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many now in business, industrial, and re-
search positions. Considerable (50-100%)
gain in efficiency will accrue to the credit
of he who can eliminate the paperwork in-
volved in medical practice.

V. There is a crisis, if you wish to use the
term, in medical care costs, now approaching
$70 billion annually in total expenditure.
This is not importantly due to the inefficiency
of hospitals, which are in the majority non-
profit, and whose labor costs have risen as-
tronomically; it is not importantly due to the
avarice of physicians, most of whose hourly
wages are not inappropriate to the skills and
responsibilities involved, and whose total fees
comprise less than one-quarter of total medi-
cal costs. Discounting inflation, the two
major factors (which must be controlled)
are the vastly increased complexity of serv-
ices, and the loss of control of utilization.

The growth over the last two decades of
third party payment for services, together
with recent institution of Medicare and
Medicaid programs have eliminated natural
restraints on expenditure. Deductibles and
co-insurance provisions have been of lim-
ited effectiveness, Since the physician has
traditionally worked primarