report 
directs an orderly termination of hard
rock-silo research. This action, if imple
mented, will insure that we never be
come committed to the multibillion dol
lar costs which a hard-rock silo program 
would entail. 

Fifth. A reduction of $20 million in 
the $158 million requested by the Army 
for the advanced ballistic missile defense 
program. This program involves research 
on the frontiers of ABM technology, and 
the funds requested represent a substan
tial jump from the $110 million ap
pro:ved by Congress last year. The 
bulk of this increase, however, is ac
counted for. by projects devoted to im
proved Hardsite development, and these 
projects are fully supprted by the com
mittee. 
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Sixth. A reduction of $15 million in 
the $89.3 million requested by the Army 
for the SAM-D surface-to-air missile 
program. The effect of this reduction 
will be to postpone all engineering de
velopment work on SAM-D until fiscal 
year 1972. In conjunction with this re
duction, the committee calls upon the 
Defense Department, during fiscal year 
1971, to conduct an extensive review of 
the system's specifications, with partic
ular emphasis on its horizontal and ver
tical ranges. Consideration should be 
given, during this review, to the per
formance capabilities of the Air Force 
F-15 aircraft which is planned to be em
ployed in conjunction with SAM-D to 
assure air superiority to our Army in the 
field. The objective of this review should 
be the elimination of all inessential 
SAM-D capabilities which should re
sult in reduced procurement costs if 
and when the system is authorized for 
procurement. 

Seventh. A reduction of $1.8 million 
in the $5.7 million requested for foreign 
military security environments studies 
and of $1.3 million in the $4.2 million 
requested for policy planning studies. 
This amounts to a reduction of 30 
percent in the funds requested for these 
two social and behavioral sciences study 
programs. Both of these programs were 
subject to criticism in last year's debate, 
on the grounds that the work involved 
could be undertaken more appropriately 
by the State rather than the Defense 
Department. It was hoped that ar
rangements could be developed during 
fiscal year 1970 for the transfer of much 
of this work to State. Recently, an 
agreement was reached for the joint 
State-DOD use of some $500,000 of fis
cal year 1970 funds. It is the commit
tee's expectation that its action this year 
will underscore the need for additional 
such steps both within the State and 
Defense Department themselves and at 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Eighth. A denial of the $33.6 million re
quested by the Air Force for contract de
finition and initiation of development on 
the propulsion, navigation, and decoy 
electronics subsystems of the Subsonic 
Cruise Armed Decoy-SCAD. While the 
committee does not contest the impor
tance of this system in improving the 
penetration capability of our manned 
bombers, formal approval of the program 
has not yet been received by the Air Force 
from the Secretary of Defense, and there 
is no indication as to when such ap
proval will be given. Assuming that ap
proval is forthcoming, there are $9 mil
lion of unused fiscal 1970 funds remain
ing and these should be sufficient to sup
port requirements during fiscal year 1971. 

In addition to its review of the budget 
request, the subcommittee drafted regu
latory language in three areas of inter
est. These provisions were also accepted 
by the committee. 

There are three provisions dealing with 
the controversial area of chemical and 
biological warfare. 

The first, section 506(a) is a reenact
ment of a provision in last year's bill 
which would continue for another year 
the prohibition of procurement of deliv-
ery systems specifically designed to dis-

seminate lethal chemical agents or for 
the procurement of delivery system parts 
or components designed for this purpose. 
While research and development work on 
new binary chemical munitions will not 
be prohibited under section 506 (a) , its 
reenactment will insure that no binary 
or other chemical munitions of a lethal 
nature are used without the expressed 
consent of Congress. 

A second provision, section 506(b), is 
an amendment to the permanent restric
tions on CBW activities contained in 
last year's bill. Section 506(b) would 
insure that the disposal of biological 
stockpiles which will be required as a 
result of the President's decision of last 
November 25, as well as the disposal of 
any lethal chemical stockpiles deter
mined to be necessary in the future, 
would not be undertaken until the Sur
geon General of the Public Health Serv
ice had reviewed the proposed plans for 
their disposal and determined what pre
cautionary measures, if any, were re
quired to protect the public health and 
safety. Section 506 Cb) would insure also 
that foreign governments were notified 
prior to the disposal of any biological 
or lethal chemical agents within their 
countries. Section 506Cb) is necessary, 
the committee feels, because the disposal 
of stockpiles was not addressed in the 
permanent restrictions in last year's 
bill. 

The third provision, section 506(c), 
calls for a study, to be conducted by the 
National Academy of Sciences, into the 
ecological and physiological conse
quences inherent generally in the use 
of herbicides and also into the specific 
ecological and physiological effects 
which have followed from our use of 
herbicides as defoliants in Vietnam. Sec
tion 506 <c) authorizes the use of funds 
authorized for the fiscal year 1971 CBW 
program, for use in the financing of this 
study. The committee believes that such 
a study is essential in light of the dis
turbing evidence which has been uncov
ered in recent years on the possible ef
fects of herbicides. It commends the re
cent decision of the Defense Department 
to suspend further use in Southeast 
Asl.a of herbicides containing 2,4,5-T. 

The other regulatory provisions con
cern Department of Defense funding 
of its contractors' independent technical 
effort and the reenactment, as section 
204, of section 203 of last year's bill, 
prohibiting the expenditure of defense 
funds on any research projects which 
lack a direct and apparent relationship 
to a specific military function or opera
tion. I would like to comment on each 
of these provisions more fully at a later 
time. 

Mr. President, it has been a privilege 
to serve again as chairman of the ad hoc 
Subcommittee on Research and Develop
ment. 

The subcommittee was aided in its 
selection of programs for detailed review 
by the excellent work of the Tactical Air 
Subcommittee chaired by the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON) and that of 
the Bomber Defense Subcommittee, 
chaired by the distinguished chairman 
of the full committee, the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS). In almost all 

instances, the R. & D. subcommittee de
ferred to these subcommittees for the 
review of research and development pro
grams within their jurisdictions. The 
R. & D. subcommittee deferred, also, in 
the case of the Army tank program, 
which was reviewed in great depth by 
the full committee. 

I would like to say a word of thanks 
at this time, also, to Mr. Hyman Fine of 
the Armed Services Committee staff and 
Mr. Ross Hamachek of my own staff, 
both of whom aided the subcommittee 
in its often thorough and painstaking 
review of this extremely complex and 
intricate budget. 

In conclusion, I believe that the com
mittee's actions in the research and de
velopment area will provide the Con
gress with the type of control of research 
and development expenditures which all 
of us so strongly desire. 

Perhaps the reasons for some of the 
committee's actions in the area will be 
unclear to Senators who did not partic
ipate in formulating them. 

No doubt other actions will give rise 
to honest differences of opinion regard
ing their underlying wisdom. 

There will be ample time for both 
clarification and the joining of debate in 
the weeks ahead. In order that misun
derstandings may be avoided and in or
der to facilitate the process of debate, 
I would greatly appreciate it if all col
leagues with questions or amendments 
to the R. & D. portion of the bill would 
bring these to my attention at the ear
liest possible time. 

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

Mr. MciNTYRE. I yield to my good 
chairman. 

Mr. STENNIS. I want to again thank 
the Senator from New Hampshire for 
the intensive work he has done on the 
bill. I think his remarks today show how 
comprehensive that work has been. The 
Senator and his committee have defined 
in depth, I think for the first time, this 
massive part of the bill, covering re
search, development, testing, and evalu
ation. He has dug in and has given us 
a figure for the first time as to how 
much of it is for basic research and what 
is the cost of operating the extensive 
testing facilities that we have so that it 
is really an understandable item. 

An evaluation of the research to be 
passed on is interesting. When we started 
out, we did not have any research 
and development in the bill at all. Then 
we first started authorizing appropria
tions for missiles and planes. Then we 
put in research for planes, missiles, and 
hardware. 

Then we finally ended up by putting 
in all research. That is when it got so 
large and made it so difficult to analyze. 

I am sure the proof of the work of the 
subcommitee will live for years. I know 
it has strengthened the research depart
ment rather than restricted it but, at 
the same time, it is saving money, too. 
I think that is a milestone in legislative 
history. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I thank the chairman. 
The Senator from Mississippi already 
knows how I feel about working with him 
on the committee. 
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Mr. STENNIS. I certainly appreciate 

the Senator's feeling. It is a mutual feel
ing. I want the Senator to be here during 
all of the debate. 
. Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. MciNTYRE. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I, too, commend the 

Senator from New Hampshire on an ex
cellent job. He has given a clear and in
cisive picture of military research and de
velopment expenditures, and I think has 
taken a very responsible action on it. 

As I understand the Senator from New 
Hampshire, he cut $464 million, below 
the President's request, if we allow for 
comparable figures, a cut of about 6. 7 
percent. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. That is about right. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. That is a very sub

stantial reduction. I think the Senator 
and his committee have made a respon
sible reduction. 

I am interested in a statement made in 
the course of the Senator's speech in 
which he said the Soviet Union is now 
spending more on military research in 
actual dollars than the United States is. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. MciNTYRE. It is. I am not sure 

about the validity of my precise figures, 
but I do know that Dr. Foster, who is 
Director of Defense Research and Engi
neering, is very concerned about main
taining our strong technological base, and 
the indications are that the Russians 
have been moving up considerably in this 
field. 

As I tried to indicate to the Senator 
from South Carolina, this trend was al
ways in the back of our minds. We did 
not want to make blind cuts of 7 or 8 or 9 
percent in all areas. We tried to go to 
those areas when we could take a hard 
look and where we could operate with 
something more than intuition. We were 
always conscious of the recent research, 
development, test, and evaluation efforts 
of the Soviet Union, and we may be 
approaching a level of effort in research, 
development, test, and evaluation below 
which we do not want to go, particularly 
when we take into consideration infla-

. tion and real dollars. The Defense De
partment felt that the cuts in this area 
were very deep. Dr. Foster is quite dis
turbed about them. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If our level of re
search is lower than that of the Soviet 
Union, then it seems to me it is a mat
ter of misplaced priorities by the De
fense Department, because, in abso
lute dollars, there is $72 billion in 
the overall budget, and military con
struction, AEC and military aid spend
ing brings overall defense expendi
tures up to $75 billion. The London Of
fice of Strategic Studies has stated that 
Russia is spending $40 billion military 
total, if we adjust both for the lower cost 
of living and lower salaries paid in the 
Soviet Union and for the difference be
tween dollars and rubles. So all together 
we spend almost twice as much as the 
Soviet Union does on our defense. Yet the 
Senator from New Hampshire says we 
spend less in absolute dollars for military 
research. 

Military research is the name of the 
game. After all, if we are going to have 
an effective military force, we have to 

have military research that bears a very 
large share of all military expenditures. 

I would think we would want to recon
sider our overall military priorities, per
haps moving some of the resources we 
have devoted to other military areas into 
research. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. That may well be. I 
think what we all realize on the sub
committee is that we must maintain our 
technological base and do it in a most 
efficient manner. L 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I agree with that 
wholeheartedly. 

I would like to make one other point 
with the Senator from New Hampshire. 
This refers to independent research and 
development. As the Senator knows~ I 
offered an amendment last year, which 
was accepted in part, very graciously, 
by the Senator from Mississippi <Mr. 
STENNIS) and the Armed Services Com
mittee, and it was· held in conference. 
Senator STENNIS suggested I introduce 
a bill, on which hearings could be held. 
As the Senator has stated, it is enor- · 
mously important-$625 million is in
volved. I understand 95 percent goes to 
50 companies, or an av~ra.ge of $12 
million to a company. 

Of course, it is very lucrative and highly 
profitable to have thousands of dollars for 
independent research and development. 
There is no line item; the accountability 
has been vague in the past. I am de
lighted that the Senator, as I understand 
it, has made this an identifiable item and 
put a ceiling on· it-a ceiling which, as I 
understand, is below the ceiling we have 
had heretofore. So I think this is a very 
commendable improvement over our past 
operations, and I think the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), the Senator 
from New Hampshire <Mr. MciNTYRE) 
and other members of the committee, 
but especially Senator MciNTYRE, who is 
responsible in this area, deserve a great 
deal of credit and the thanks of the 
Senate. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. I thank the Senator. 
As I indicated to the Senator. privately, 
I shall have a more detailed statement 
later on I.R. & D. I will say now, how
ever, that most of the committee agreed 
that independent research and develop
ment is one area where we get great value 
for our research dollars. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. What bothers me 
about the independent research and de
velopment is that there is no account
ability. We were not able to see what we 
got, and in case after case, it turned out 
that the money was spent on matters 
which have no connection whatever with 
the military. In one case it was spent on 
urban development, as I recall. I believe 
that if the taxpayer is paying for one 
purpose, he should have the money spent 
for that purpose devoted to it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me further on that 
point? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. As long as we are speak

ing about where the credit goes, the Sen
ator from Wisconsin is entitled to a great 
deal of credit on the item of research as a 
whole, an~ that specific part to which he 
has just referred, the independent re
search. In the Proxmire amendment and 
then in the Proxmire bill, he has not only 

·. 

brought a fine, intelligent focus -on and 
presentation of it, but he has spurred us 
on in our work as well, and I want to 
publicly thank him now, as I have already 
done in private. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. Surely no one in the 
Senate can speak more authoritatively 
than he on the subject of research and 
development. 

Mr. President, what I should like to do 
this afternoon is try to put this bill in 
an overall perspective, and try to show 
the necessity for reductions in the bill, 
not only from the point of view of our 
military strength, but of our overall na
tional strength in terms of our having a 
healthy society and a strong country, 
which is, of course, of fundamental im
portance in terms of our trying to defend 
ourselves. 
THE MILITARY BUDGET-MISDIRECTED PRIORITIES 

We have before us the military au
thorization bill, which covers chiefly the 
future procurement of planes, tanks, 
ships, guns, and missiles, and the funds 
we intend to spend for military research 
and development. Involved are budge
tary requests for about $20 billion of the 
$72 billion military budget for fiscal year 
1971. 

But in fact we have before us a series 
of far broader issues. How do we really 
protect the security of the United States 
of America? How large a military budg
et do we need to do this? How does the 
military budget fit in with the domestic 
needs of the country and the political, as 
opposed to our military, needs abroad? 
What effect does military spending have 
on our economy? 

We should ask what are the real capa
bilities of our potential enemies How 
strong are they and how strong can they 
become? Do we need all the bases we 
have scatterea around the world in or
der to protect the security of the United 
States? What are the real purposes of 
many of the weapons we are asked to au
thorize? Are they really needed for the 
security of th3 United States or do they 
result from economic pressures, inter
service rivalries, or the lack of control 
of military spending, past and present, 
on the part of the President, the Defense 
Department, the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the Congress itself? 

What we need to ask ourselves is 
whether we are not spending a dispro
portionate amount of our treasury and 
our resources on the military establish
ment. 

I say that given the need to protect the 
country, the capabilities of our poten
tial enemies, the strength of our allies, 
the social needs we have at home, the 
cruel effects of excessive military spend
ing on our economy, the requirements 
for prudence and efficiency in procure
ment, the need to provide for domestic 
tranquillity, and the overwhelming im
portance of gaining from all groups and 
sections of our society the fun dam en tal 
support of our government and our sys-
tem and the democratic processes, we 
are now spending far too much on the 
military. 

It is my purpose to elaborate many of 
these points and to argue that issue here 
today. ·That is the setting, and in my 
view, the only setting in which we can 
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intelligently judge this bill and the mili
tary appropriations bill which will carry 
out the authority in this and previous 
bills and acts of the Congress. 

OUR STRATEGIC FORCES ARE MORE THAN 

SUFFICIENT 

The purposes of our strategic forces 
are, as I understand it, two in number. 

We must be so strong that if an en
emy launches an all-out attack on us, 
we can strike back. He must know that if 
he does this, he will destroy himself in 
the process. That is what is called "as
sured destruction capability." 

Mr. President, we have that in spades. 
It is unfortunate that we and the So

viet Union rely on a state of mutual ter
ror to prevent an all-out nuclear war. 
Since they too have the atom and hy
drogen bombs and the means of deliver
ing them, the nature of both our deter
rence and their deterrence must be such 
as not to goad each other into a pre
emptive first strike. 

HUGE STRATEGIC ARSENAL 

Since 1960 we have spent between $15 
and $18 billion a year on our strategic 
nuclear forces. We have a triple deter
rent. We have built up our land-based 
intercontinental ballistic missiles. There 
are now some 1,054 of these ICBM 
launchers. 

We have built up our submarine fleet. 
We have a force of 41 Polaris submarines 
and at least some 656 SLBM launchers. 

In addition to that, we now have some 
581 intercontinental bombers capable of 
delivering nuclear warheads, in our stra
tegic arsenal. None of this is secret. These 
figures are all outlined in the annual pos
ture statement of the Secretary of De
fense. 

These three -strategic deterrents can 
deliver some 4,200 nuclear warheads-
what are called "total force loadings." 

In addition to all of this, we have 
ringed the Soviet Union with a large 
number of medium range missiles and 
we have Navy and Air Force medium 
range bombers and other tactical air
craft which can also carry nuclear 
weapons. 

CAPABLE OF INFLICTING HORRIBLE DAMAGE 

But what do we need to provide an 
"assured destruction capability?" Sec
retary McNamara published a damage 
table in 1968 giving some of the assump
tions on which our deterrent is based. 

He believed there was an unacceptable 
level of damage which we could inflict 
on the Soviet Union after a nuclear at
tack on us. Such an ability to retaliate 
would therefore deter them from attack 
This has generally been taken as a 
level of damage which would include 
25 percent of the population of the 
Soviet Union and approximately 75 per
cent of their industry. Surely that should 
be sufficient to deter the Soviet Union 
from attacking us. 

According to Secretary McNamara's 
table, the equivalent of 400 one-megaton 
delivered warheads could achieve this 
purpose. That number could wipe out 74 
million Russians or 30 percent of their 
estimated 1972 population. It would also 
wipe out more than 7.5 percent of their 
industrial capacity. This is the horrible 
state of the world. 

TEN TIMES NUCLEAR FORCE NEEDED TO INFLICT 

UNACCEPTABLE DAMAGE 

Without counting medium-range mis
siles or bombers, or any increase in 
strength due to the MLRV'ing of either 
the Minuteman or Polaris submarines, 
we now have at least 4,200 total force 
loadings. This is 10 times the number 
needed to kill 74 million Russians or 30 
percent of their population and to de
stroy 75 percent of their industry. 

What I am saying, Mr. President, is 
that we now have 10 times the number 
necessary to achieve that destructive ca
pability which Secretary McNamara de
fined as being sufficient to assure an ef
fective deterrent. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
made up from the annual Posture State
ments giving the numbers of our launch
ers, bombers, and force loadings, be 
printed in the RECORD, together with fig
ures from the damage table first pub
lished by Secretary McNamara in Janu
ary 1968 but updated for the 1972 Rus
sian population. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TABLE 1.-U.S. STRIKE FORCES, DOD POSTURE STATEMENTS 

ICBM launchers __ ____ 
SLBM launchers ______ 

TotaL ________ 
Intercontinental 

bombers ••• ________ 

Total force 
loadings: Ap-
proximate 
number of 

Oct. I, 
I966 
(I) 

934 
512 

I,446 

680 

warheads. ___________ _ 

Oct. I. Sept. I, 
1967 1968 

(2) (3) 

1, 054 1, 054 
656 656 

1, 710 I, 710 

697 646 

4,500 4,200 

Sept. I, 
1972 

(4) 

I , 054 
656 

I, 710 

581 

4, 200 

TABLE 2.-SECRETARY McNAMARA'S DAMAGE TABLE 
ESTIMATE OF SOVIET POPULATION AND INDUSTRY 
DESTRUCTION 

(Assumed 1972 total population of 247 million; urban population 
of 116 million) 

Total 
population 

1 MT equivalent fatalities 
delivered warheads (millions) 

IOO_____ ____________ 37 
200 ____ _____________ . 52 
400___ ______________ 74 
800___ ___ ___________ 96 
1, 200_________ ______ I09 
1, 600 .••••• -----~--- 116 

Industrial 
capacity 

destroyed 
Percent (percent) 

15 59 
2I 72 
30 76 
39 77 
44 77 
47 77 

MOVING TO INCREASE CAPACITY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Now we intend to in
crease our destructive capability. Now 
we are MIRVing certain of our Minute
man missiles and equipping many of 
our Polaris submarines with multiple 
weapons. 

A very conservative public estimate of 
the additional nuclear warheads to be 
added to our strategic offensive weapons 
as a result of these actions is 5J400. This 
will bring the total to some 9,600 war
heads by the 1974-75 period. And this 
does not include the additional number of 
warheads that could be delivered by some 
4,000 tactical aircraft and medium range 
missiles. 

DIMINISHING RETURNS 

One interes·ting aspect of all of this is 
that, according to Secretary McNamara's 

damage table, a doubling of the number 
of delivered warheads from 400 to 800 
does not double the damage. A doubling 
of the number o.f delivered warheads will 
increase the population fatalities by only 
9 percent-or from 30 percent to 39 per
cent. A doubling of the delivered war
heads from 400 to 800 hardly increases 
the amount of industry destroyed. It 
raises that figure by only 1 percent--from 
76 percent to 77 percent, or a figure which 
is too small to be important. We double 
the missiles, but only raise the amount of 
industry destroyed from 76 percent to 77 
percent, or a figure which is too small to 
be important. 

There is, therefore, a very definite law 
of diminishing returns which operates 
\vith respect to the size of our nuclear 
deterrent. 

Yet with 4,200 weapons in our inter
continental arsenal <and some believe we 
already have more than 6,000) plus those 
which can be delivered by medium range 
missiles or tactical aircraft, we are now 
moving on through this bill and other 
bills to increase our official nuclear force 
loadings from 4,200 to 9.600, or by 129 
percent. 

FANATICISM 

As George Santayana once said, fa
naticism means redoubling one's efforts 
after having lost sight of one's aims. 

What possible reason is there to move 
on this way? If 400 delivered warheads 
will inflict an unacceptable damage on 
the Soviet Union, why do we need 25 
times that many? Why after spending 
$15 to $18 billion a year to produce this 
massive destruction and this horrible 
genie, should we continue to spend $18 
billion a year for these purposes? 

ARGUMENTS REFUTED 

There are two reasons which are often 
given which I think should be refuted now 
and refuted outright. One was made by 
Joseph Alsop, only this week. The other 
has been made on numerous occasions 
by the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Laird. 
I am certain that neither of these able 
men will confuse an intellectual argu
ment with them as a personal attack 
upon them, as my only purpose is to at
tack their arguments and assumptions 
and not their persons. 

Mr. Alsop cites the fact that the "near 
monopoly of nuclear weapons which this 
country enjoyed" at the time of the 
Korean War has vanished. But he also 
complains that: 

With feckless shortsightedness, the 5-to-1 
margin in nuclear strategic weapons that 
this country still possessed in President 
Kennedy's time has also been allowed to van
ish. In intercontinental rirtssiles today, the 
U.S.-Soviet ratio is in fad 1 to 1.2, and it 
will be 1 to 1.4 in no more than a year or so. 

He continues: 
RATIOS MISLEADING 

In short, a continous deterioration of 
the balance of power between this country 
and the Soviet Union had been permitted 
for some years. 

There is the argument. What is the 
answer? 

First of all, the figures and ratios may 
be somewhat misleading, for it appears 
that Mr. Alsop has left out of his calcula
tions and his ratios our submarine and 
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bomber fleets, our medium range missiles, 
and our tactical aircraft. He talks only of 
"intercontinental" missiles. In addition 
to that, he has left out the fact that as 
of the latest posture report, we have 
4,200 ''total force loadings" as opposed to 
1,350 for the Soviet Union, or one-third 
our number-page 102, Secretary of De
fense 1971 posture statement. But let us 
overlook that. Let us accept the fact that 
his figures are accurate and are not mis
leading. 

What are we supposed to do about 
it? We have 10 times the number of de
liverable warheads that are needed to 
inflict an unacceptable level of damage 
on the Soviet Union. Does Mr. Alsop want 
us to spend billions of dollars more so 
that we will have 50 times instead of 10 
times the number of warheads we need? 
And what good would that do? For a 
few months or years in time, we might 
once again have a ratio of 5 to 1 over 
the Soviet Union. But soon they, too, 
would increase their numbers to a level 
equal to ours. 

Then both of us would have 50 times, 
instead of 10 times, the number of de
liverable warheads needed to inflict an 
unacceptable amount of punishment on 
the other. 

ENOUGH IS ENOUGH 

I would think that enough is enough. 
We both have enough to blow up the 
world many times over. Why do we need 
more in order to match each other in 
unneeded and excessive capacity? 

This is one place where the talk of 
ratios or the balance of power is both 
irrelevant and misleading. Enough for 
M::·. Alsop's argument on that point. 

SOVIET FffiST STRIKE DOES NOT EXIST 

But Mr. Laird has used another argu
ment. He has said that the Soviet Union 
is going for a "first strike" capability, 
and make no doubt about it. On that basis 
he, too, has argued for this vast in
crease in nuclear launchers and warheads 
and other strategic nuclear systems. 

But it turns out that the Soviet Union 
does not have nor is it going to have a 
''first strike" capability. A "first strike" 
capability is the ability to knock out our 
retaliatory forces and to inflict such ini
tial punishment on us that we would 
be unable to deploy the weapons of our 
"assured destructive capability." 

What Mr. Laird was talking about was 
the Russians' SS-9 missile, the fact that 
it may have multi:rle warheads even 
though they may not be "independently 
targetable," and its destructive capacity. 
But it is not a "first strike" weapon. The 
Soviet Union does not now have nor does 
anyone I know argue seriously that it 
will soon have a "first strike" capability. 

The SS-9, if launched, could inflict 
damage on our fixed land-based missiles. 
But our submarine-launched ballistic 
missiles remain invulnerable. Our in
tercontinental bombers are about as 
effective as they have been in recent 
times, and the medium-range missiles 
and medium bombers and other tactical 
aircraft are still a powerful backup force 
to our main strategic systems. 

When pressed on this point, Secretary 
Laird backed down. The Russians do not 
have a "first strike" capability, as it has 
always been defined, even with the ss-
9. 

WE CAN SAFELY CUT STRATEGIC BUDGET 

We are now spending $18' billion a year 
on our strategic forces. The President's 
budget proposed that amount for next 
year. The report by Members of Con
gress for Peace Through Law, of which 
I am proud to be a sponsor, points out 
that we can maintain our three separate 
deterrent forces, keep an overwhelming 
and awesome assured destruction capa
bility, assure ourselves of more than 7-
000 deliverable warheads, and still c~t 
$4 billion from the strategic budget. 

That would not only be a "sufficient" 
deterrent but by any calculation it also 
would be an "overwhelming" deterrent. 

In their judgment and in my judg
ment we could cut $4 billion from the 
strategic budget and remain as secure 
as it is possible to remain in a nuclear 
world. 

As so many have pointed out, if we 
erect ABM's, MIRV our land-based mis
siles, procure a new manned strategic 
bomber, or double the number of our de
liverable warheads, we do not increase 
our security. 

As Herbert York so ably proves in 
his new book, "Race to Oblivion," while 
the military power of the United States 
has been steadily increasing, the secu
rity of the country has been rapidly and 
inexorably decreasing. 

Under the proposal of Members of 
Congress for Peace Through Law, we 
could cut $4 billion from the proposed 
$18 billion strategic budget and still carry 
out the research and development for 
the ABM, the B-1 bomber, and the 
ULMS system-which, of course, is the 
newest underwater system and is in ad
vance even of the Poseidon operation
and continue but not speed up the Posei
don MIRV program. All of this would be 
in addition to our present overwhelm
ing nuclear capability. Why do we need 
more? 

GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

The Department of Defense, the 
chairman of the Senate committees, and 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff have all told us 
in times past that in addition to the pol
icies for our strategic nuclear forces, we 
were operating on what has been called 
the two-plus war strategy. What that 
meant was that we aimed to have suffi
cient general purpose forces to fight 
at any one time a major war in Europe, 
a major war in Asia, plus meeting a small 
brush-fire situation or contretemps else
where. 

This fact was used to justify the huge 
defense expenditures we have been mak
ing. When we argued that the military 
budget was too large, we were told that 
nothing substantial could be done about 
it until we changed our two-plus war 
strategy. That argument was made here 

f;g t~~efl~~~~fe t~~ ~~~:t~i~Ls~:e:~~ ~= 
tinguished chairman of the Armed Serv
ices Committee, Mr. STENNIS. 

SHIFT TO ONE-PLUS WAR STRATEGY 

But now Secretary Laird has an
nounced that we no longer follow a two
plus war strategy. That has been revised. 
We now have a one-plus war strategy. 

When in turn we have asked why 
there are no savings in the defense 
budget due to the shift to the one-plus 
war strategy, and why the reduction in 

the budget figures-! will not say re
duction in military spending for that has 
not yet occurred-reflects only the re
duction in incremental costs of the Viet
nam war, we are given the following 
answer. We are told that while the two
plus war strategy was in effect, we never 
appropriated the funds to carry it out. 
As a result, the military experts argue 
the shift from the two-plus war strategy 
to the one-plus war strategy will not 
bring any actual reduction in costs. That 
is what they say. 

ONE-PLUS STRATEGY HAS BEEN COSTED OUT 

But that is not the case. There are very 
explicit figures for the cost of the two
plus strategy and the one-plus strategy. 
Mr. Charles L. Schultze, the former Di
l~~ctor of the Bureau of the Budget, has 
given these costs in detail. In his book en
titled "Setting National Priorities, the 
1971 Budget," which the Brookings In
stitution published early this year, those 
figures are given. 

. The_cost of the two-plus war strategy, 
given m 1971 prices, is estimated at $44 
billion. Mr. Schultze describes three dif
ferent postures and their costs. As he 
writes on page 25 of his book: 

First is the possibility of shifting the 
broad planning assumptions to allow for 
only one major conflict and one minor one at 
any one time--or shifting to a low-budget 
general purpose force. 

Mr. Schultze then compares the cost 
of the one major conflict-one minor con
flict assumption with the two-plus war 
assumption. This is what he says: 

The resulting decline in expenditures 
would be at least $10 billion a year (at 1971 
prices) below the pre-Vietnam baseline of 
$44 billion, to a level of about $34 billion a 
year .... 

SPENDING REQUEST $10 BILLION TOO HIGH 

The 1971 budget, however, requests 
$43.3 billion for our genefial purpose 
forces, which is almost precisely the two
plus war figure. 

In spite of the fact that the Secretary 
of Defense has stated that we have 
shifted from a two-plus war strategy 
to a one-plus war strategy, he and thP. 
President are requesting in the budget 
we have before us this year enough 
money to fund our general purpose forces 
at the level $10 billion higher than 
needed for a one-plus war contingency. 

And this budget, I should point out, 
also contains $11 billion in additional 
funds for the incremental costs of the 
Vietnam war for fiscal year 1971. 

If we were to genuinely move from 
the two-plus to the one-plus war con
tingency, the 1971 budget should be al
most $10 billion below its present esti
mate. 

The question is, why is this budget $10 
billion above the strategic estimates on 
which the Secretary of Defense says it 
should be based? We now have a one-
plus war strategy. But we have a general 
purpose budget which is $10 billion high
er-or something approaching a two-plus 
war budget. 

THE INCREMENTAL COSTS OF VIETNAM 

In addition to the budget request for 
our strategic nuclear forces of $18 billion, 
and the $43.3 billion budget request for 
general purpose forces, which is $10 
billion above that needed for the one-
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plus war strategy, Mr. Schultze esti
mates that there is an additional $11 bil
lion item in the fiscal year 1971 defense 
budget for the incremental costs of the 
Vietnam war. So far as I know there is 
no argument over that figure. It is es
sentially the same figure the Defense 
Department itself uses for the "incre
mental" costs of the Vietnam war. That 
is $11 billion. 

All of this adds up to just a little more 
than $72 billion, or precisely what the 
President requested in his 1971 budget. 

SUMMARY 

The $72 billion budget the President 
has requested includes funds for $18 bil
lion in strategic nuclear weapons, $43.3 
billion for general purpose forces, and 
$11 billion for the incremental costs of 
Vietnam. 

Far from a reduction in our overall 
military forces, it steps up our strategic 
nuclear forces by providing for phase II 
of the ABM, by continuing the Poseidon 
MIRV program, by deploying Minuteman 
III MIRV's, and by providing funds for 
a new manned bomber. 

It asks for $10 billion more for gen
eral purpose forces than the one-plus 
war contingency should cost. This is true 
even though the Secretary of Defense has 
told us are are now on a one-plus war 
contingency. 

What one can conclude is this: 
We could cut $10 billion from the pres

ent budget and still meet every assump
tion on which the Secretary of Defense 
says it is based. We can take them at 
their word and take their assumptions 
and still cut it $10 billion. 

In addition, we could cut the $18 bil
lion for the strategic nuclear forces in 
this year's budget by up to $4 billion, and 
still have more than 15 times the de
liverable nuclear weapons which could 
destroy 30 percent of the Russian popu
lation and 75 percent of her industry, or 
some 7,000 deliverable nuclear weapons. 

Based on the administration's own ver
bal assumptions, we could have a budget 
of $62 billion instead of $72 billion. 

Based on some additional small re
duction in the proposed nuclear strategic 
program, but which would still increase 
our existing strategic strength, we could 
cut another $4 billion, or to a level of 
alilout $58 billion. And this total amount 
would include the $11 billion incremental 
cost of the Vietnam war. 

OTHER AREAS TO CUT 

There are those who will acknowledge 
the facts about the 1971 budget but who 
will nonetheless say that it takes time 
to shift from old assumptions, to cut 
back on weapons and manpower, and to 
bring a shift in policies. They will there
fore attempt to justify this year's high 
level $72 billion budget with these argu
ments. 

Of course, there is something to this. 
To move from the $72 billion level to a 
$58 billion level all at once would be a 
difficult job. It may well be that a smaller 
reduction would be more possible and 
practical to accomplish. But we must re
duce expenditures. 

In addition to the strategic assump
tions on which the budget should be 
based, there are numerous other reasons 
why we can cut back and shou1d cut 

back. Let us examine some of those 
which are not included in the assump
tion I have just enumerated. 

OVERRUNS AND WASTE IN PROCUREMENT 

We have shown through hearings and 
evidence over the last 18 months that 
there is colossal waste in the procurement 
programs of the Defense Department. 

The General Accounting Office indi
cated to me last winter that on 38 major 
weapons systems costing $100 million or 
more, the increase in costs or overruns 
had amounted to some $20 billion. Since 
that time, or in a nine month period, 
those costs have increased by another 
$3.6 billion. 

Mr. President, as the distinguished 
chairman of the committee differed with 
me on the conclusions regarding the in
crease in cost, I intend to answer the 
distinguished Senator from Mississippi 
on Monday next; but I think my original 
position was correct. I think we can 
clarify that in the discussion I expect to 
have with him on this issue on Monday 
next. 

We have yet to find a major weapons 
system that is not at least 50 percent 
more than originally estimated. We have 
yet to find one that has been delivered 
on time. And we have yet to find one in 
which the system met its original specifi
cations. Invariably the systems cost more 
than estimated, are delivered a year or 
two late, and fail to meet their specifica
tions. The situation with respect to the 
avionics systems in the weapons is espe
cially bad as detailed in the Stubbing 
report some months ago. 

TIGHTEN PRACTICES 

Many hundreds of millions, indeed bil
lions, could be saved through tightening 
up on procw·ement practices. But the 
Defense Department seems intent on 
firing their efficiency experts who point 
out, truthfully, the increase in costs 
rather than changing the system to bring 
reform. 

The imposition of uniform accounting 
standards could, in the estimate of Ad
miral Rick over, save $2 billion a year. 
My amendment to carry that out is in 
the Defense Production Act which will 
shortly be in conference. We must fight 
to keep that provision in the bill. The 
President supports it. The Defense De
partment supports it. The Budget Bu
reau supports it. The GAO supports it, 
the Senate supports it. I might point out 
to the Senate that that provision is in 
jeopardy. It might well be dropped out 
It will take a fight to hold it in. It ~ 
vital to cutting back on costs. 

We need to institute more competitive 
bidding and to increase the shameful 
rate of having almost 90 percent of all 
procurement done on a noncompetitive 
basis. 

There is gold plating in our defense 
procurement. This is especially true in 
this age of sophisticated machines and 
computers and excessively complicated 
electronic systems. We need to simplify 
our weapons not only to reduce the cost 
but to make them work. 

PROPERTY AND SUPPLY SYSTEMS 

Few people realize that the Defense 
Department is the largest landlord in the 
world. It owns over $40 billion of real 
property based on its acquisition cost. It 

also holds some $162 billion in personal 
property, or a total well over $200 billion. 

In addition to this, we have 429 major 
bases and almost 3,000 minor bases scat
tered in 30 countries throughout the 
world. Many of these are obsolete. Many 
of these were established for reasons 
which may have been right 20 years ago 
but which are now outdated. Most of 
these are leased and do not show up in 
the real property figures. 

But more than 1 million men and some 
500,000 of their dependents live on them 
or near them. The United States hires 
about 250,000 foreign employees to man 
them. They cost the U.S. Government 
about $4.5 billion a year. Of this amount 
it is estimated that mechanical mainte~ 
nance alone costs $660 million a year. 
They drain about $2.5 billion from the 
U.S. balance of payments. The time has 
come when these costs must be pruned. 
Many of these bases should be closed 
down. Many of them have outlived their 
purpose and their usefulness. · 

TROOPS IN EUROPE 

We have some 320,000 troops in West
ern Europe. The original design for 
NATO called for our allies to share the 
burdens and costs of defending Westem 
Europe against a potential Russian at
tack. 

Because of the ravages of the war our 
Allies in the early years could not afford 
to contribute their share economically 
or militarily. But now they are prosper
ous. Now most of them have no balance
of-payments problems-or at least not 
as severe as ours have been. Western 
Europe has more people than does the 
United States. Taken together, they are 
as strong as we are, economically. But 
they still refuse to carry their fair share 
of either the military burden or the eco
nomic burden for the defense of Europe. 

If they are unwilling to do so, why 
should we shoulder disproportionate bur
den. I therefore believe that we should 
withdraw a significant proportion of our 
troops from Western Europe--as the dis
t~guished majority leader has proposed, 
With the cosponsorship of many Senators 
on a resolution-and do it while we con
tinue to provide the nuclear umbrella for 
NATO as well as air and naval support 
and a substantial combat presence. 

But our obligations to Western Europe 
have shrunk. The American taxpayer 
should at long last receive some reduction 
in this burden. 

THE REAL SIZE OF THE SOVIET THREAT 

There are those who will say that we 
ca1mot reduce our military forces be
cause of the threat from the Soviet 
Union and China. But what is the size 
of that threat? 

Last year the Joint Economic Com
mittee held a series of hearings on that 
subject. We called in the leading experts 
on the Soviet Union. Our panel included 
both the hard liners and what might be 
called the soft liners. But all were ex
perts ?n the Soviet Union, the most out
standmg experts, I think, in the Nation. 

There was general agreement that the 
Soviet Union's economic capacity was 
roughly one-half that of ours. It was 
agreed that she was putting a dispro
portionate amount of her resources into 
agriculture. 

In these circumstances, to the degree 
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that she spends excessive amounts of her 
national product on the military, it will 
prevent her from increasing her indus
trial capacity and her productivity. 
Thus, while she may spend large sums 
on the military in the short run, if she 
does this for any lengthy period of time, 
she can do so only at reducing her gen
eral economic strength. 

The Russians are not 10 feet tall. If 
we are 6 feet tall, then economically, 
the Russians are 3 feet tall. And the 
Chinese, in terms of their economic 
strength, are only 6 inches tall. 

A military budget in the $60 billion 
range should certainly be adequate for 
the United States to play its proper role 
in the world. 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CONSEQUENCES 
But there are additional reasons why 

we should cut back on military spend
ing. Some are economic; some are social. 

Economically, military spending is the 
most wasteful method or way to spend. 
When we build a house or train un
skilled men, some needed goods are or 
will be produced or some needed service 
such as health or education which adds 
to the productivity of our people is pur
chased. But when we pay billions for 
planes, tanks, guns, ships, and missiles, 
no direct economic need is met. As a con
sequence this is the most wasteful way 
to spend money. 

All of us agree that a certain amount 
of this is necessary. But we should all 
agree that we should do no more than 
we are required to do. And that means 
balancing our needs rather than giving 
every dollar to the military which they 
demand. 
FAn.URE TO MEET WAR COSTS INDUCED INFLATION 

Furthermore, the failure to pay for the 
Vietnam war itself through increased 
taxes or a decrease in other expendi
tures, was the direct cause of our 
present inflation. It is hard enough 
to pay for a war which is popular 
by increasing taxes or foregoing 
other expenditures. It is impossible when 
the war is highly unpopular and vigor
ously opposed by a very large proportion 
of the soeiety. Thus military expenditures 
in general are wasteful and inflationary 
but the additional military expenditures 
for Vietnam llave been disastrous. The 
time has come to call a halt to excessive 
military spending. We must cut back 
below the President's budget and sharply 
below. 

REORDER PRIORITIES-MEET HUMAN NEEDS 

The argument for military budget costs 
rests not only on the size of our strategic 
and general purpose forces and on the 
savings we should make by bringing more 
efficiency into military procurements. 

What is at stake is the very nature of 
our society and the well being of our 
people. 

Excessive military spending has dis
torted our priorities. Billions are spent 
on weapons systems to meet every alleged 
threat while the President threatens to 
veto funds for schools and hospitals. 

We are urged in this bill alone to bail 
out a company which has failed to meet 
every schedule, but we must fight for 
small sums to end poverty, to build 
houses. 

'. 

Our lakes and streams are no longer 
safe to be used for the recreation needs 
of our people. Our cities are clogged with 
highways and automobiles which pollute 
the air, poison our lungs, and irritate 
our eyes. 

VAST UNMET PROBLEMS 

We need a minimum of 11 million new 
housing units now just to house those 
who live in rat infested, broken down, 
dilapidated buildings or which are highly 
overcrowded. 

The crime rate in the country is rising 
at an unprecedented rate. We need more 
and better paid policemen. We need to 
speed up in our court systems. We need 
better penal institutions. And we need 
funds to attack the drug traffic. 

Unemployment is high and excessive, 
among both blacks and whites. Condi
tions in the ghettos are no better and 
probably worse than during the riots of 
1967 and 1968. 

Everywhere we look there are vast 
unmet needs. Meantime we are asked to 
spend enough on nuclear weapons to 
double our present capacity, to be pre
pared to fight 2 Y2 wars abroad, and to 
carry an excessive military and economic 
load in Vietnam. 

And because of this misplaced and 
misdirected use of our resources and of 
our priorities, our society is in disarray. 

THREATENS FABRIC OF" SOCIETY 
Excessive military spending has dis

torted our priorities. It has threatened 
the fabric of our society. It has torn the 
country apart. 

There are vast human, economic and 
social needs which must be met here at 
home. We must reorder our priorities 
and reduce the excessive claims of the 
military in order to redress the balance 
and meet our glaring social problems. We 
must follow a course of action which can
not only protect our physical security but 
which can unite this country again. 

The course of action which we should 
follow to achieve all those ends means 
that the military budget must be cut and 
cut substantially. Some of the savings 
should be allocated into more productive 
domestic needs-housing, schools, and 
the fight on pollution. And some of the 
savings should be returned to the Amer
ican taxpayer who, because of rising in
fiationary costs for the goods he needs 
and rising taxes at the State and local 
level, has suffered a harsh and unfair 
burden. · 

In my judgment this is the way to 
increase the real security of the people 
of the United States. 

Therefore, at an appropriate time dur
ing the debate, I intend to offer an 
amendment which would place a ceiling 
on the total amount which the military 
can spend this year. I am not talking 
about the total amount in this bill; I am 
talking about the total amount the Pen
tagon, the Defense Department, will be 
empowered to spend. I have not yet de
termined the exact amount, but after 
consultation with a number of my col
leagues, I intend to take that course of 
action. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I wish 
to say to the Senator from Wisconsin 
that I enjoyed his remarks. I gave at
tention to them except when I was called 

to the telephone. I shall challenge the 
correctness of some of his conclusions, 
as well as his figures, but I shall look 
over his remarks and we will be battling 
over this matter in days to come. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ap
preciate that very much. The Senator is 
always extremely fair and very accurate. 
I am somewhat shaken that he would 
challenge my figures but I think we can 
get together and determine who is right. 
Whether the Senator is right or whether 
I am right, we will both learn something 
and I am sure we will both benefit from 
it. 

NOTICE OF HEARING BEFORE SUB
COMMITTEE ON EXECUTIVE RE
ORGANIZATION 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may be able to read into the record the 
following notice of hearing by the Sen
ator from Connecticut <Mr. RIBICOFF) . 

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, the notice of hearing reads as 
follows: 

NOTICE OF HEARING 
Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, the Subcom

mittee on Executive Reorganization will hold 
hearings on Reorganization Plans Nos. 3 and 
4 of 1970 on July 28 and 29. On the first day 
the hearing will be in room 33C2 New Senate 
Office Building at 10 a.m., and on the second 
day it will be in room 457 Old Senate Office 
Building at 10:30 a.m. 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINA
TIONS BEFORE THE COMMITI'EE 
ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres_
ident, I ask unanimous .consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a notice concern
ing nominations before the Committee 
on the Judiciary by the senior Senator 
from Mississippi (Mr. EASTLAND) . 

There being no objection, the state
ment by Senator EASTLAND was ordered· 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

NOTICE CONCERNING NOMINATIONS BEFORE 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE jUDICIARY 

Mr. EAsTLAND. Mr. President, the following 
nominations have been referred to and are 
now pending before the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

Juan C. San Agustin, of Guam, to be U.S. 
Marshal for the District of Guam for the 
term of 4 years, vice Francisco R. Santos, 
resigning. 

Johnny M. Towns, of Alabama, to be U.S. 
Marshal for the Northern District of Ala
bama for the term of 4 years vice Roy Lee 
Call, retiring. 

On behalf of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, notice is hereby given to all persons 
interested in these nominations to file with 
the Committee, in writing, on or before July 
31, 1970, any representations or objections 
they may wish to present concerning the 
above nominations, with a , further state
ment whether it is their intention to appear 
at any "t!earlng which may be scheduled. -

(At this point ·Mr. PROXMIRE assumed 
the Chair.) 

INCREASING AID TO HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, on behalf 
of the distinguished Senator from Mary-
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land <Mr. l\1ATHIAS). I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a statement which he has prepared. 

There being no objection, the state
ment of Mr. MATHIAS was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

INCREASING Am TO HIGHER EDUCATION 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the financial 

problems of American higher education 
should be a matter of grave concern to all 
of us. A combination of factors, including 
soaring costs and inadequate increases in 
Federal support, have driven many of our 
finest colleges and universities into the red 
for the first time in their experience. 

The strains being felt by private colleges 
in particular are illustrated in an article in 
yesterday's Washington Post, which reports 
that many of the fine institutions in Mary
land are facing substantial operating deficits 
and are being compelled to reassess their 
longrange prospects. 

One of our nation's greatest strengths has 
been our wide range of opportunities for 
higher education of real quality. If financial 
problems should significantly narrow these 
opportunities, we would suffer irreparable 
national loss. It is incumbent on us, there
fore, to examine soberly the alternatives 
available, and to develop sound strategies 
for putting American higher education on a 
durable financial foundation. Approval of 
this year's education appropriations bill is 
a first step, but only a first step. 

MARYLAND PRIVATE COLLEGES FACE HIGHER 
OPERATING DEFICITS 

BALTIMORE.-Johns Hopkins University has 
announced that it faces a $4.3 million oper
ating deficit in the coming academic year
the first major deficit in the school's 94-
year history. 

Hopkins is not alone. Many private col
leges in Maryland, as elsewhere in the na
tion, are having lean financial years. 

The president of Hood College fn Frederick 
recently warned that his all-girl institution 
faced a deficit of up to $300,000 for 1970-
1971. 

Gaps between income and expenses were 
also reported by St. John's College in An
napolis, Loyola of Baltimore and Goucher 
College in Towson. 

At Hopkins, Robert F. Kerley, vice presi
dent for administration, said that the pro
jected deficit represents 4¥2 per. cent of the 
university's budget of $87 million. 

"At this rate, we cannot be sustained very 
long," Kerley said. "We'll just have to work 
harder. We will have to look to the private 
sector as never before for a commitment to 
higher education." 

In a belt-tightening move, administrators 
have been asked to make "selective reduc
tions," cutting requests for more instruc
tors, secretaries, technicians and equipment. 

Kerley said there have been sharp in
creases in salaries for both faculty and non
professional personnel. At the same time, 
he added, federal aid is shrinking. 

Charles Elzey, treasurer of St. John's, said 
the liberal arts school in Annapolis will enter 
the coming academic year $177,000 in the 
red. 

This, he said, is the college's largest deficit 
in a decade and $100,000 more than in each 
of the past two years. 

"It just means we'll have to go out and 
raise that much more money," he said. 

"We'll be taking a long look at expenses 
to see what can be cut for the following 
years. We may have to raise tuition again-
it was $3,400 this year. We're going to put off 
construction of an infirmary-dormitory that 
was due to start in a few months." 

Hood College has increased tuition, and 
officials there feel the school, where enroll
ments are dropping, may eventually price 
itself out of existence. 

A similar fear was voiced by Rev. Daniel 
McGuire, vice president of Loyola, which is 
facing a $100,000 deficit and has raised its 
tuition from $1,300 to $1,500. 

Elzey, Father McGuire and officials at 
Hood all say that state-supported institu
tions with lower tuition charges are becom
ing more attractive, especially to parents 
with more than one child to educate in a 
time of inflation. 

Frederick Wehr, director of development 
at Goucher, said that although the girls' 
school has "not been badly burned yet," 
tuition will reach $3,500 this year, up $300. 

FREE TRADE AND FAffi TRADE 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, in the 
growing debate over U.S. trade policy in 
both this and the other body, the local 
news media has cried foul at the very 
mention of quota legislation. 

Protectionism, they call it, although 
the legislation proposed would not stop 
or severely limit imports but merely set 
some reasonable levels above which im
ports could be controlled if found to be 
injuring a domestic industry or its work
ers. 

This issue has been debated for a good 
many years and the most recent liberali
zation of U.S. trade laws was in 1962 
when the Trade Expansion Act was 
passed. 

Since then we have proceeded to ne
gotiate away what little protection our 
industry and agriculture had left, and 
the free traders keep crying for elimina
tion of all barriers. 

They would force American industry 
and agriculture to compete with products 
from all over the world with little or no 
customs tariffs or quota limitations on 
amounts that could be brought into the 
country. 

Free trade advocates claim that any 
such quota laws, or even the authority 
granted the President to impose such 
quotas, would bring on an epidemic of 
retaliation by our trading partners in 
Europe, Japan and other parts of the 
world. 

The Washington Post in its frenzy 
said that the President must veto the 
trade bill as tentatively approved by the 
House Ways and Means Committee; that 
the bill would make a major contribution 
to inflation; chill prospects for continued 
expansion of world trade, and abuse the 
interest of many trading partners among 
both developed and less developed coun
tries. The Post was almost frantic when 
the committee included an amendment 
on oil. 

Blazoned across their front page were 
three top stories-all on oil and its evils 
as imagined by the publishers of the 
Post. A story more than 10 years old was 
dragged out of their morgue and dusted 
off for resurrection. Even at the time of 
the alleged incident or since the time 
of the incident, any connection with the 
oil import program it attempted to con
demn was so remote as to be absurd. 

Their contention that the oil import 
quota system was costing the American 
consumer billions of dollars a year for 
petroleum products did not take into 
account the fact that foreign oil from 
the Middle East and North Africa now 
costs more delivered to U.S. east or west 
coast ports than domestic oil. And were 

the tariff plan the Post advocates in 
effect, another $1.35 per barrel could be 
added to that price. 

But even should the Middle East sit
uation stabilize and world oil prices go 
back to former levels, is it really a 
bargain? 

Inasmuch as England and Western 
Europe are largely dependent upon Mid
dle East and North African oil, recent 
events that have resulted in skyrocket
ing tanker rates and curtailed supplies 
have already caused higher gasoline and 
heating oil prices there. Fortunately, the 
United States is not largely dependent 
on these sources, but the effects are being 
felt and may result in shortages and 
higher prices this winter if the situation 
continues or worsens. 

England and Europe are searching for 
oil and gas in the North Sea and can 
appreciate the prospects of more de
pendable sources. 

In an editorial last year, the Finan
cial Times of London commented on the 
Libyan coup: 

So far, at least, the change of regime 
seems to have been carried through peace
fully and the British Government's speedy 
decision to recognize the new government 
was a wise one in circumstances where the 
Arab radicals have been trying to associate 
Britain with the deposed King Idris. The 
oil has aiso continued to fiow. R ds to be 
hoped that this state of affairs continues. 
However, the coup has once again demon
strated the fundamental instability and po
litical unreliability of the countries on which 
Britain and most of the rest of the indus
trialized world, apart from the U.S., depend 
for oil. 

Secondly, security of supply should be 
given a. higher priority than cheapness. In 
the short run, this means that no one coun
try should be allowed to secure a dominant 
position among Britain's suppliers. In the 
longer run it may mean that if relatively 
expensive oil is discovered either in Europe's 
offshore water, or elsewhere--the Canadian 
Arctic, for instance--in a politically secure 
country, it should be exploited to our advan
tage if at all possible, even if it is more 
expensive than oil from the Middle East and 
North Africa. 

So it is amazing to me, in view of recent 
events that have boosted some foreign 
oil prices above our own, that some of 
our own news media, economists and 
ecologists are not more concerned with 
more dependable sources of supply-even 
if it is more expensive than oil from the 
Middle East and North Africa. 

Dr. Wilson Laird, Director of the Office 
of Oil and Gas of the Department of the 
Interior, was a U.S. delegate last month 
to the NATO Petroleum Planning Com
mittee Conference in Brussels. 

Laird, whose office is responsible for 
emergency petroleum planning, reported 
that tanker rates from the Persian Gulf 
to the east coast rose last week to $3.30 
per barrel. 

In May of 1967, before the Suez Canal 
was closed, the average spot tanker 
freight cost was 52 cents a barrel. By 
July, following the 6-day war, the spot 
rate hit $2.72. The lowest it ever got back 
to after that was 86 cents in April 1969. 

By April of this year, just before the 
shutdown of Tapline halted the fiow of 
500,000 barrels per day of Saudi Arabian 
oil to the Mediterranean, the rate had 
climbed back up to $1.69 per barrel. The 
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subsequent closure of Tapline, plus the 
cutback in production in Libya, brought 
the rate to $3.30 as of last week, Laird 
said. 

Before the most recent Libyan cut
back, Laird reported, there was a "very 
delicately balanced but still feasible, 
relationship between shipping availabil
ity and requirement." 

The problem is still workable, in his 
view, for the time being. But things are 
getting tighter, and the future looks 
ominous as relations between Arab na
tions and Israel worsen. 

The Interior official noted that the 
United States is importing only about 
3% percent of its total oil supply from 
Arab nations, about the same as in 1967. 
Then, as now, East Coast refineries de
pended on Arab sources for about 20 
percent of inputs. 

But the loss of this supply, he warned 
would have serious local and regional 
problems-more serious than the bare 
figures suggest. 

There is another difference between 
our ability to respond to an oil crisis 
today and the capability we had in 
1967. 

Laird pointed out: 
Then, the fields in Texas and Louisiana 

were able to increase production by a mil
lion barrels per day over a period of 7 
weeks. This adequately supplied our own 
requirements and eventually made 25 mil
lion barrels available to Canada and West
ern Europe. 

Today, however, production in Texas and 
Louisiana is already wen above the peak 
rates achieved in August 1967. We are 
caught in a bind between steadily rising 
production rates and declining productive 

.capacity. 

Also, a report just completed by FPC 
shows gathering-line bottlenecks would 
prevent use of 523,000 barrels per day 
in spare productive capacity in an 
emergency. 

Laird said the Government does not 
yet know the implications of the take
over of company marketing and distri
bution facilities by the Libyan Govern
ment earlier this month. He added: 

It doesn't take a detailed assessment, how
ever, to know that this bodes no good for 
the future. 

Late in Jtine, Laird reported, the 
petroleum security subcommittee met 
with representatives of the Office of Oil 
and Gas, and other Federal agencies, to 
consider requirements and supply for 
national security. 

A classified report of the committee's 
finding has gone to the Department of 
Defense. Laird said: 

So we continue to watch and wait as the 
thunder continues to roll out of the Middle 
East. 

But oil is only one part of the fight 
over trade legislation, although by far 
the most important because of national 
security implications. The bill started out 
as a textile quota bill but is now being 
called a Christmas tree bill. Some are 
saying that import quotas are not in the 
interest of the United States. Others are 
saying that addition of anything other 
than quotas to protect their own regional 
industries are not in the interest of pass-

ing the bill, as it was at first reported as 
tentatively approved. 

I would think the New Englanders who 
attacked the oil amendment in the bill 
would, in view of the prices now prevail
ing for oil from the Middle East, now 
favor the amendment which would assure 
that the imports would continue to come 
in under quotas and not be further in
creased by a proposed $1.35 a barrel 
tariff. The tariff is presently 10 cents a 
barrel. That oil would now be costing 
more than $5.60 a barrel rather than the 
$4.25-$4.75 it has been delivering for. 
And that compares with a domestic de
livered price of about $3.75 a barrel. 

One of the real trade experts in Wash· 
ington, D.C., 0. R. Strackbein, president 
of the Nation-Wide Committee on Im
port-Export Policy, has recently made a 
study of the effects of import quotas on 
domestic prices. His study, I believe, 
pretty well refutes the arguments that oil 
product prices and prices of other prod
ucts under import quota control have 
risen at a rate higher than the price 
index for all commodities. 

I have been attempting to convince 
some of my good friends and colleagues 
of this fact for sometime now, and I 
hope Mr. Strackbein's review will be more 
convincing than my argument apparently 
has been. He includes a number of prod
ucts including textiles in his study. ! _ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. Strackbein's 
letter to me and his review of import 
quotas and prices be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

THE NATIONWIDE COMMrrTEE 
ON IMPORT-EXPORT POLICY, 

Washington, D.C., July 6, 1970. 
Hon. CLIFFORD HANSEN, 
U.S. · Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CLIFF: I thought you might be inter
ested in the attached account of prices on 
products that are under import limitation 
by quota or similar device. 

The record is rather surprising, consider
ing the general impression created by col
umnists, editorial writers, etc., to the effect 
that import quotas mean gouging of con
sumers. 

In the paper I did not trace beef prices 
since 1964, which was the year the import 
ceiling was established. From 1964 when the 
average price was 18.00 the price for the first 
half of 1970 was 27.78, representing an in
crease of 54.3 % . This looks like a sure case of 
the effect of an import limitation. However, 
the price of hogs rose from 14.80 in 1964 to 
24.87 for the first six months of 1970. This 
was an increase of 68.0 % . Yet, pork was not 
subject to an import limitation. 

The data are from the Department of Agri
culture. 

Once more, the theory of import restriction 
as a price stimulus is not borne out. 

With kind regards. 
Sincerely, 

0. R. 8TRACKBEIN, 
President. 

IMPORT QUOTAS AND PI!.ICES-A REVIEW 
(By 0. R. Strackbein, president, the Nation

wide Committee on Import-Export Policy, 
July 6, 1970) 
A constant patter of comment tells us 

that import quotas will raise domestic prices 
of the products that are the subject of such 
quotas. 

. 

It should be possible to test the soundness 
of this unsubstantiated theory. To do so we 
should trace the wholesale price trends of 
products that are "protected" by import 
quotas compared with the price trend in 
general and the price on particular products 
that are not so "protected." 

PETROLEUM 
A favorite whipping boy is oil, or petro

leum. An import quota was established in 
1958, first on a voluntary basis, followed by 
a mandatory quota, effective March 1959. 

The wholesale price of refined petroleum 
products expressed in an index form, where 
1957-59 equals 100 had risen to only 100.3 in 
1968 and 101.8 in 1969. A very recent rise 
carried the level to 104.2 in May 1970. 

This compared with an index for all com
modities, where 1957-59 again is 100, of 108.8 
in 1968, 113.0 in 1969 and 116.8 for May 1970. 

"All commodities," of course, include those 
on which we have import quotas. Therefore 
it will be desirable to compare the refined 
petroleum price level with that of other prod
ucts that are not subject to an import quota. 
If we select another fuel, namely, coal, which 
has no import quota and should therefore 
not be free to move upward in price because 
it is not "protected," we find a sharp con
trast. The wholesale price index had reached 
107.1 in 1968, rose to 116.2 in 1969 and zoomed 
to 146.9 in May 1970. 

Surely if there were an import quota on 
coal, the quota would be blamed for this run
away price. Obviously other factors were at 
work. 

We find, in other words, that the whole
sale price of refined petroleum increased dis
tinctly less than wholesale prices of all com
modities and very much less than the price 
of its competing energy fuel, namely, coal. 
(For confirmation, see Survey of Current 
Business, U.S. Department of Commerce, 
June 1970, p. S-8.) 

COTTON TEXTILES 
Another product that is the subject of an 

import quota or its equivalent is cotton tex
tiles. An arrangement was made with Japan 
alone, effective January 1, 1957, whereby that 
country restricted its cotton textile exports 
to this country. This arrangement was super
seded October 1, 1961 with the so-called 
Long-Term Arrangement negotiated under 
GATT. This arrangement covered some 30 
countries and about 90 % of our total cotton 
textile imports. 

The wholesale price of cotton products 
(1957-59 equaling 100) was 105.2 in 1968. 
In 1969 it remained at 105.2 and in May 1970 
stood at 105.8 

Once more we encounter a very moderate 
price rise compared with the general com
modity wholesale price-level, which, as we 
saw, had risen to 116.8 in May 1970. (Refer
ence: same, p. S-9.) 

Wool products, which are not under quota 
restrictions, had an index level of 103.7 in 
1968, compared with 105.2 for cotton prod
ucts or only 1.5 !below cotton products. The 
index 'rose to 104.6 m 1969 but fell to 103.8 
by May 1970. lit lthus stood only 0.1 higher 
in May 1970 :than in 1968. In the oase of 
cotton produdts !the increase from 1968 to 
May 1970 was only 0.6. Thus there was l'i.tJtle 
to choose between the wholesale price move
ment in cotton and woolen products. Yet the 
one was under an import quota or its equiva
lent while the other was not. 

In the case of man-made fiber textile prod
ucts there was a decline in wholesale prices 
since 1957-59, accounted for by increased 
productivity. The index stood at 90.8 in 1968 
and moved lower to 89.5 in May 1970. 

The downward trend of man-made fiber 
textile products has been of long standing. 
Measured on the 1947-59 base, as compared 
with the 1957-59 base as used here, the 
wholesale price in 1959 had already declined 
to 81.1. This was before imports reached a 
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significant volume. Thus the further price 
decline on the 1957-59 base to 89.5 in 1970 
merely represented a continuation of the 
cost reduction process that had already 
dropped prices in the decade of 1949-59 by 
nearly 20 % . (Survey of Current Business, 
October 1961, p. S-8). 

There is nothing in this record to show 
that the price of cotton textiles rose as a re
sult of the import limitation. In any event 
the price increase through May 1970 was 
comparatively modest, lagging distinctly be
hind the general commodity wholesale price 
index. 

In a pamphlet recently issued by the United 
States-Japan Trade Council it is asserted 
(p. 10) that "Textile Quotas Would Have 
Slight Benefit but Very High Cost." 

"In sum," it says, "proposed textile quotas 
would be enormously costly to the United 
States. 

"Quotas would accelerate inflation, raising 
clothing prices to consumers. 

"They would boomerang against U.S. ex
port sales and harm the economies of port 
cities," etc. 

Against this cry of alarm, the wholesale 
price trend of cotton textiles of the past ten 
years while these products have been under 
import limitation, stands as a complete re
buttal. 

SUGAR 

Yet another product that is under import 
quota control is sugar. This quota has been 
in effect antedating World War II. 

In 1955 the retail price of sugar was 10.4¢ 
per lb. Ten years later (1965) the price was 
11.8¢. In 1968 the price was 12.5¢. In 1969 it 
was 12.7¢ and in April 1970 it was 13.4¢. In 15 
years the retail price increased only 28.8 % . 
(Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1969, Table 
512, p. 350; and Survey of Current Business, 
June 1970, p. S-29.) Compare this increase in 
retail sugar prices since 1955 with the all
consumer price increase of 34.6 % on the 
1957-59 base, a period during which all food 
prices rose 32.4 %-also a period during which 
public transportation cost rose 66.6 % , medi
cal care 63.6 % . Keeping in mind that 1955, 
the base of our retail sugar price, antedated 
the index base of 1957-59 by several years, it 
is clear that the consumer paid distinctly less 
for sugar in terms of price increase than he 
paid for consumer goods in general, or for 
food in general, and much less than for 
transportation and medical care which were 
not pinched in point of supply by an im
port quota. 

It follows that the sugar quota also cannot 
be used to demonstrate that import quotas 
raise prices unreasonably, or even as much 
as the rise in other prices. 

WHEAT 

Wheat is under a severe import restriction 
that permits less that 1 % of domestic pro
duction to be imported, in pursuance of a 
limitation imposed under Sec. 22 of the Agri
cultural Adjustment Act in 1941. 

The price of wheat (hard winter, No. 2, 
Kansas City) has fallen quite sharply in re
cent years. The price per bushel was $2.22 in 
1950. In 1955 the price was $2.25. By 1960 
the price had dropped to $2.00. In 1968 it 
had sunk to $1.46 per bushel, and in May 
1970 it was $1.53. 

Corn is not the subject of an import quota. 
The 1950 price (yellow, No. 2, Chicago) was 
$1.50 per bushel. In 1955 the price was down 
to $1.41. The decline, as in the case of wheat, 
continued. In 1960 it stood at $1.15; in 1968 
it was $1.14 and in May 1970 it was $1.30 
(yellow, No. 3, Chicago. The difference from 
No. 2 is very slight, as note, that in 1968 the 
price of No.2 in Chicago was $1.14 while that 
of No. 3 was $1.11). {See Statistical Abstract 
of the U.S., 1969, Table 504, p. 343; and Sur
vey of Current Business, June 1970, p. 8-27.) 

Comparing the price trend in wheat with 
that in corn we find that from 1950 to May 
1970 the price of wheat dropped 31% while 

that of corn dropped only 13 % . Yet it was 
wheat and not corn that was "protected" by 
an import quota. The wheat price dropped 
over twice as much in the 20 years as the 
price of corn. 

Since 1960 the price of wheat dropped from 
$2.00 per bushel to $1.53 in May 1970, a de
cline of 23 % . The price of corn, by contrast, 
rose from $1.15 per bushel in 1960 to $1.30 in 
May 1970. This was an increase of 13 % . Thus 
while the price of the "protected" wheat 
dropped 23 %, that of corn which was not 
under an import quota, rose 13 % . 

In comparison with other commodities the 
price of both wheat and corn has dropped 
while the other prices rose rather sharply, 
especially in recent years. 

RAW COTTON 

The price of raw cotton has also declined. 
The decline was greater than that of whea.t 
and corn, dropping from some 36¢ per lb. 
to some 22¢, or by more than 38 % . Yet raw 
cotton imports are limited under Sec. 22 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act to a quan
tity less than 5 % of domestic production. 
(Statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1969, Taible 
505, p. 344.) {There is some difficulty in 
reconciling the Statistical Abstract prices 
with those in the Survey of Current Business, 
but the discrepancy is not sufficient to de
stroy the value of the comparisons). 

DAffiY PRODUCTS 

With a base of 1957-59 equaling 100, the 
wholesale price index of dairy products stood 
at 94.0 in 1955, at 105.0 in 1960. In recent 
years the price rose to 118.5 in 1966, to 127.7 
in 1968 and on to 135.4 in May 1970. This was 
an increase of 29 % since 1960, and compares 
with an increase since 1960 of 18.6 % in whole
sale price of "Farm Products, Foods and 
Feeds," which, of course, includes grains, on 
which the price, as we have seen, dropped 
considerably. 

Dairy products enjoy an import limitation 
under Sec. 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act, and the price increase has outpaced that 
of other farm products, as mentioned, but 
did not outpace wholesale prices of many 
other products. Dairying has declined quite 
sharply per capita. Milk produced on farms 
was less than 1 % higher in 1968 than in 1950, 
despite the considerable increase in popula
tion. The number of cows and heifers kept for 
milk declined by more than 50 % . Unques
tionably these factors have influenced the 
price of dairy products much more than the 
import quota. 

The wholesale price of agricultural machin
ery and equipment on an index base of 100 
for 1957-59 rose to 137.4 by May 1970. There 
is no import quota on this machinery and 
equipment. Moreover, agricultural imple
ments are duty free! If imports exert such 
a salutary effect on prices the effect must 
have failed in this instance. 

CONCLUSION 

The foregoing recitation can leave little 
doubt that import quotas have not led to 
higher prices; indeed, quite the opposite. 
With the exception of dairy products, with 
respect to which other powerful factors, such 
as the public acceptance of oleomargarine, 
p1ayed a large part, the prices on products 
that are "protected" by import quotas have 
lagged distinctly behind average prices and 
far behind prices on some other products that 
were under no import quota limitation. 

The cry that the imposition of import 
quotas would be costly to consumers is un
founded, and those who continue to raise the 
cry are guilty of misleading the public. 

Mr. HANSEN. In joining with my New 
England colleagues recently in cospon
soring textile quota legislation, I said, 
among other things, that another fallacy 
in the free-trade philosophy is the argu
ment that quota legislation is "protec
tionist." They say that the American 

consumer is entitled to the prices at 
which foreign producers are able to sell 
their wares in this country. 

The notion that imports should be 
given priority over domestic production 
to-the extent of bulldozing the jobs of 
our workers out of the way and leaving 
it up to us to pick up the pieces and 
repair the wreckage of a system of ad
justment assistance is a wholly unjusti
fiable philosophy, and represents an 
amazingly harsh attitude in point of 
public policy. I doubt that a New York 
City textile worker would be willing to 
trade his job for a relief check in order 
to buy a cheaper shirt made in Japan. 

That foreign producers should be able 
to pay wages that would be illegal in this 
country and then build a destructive 
trade on that basis with the blessing of 
our Government, seems incredible. Yet 
that is the basic philosophy of ad
justment assistance. It proceeds on the 
wholly untenable assumption that if an 
American producer cannot compete with 
imports he is necessarily inefficient. He 
is guilty without trial and must take the 
consequences. Yet, on a relative effi
ciency basis, which is to say, output per 
man-hour or per man-year, American 
industry continues to lead the world. 
This lead is shrinking, however, and the 
low foreign wages combined with rising 
foreign technological productivity pro
duces the foreign competitive advantage. · 

We cannot hope to hold our own in
dustrially in this type of competitive 
climate. The fact of our competitive de
feat from the persistence of lower for
eign wages can no longer be concealed 
by slight-of-hand statistics. The trend 
of rising imports will force a recasting 
of our obsolete trade policy. 

As further evidence of the need for 
realistic revision of U.S. trade policy, 
the figures recently released by the U.S. 
Department of Commerce show a sub
stantial and continuing deficit in the 
U.S. balance of payments for the first 
quarter of 1970. That deficit last year 
amounted to $7 billion and at the rate 
reported for the first quarter, may well 
exceed the 1969 figure by the end of this · 
year. 

But even these figures do not tell the 
whole story. Figures used by the Depart
ment of Commerce include foreign aid 
shipments as exports and show imports 
at their foreign value without including 
ocean freight, insurance, and other 
charges. This practice is contrary to that 
of nearly all other leading nations and 
results in an understatement of actual 
costs of our imports by some 10 percent. 

Mr. President, this country has been 
generous in assisting other nations, in 
financing the rebuilding of Europe and 
Japan after World War II, in furnishing 
the technology, money, and even man
power to many so-called emerging na
tions to establish agriculture and in
dustry of their own. The next step has 
been that we an~ then expected to furnish 
the market for whatever it is they pro
duce-shoes, textiles, oil, beef, electronic 
components, steel, and so forth. 

Measured in relation to exports of all 
other countries American exports includ
ing foreign aid have lost ground in re
cent years. This means simply that ex
ports from other countries have expand-
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ed more rapidly than U.S. exports. In 
turn this suggests that their goods axe 
more competi·tively priced in world 
markets. In 1960 our share of world ex
ports was 15 percent; in 1967 it was 14.5 
percent. Had our exports in 1967 enjoyed 
the same proportion of world exports as 
in 1960 we would have exported $4.6 bil
lion more in 1967 than we did export or 
$35.8 billion instead of $31.2. 

The irrefutable fact is that we are in 
a weak competitive position in world 
markets and in our own market vis-a-vis 
imports. 

The trend since· 1960 is unmistakable. 
A trade policy that was based on com
petitive conditions as they existed before 
1960 is no longer in focus. It is unrealistic. 

What does our weak competitive posi
tion suggest with respect to our trade 
policy? 

The problem of import competition 
would be more acute than it is were it not 
for the $30 billion annual boost to our 
economy provided by the Vietnam in
volvement. Since our tariff has been cut 
to an ineffective level without present 
hope of reversal, some other instrument 
for control of our market and employ
ment erosion attributable to imports 
must be provided. 

Enactment of this legislation would 
provide assurance that imports, despite 
their cost advantage resulting from lower 
wages, will not be allowed to run wild and 
thus disrupt industry after industry. In
stead of relying on first aid ministration 
in the form of adjustment assistance, the 
injury to our employment and industrial 
expansion would be controlled ahead of 
time. Imports would not be awarded the 
right of eminent domain in our market, 
but would be given the opportunity to 
grow in proportion to domestic consump
tion. 

We face an opportunity to adopt a 
trade policy that would achieve the un
doubted benefits of world trade without 
incurring its unfair and destructive im
pact on a widening front. 

And I hope, Mr. President, that my col
leagues from New England will recognize 
the fact that oil imports last year-eon
trolled and uncontrolled-ran at the rate 
of almost 30 percent of domestic produc
tion. This is twice the rate of 15 percent 
in the proposed Ways and Means bill 
which would direct a study by the Tariff 
Commission to determine whether an in
dustry or its workers were being injured 
and whether the President should invoke 
quotas. _ 

I hope my good friends from New Eng
land will realize that oil workers in the 31 
oil-producing States have already been 
injured by imports that have affected 
the rate of exploration and development 
of -new sources of supply to insure our 
continued self -su:tHciency in case unde
pendable sources should be cut off as, 
indeed, they have been recently. The Sen
ators and Representatives from these 31 
States are acutely aware of the effects of 
oil imports- on our domestic producing 
industry, particularly · the small inde
pendent operator who, in the past, has 
been responsible for the discovery of 
about three-fourths of U.S. reserves of 
both oil and gas. 
· If my good New England friends ex

pect the support of those who represent 

the 31 oil-producing States, they should 
certainly have as much concern for the 
workers in the oil- and gas-producing in
dustry as their own textile, shoe, elec
tronic, and sporting goods workers and 
their fishing industry. 

Actually, none of those industries or 
their products could seriously affect the 
national security of the Nation should 
we become overly dependent on foreign 
substitutes or, at least, not to the ex
tent that a cutoff of oil would mean to 
the entire U.S. economy. 

And, Mr. President, I keep reading in 
the Washington Post and the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD of the billions of dollars 
the mandatory oil import program has 
cost U.S. consumers-some $5 billion a 
year according to the report of the ma
jority of the Cabinet Task Force on Oil 
Import Control. 

This charge is patently absurd and 
based on assumptions not even recom
mended by the majority of the task force. 
Other studies, Mr. President, have come 
to the conclusion that the program ac
tually has had a net benefit to the Na
tion. One eminent economist recently 
analyzed this assumption in the Oil & 
Gas Journal. I ask unanimous consent 
that the analysis made by Dr. Richard J. 
Gonzalez, "Fiction and Fact," be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

FICTION AND FACT 

(By Richard J. Gonzalez) 
THE FICTION 

Oil-import controls cost $5 billion a year 
and there is very little offset against this 
cost for the benefits to consumers and to na
tional security. 

THE FACT 

The costs and· benefits of oil-import con
trols can be calculated only on the basis 
of assumptions about what might happen 
if much more imported oil were used. 

Since foreign oil -can be delivered to the 
East Coa-st and West Coast for less than do
mestic crude oil, the conclusion is frequent
ly drawn that consumers could save billions 
of dollars through removal of import controls 
on the erroneous assumption that everything 
else would remain the same. 

Estimates that oil-import controls costs 
consumers about $5 billion a year appear 
absurd in relation to total value of U.S. crude
oil production of $10.3 billion in 1969. They 
are erroneous because they fall to evalua.te 
(1) differences in transportation costs, (2) 
the effect on U.S. exploration and supply, (3) 
the higher prices for domestic natural gas 
that would result, ( 4) true economic costs to 
the nation, and (5) the benefits from the 
control program. 

Domestic crude delivered to the East Coast 
is put at a disadvantage relative to foreign 
crude because it must be moved in Amer
ican-flag tanlters. Under current construction 
and labor, costs, use of American-flag tank
ers may cost twice as much as foreign
flag tankers. 

Thus, if security requires that all oil sup
plies to the East Ooast, including imports, be 
moved in Amerlcan:.fiag tankers, the cost 
saving from foreign oil for the East Coast 
could decrease by 50 % from $1.50 to $0.76/ 
bbl. This is based on a 100 % increase' in the 
transportation cost for foreign oiL 

But a:ssuming that national security is ig
nored and domestic oil is moved-in foreign
flag tankers, th.e cost· saving wo_uld decrease 
by 15% from $'1..50 to $1.28/bbt' if the cost 
of moving oil from the Gulf Coast to t,he East · 
Ooast drops 50%. "' ~ · 

With import controls gone, it's most likely 
that foreign oil will not remain low-priced. 
A flood of foreign oil into this country would 
close down U.S. exploration and domestic re
serves would dwindle as a result (Fiction
Fact, June 15). The tremendous demand thus 
imposed on Free World sources of oil inevita
bly would drive up the price of this oil. 

Exploration for natural gas also would de
cline and the only way this could be averted 
would be an increase in the price of gas (Fic
tion-Fact, July 6). The price increase neces
sary to support exploration would erode any 
savings from imported oil by 40 to 70%. 

There also are economic benefits from 
higher-priced domestic oil. The estimated cost 
to consumers of domestic vs. foreign oil is not 
a total loss the economy. 

The report of Charles River Associates 
showed that cost to the nation is only 20-
25 % of the estimated cost to consumers from 
oil import controls. 

Oonsider this situation then: lf higher gas 
costs offset 50 % of the assumed consumer 
savings from removing oil-import controls, 
and lf only 20 % of this cost reflects the real 
economic loss, then the widely quoted $5 bil
lion consumer cost becomes a true cost to 
the nation of $500 million a year, an entirely 
different order of magnitude. 

One very tangible benefit for the gas in
dustry and consumers deserves emphasis, Gas 
reserves on the Continental Shelf were esti
mated at 34 trillion cu ft on Jan. 1, 1968, 
and these reserves are being produced at 
about 5 % a year. So, about 1.7 trlllion cu 
ft of gas produced in 1968, or 9 % of do
mestic supply, resulted from offshore devel
opments that would have been nonexistent 
but for oil-import controls. If these supplies 
of gas had not been available, consumers 
would have been forced to use less desirable 
and more expensive fuels. 

Mr. HANSEN. In addition to this, Mr. 
President, those who demand more im
ports from Canada certainly must not 
realize that Canada is a net importer of 
oil herself and is affected by price fluc
tuations, such as the sudden escalation 
of the cost of oil from the Middle East 
and North Africa. 

Most of Canadian production is in 
her western provinces, but most of her 
refining capacity is in her eastern prov
inces. Canada has no pipeline connec
tions from her own producing areas to 
her eastern refineries. She imports as 
much oil as she exports to the United 
States and the price of that imported oil 
has suddenly gone up. Canada may,_ if 
this situation continues or worsens, find 
it to her advantage to use her own oil 
when the price differential disappears or 
becomes a minus rather than the plus it 
has been. . 

I do not mean to say that we should 
not develop a common energy policy 
with Canada which is, undoubtedly, our 
most secw·e source. But what I do want 
to point out is that Canada will certain
ly take care of her own needs first in an 
emergency, such as the 1967 embargo of 
Middle East and North African oil that 
followed the Arab-Israel war. 

And I cannot conceive of the Canadi
ans gazing-benignly across the border as 
the U.S. Treasury rakes off a fat tariff 
for their _oil without taking a cut for 
themselves. That's another fallacy of the 
academically -inspired tariff proposal. 
With the ups and downs of tanker rates 
and the uncertainties of tomorrow in 
North Africa and the Middle East, we 
can be thankful that there were some 
who· Could "fores~ the risks involved _in _ 
the task force-majority-proposal, and 
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that, finally, others are realizing that 

cheap foreign oil will remain cheap only 

so long as we do not have to depend on 

it. 

C O N CUR R EN T  R E SO LUT IO N  D I- 

R E C T IN G  THE  SE C R E TA RY O F 

THE SENATE TO MAKE CORREC- 

T IONS IN  THE ENROLLMENT OF 

S. 2601 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 

ident, at the request of the senior Sen- 

ator from Maryland (Mr. TYD INGS) , I 

call up S enate C oncurrent R esolution 

7 5 , which is at the desk, and ask for 

its immediate consideration. The purpose 

of the concurrent resolution is to make 

certain technical corrections in the bill 

which was passed yesterday in the con- 

ference report on S. 2601. 

T he PR E S ID IN G  O FFIC E R  (Mr. 

PROXMIRE) . The concurrent resolution 

will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A 

concurrent resolution (S . Con. Res. 75) 

directing the S ecretary of the S tate to 

make corrections in the enrollment of 

S. 2601. 

The PRES ID ING  OFFICER . Is there


objection to the present consideration of 

the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the concur- 

rent resolution (S . C on. R es. 7 5 ) was 

considered and agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON . RES. 75 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep- 

resentatives concurring), 

T hat in the enroll- 

ment of the bill (S . 2 601 ) , to reorganize the


courts of the D istrict of C olumbia, to revise 

the procedures for handling juveniles in the 

D istrict of C olumbia, to codify title 2 3 of the 

D istric t of C olum bia C ode, and for other 

purposes, the S ecretary of the S enate shall 

make the following corrections: 

(1) 

In the third sentence of the proposed 

section 1 1 -1 5 2 7 (a) (3) of the D istrict of C o- 

lumbia C ode (as contained in section 1 1 1  of 

the bill), strike out "subsec tions (a) and 

(b) " and insert in lieu thereof "subsection 

(a) or (b)". 

(2) 

In section 1 44 of the bill, renumber 

the paragraphs which follow the first para-

graph (1 2 ) of such section as paragraphs


(1 3), (1 4), (1 5 ) , (1 6 ), and (1 7 ) , respec -  

tively. 

(3) 

In section 145 (f) of the bill, renumber 

the paragraph which follows paragraph (1 3) 

of such section as paragraph (1 4). 

(4) 

In section 1 5 6 of the bill, reletter the 

subsections of such section which follow sub- 

section (f) of such section as subsections 

(g) and (h), respectively. 

(5) 

In section 1 5 7 (c) of the bill, designate 

the undesignated paragraph that follow s 

paragraph (1 ) (B ) of such section as para-

graph (2 ).


(6) 

In section 1 63 of the bill, reletter sub-

sections (j) and (k) as subsections (i) and


(j), respectively.


(7) 

In the proposed section 23-5 61  (b) (1 )


of the D istrict of C olumbia C ode (as con-

tained in section 2 1 0(a) of the bill) , strike 

out "subsection (a) of" in the last sentence. 

(8) 

In the proposed section 2 3-5 63(b) of 

the D istrict of C olumbia C ode (as contained 

in section 2 1 0(a) of the bill), strike out "N o" 

at the beginning of such section and insert 

in lieu thereof "A ". 

PR O G R A M 

Mr. HANSEN . Mr. President, I won- 

der if the distinguished acting majority  

leader would give us some indication of 

the program for Monday and the coming 

week. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. The Sen-

ate will shortly adjourn until 12 noon on 

Monday next. A s I recall, no Senators 

have secured special orders to speak on 

Monday morning. We will have a period 

for the transaction of routine morning


business, after which the S enate will


again proceed to the consideration of 

the unfinished business, the military 

procurement bill. It is my understanding


the Senate will be debating this measure


for some time. 

Mr. HA N S E N . I thank the distin- 

guished Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Confer- 

ence reports on various measures may be 

brought up from time to time, but this 

will be worked out by the leadership on 

both sides. 

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the Senator.


ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 

JULY 27, 1970 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-

ident, if there be no further business to


come before the Senate, I move, in ac- 

cordance with the previous order, that 

the S enate stand in adjournment until 

12 noon on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 3 

o'clock and 26 minutes p.m.) the Senate 

adjourned until Monday, July 27, 1970,


at 12 noon. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate July 24, 1970: 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION


R obert W ells, of Kansas, to be a member 

of the Federal C ommunications C ommission 

for a term of 7  years from July 1 , 1 97 0, vice 

Kenneth A . C ox, term expired. 

S herman Unger, of O hio, to be a member 

of the Federal C ommunications C ommission 

for the unexp ired  term  of 7  years from  

July 1 , 1 964, vice R obert Wells.


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate July 24, 1970:


OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY


C lay T . Whitehead, of C alifornia, to be D i-

rector of the O ffice of T elecommunications


Policy.


U.S. AIR FORCE


T he following officer to be placed on the 

retired list in the grade of lieutenant gen-  

eral, under the provisions of section 8 962 , 

title 1 0, of the United S tates C ode: 

L t. G en. John S . Hardy, 5           FR  

(major general, R egular A ir Force) , U.S . A ir 

Force. 

U.S. ARMY


T he follow ing-nam ed officer under the 

provisions of title 1 0 , United S tates C ade, 

section 3066, to be assigned to a position of 

importance and responsibility designed by 

the P resident under subsection (a) of sec-  

tion 3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general 

Maj. G en. John MacN air W right, Jr.,      

         U.S. Army. 

T he follow ing-nam ed officer under the 

provisions of title 1 0 , United S tates C ode. 

section 3066, to be assigned to a position of  

importance and responsibility designated by


the P resident under subsection (a) of sec-

tion 3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. G en. E dward L eon R owny,        

      U.S. Army.


T he following-named officers to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title, United S tates C ode

section 3962 :


To be lieutenant general


L t. G en. Ferdinand T homas Unger,      

       , A rmy of the United S tates mayi:


general, U.S . A rmy) .


L t. G en. Frank Joseph S ackton,         

    , A rmy of the United S tates (major gen-

eral, U.S. A rmy) .


U.S. NAVY


R ear A dm . Fred G . Bennett, U.S . N avy,


having been designated for commands and


other duties determ ined by the President to


be w ithin the contem p lation of title 1 0 ,


United S tates C ode, section 5 2 31 , for ap -

pointment to the grade of vice admiral while


so serving.


R ear A dm. D ick H. G uinn, U.S . N avy, for


appointm ent as C hief of N aval Personnel


for a term  of 4 years, pursuant to title 1 0 ,


United S tates Code, section 5141 .


R ear A dm. D ick H. G uinn, U.S . N avy, hav-

ing been designated for commands and other


duties determ ined by the P resident to be


within the contemplation of title 1 0, United


S tates C ode, section 5 2 31 , for appointment


to the grade of vice admiral while so serving.


R ear A dm. R alph Weymouth, U.S . N avy,


having been designated for commands and


other duties determ ined by the President to


be w ithin the contem p lation of title 1 0 ,


United S tate C ode, section 5 231 , for appoint-

ment to the grade of vice adm iral while so


serving.


Vice A dm. R alph W . C ousins, U.S . N avy,


having been designated for commands and


other duties determ ined by the President to


be w ithin the contem p lation of title 1 0 ,


United S tates C ode, section 5 2 31 , for ap -

pointment to the grade of adm iral while so


serving.


R ear A dm. G erald E . Miller, U.S . N avy, hav-

ing been designated for commands and other


duties determ ined by the P resident to be


within the contemplation of title 1 0, United


S tates C ode, section 5 231 , for appointment to


the grade of vice adm iral while so serving.


EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY


COMMISSION


C olston A . L ewis, of Virginia, to be a mem-

ber of the E qual E mployment O pportunity


C omm ission for the remainder of the term 


expiring July 1 , 1972 .


In THE ARMY


T he nom inations beginning G asper V .


A bene, to be m ajor, and ending M ary H.


Yeakel, to be major, which nominations were


received by the S enate and appeared in the


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on July 9, 1970; and


T he nom inations beginning D arrel W .


Basom , to be major, and ending W iley W .


W alker, to be m ajor, w hich nom inations


were received by the S enate and appeared


in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD On July 13,


1970.


IN THE NAVY


T he nominations beginning R alph P. A ben-

ante, to be chief warrant officer, W -3, and


end ing T eresa C aruso, to be lieu tenant


(junior grade) , which nominations were re-

ceived by the S enate and appeared in the


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on July 9, 1970.


IN THE PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE


T he nom inations beginning C harles M .


Bowyer, to be medical director, and ending


S teven A . C oppola, to be senior assistant


health services officer, which nom inations


were received by the S enate and appeared in


the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on June 22, 1970.


xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xx...

xxx-...

xxx-x...

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-xx-xxxx

xxx-x...

xxx-...

xxx-xx-x...


	Page 1

		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-04-18T11:18:20-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




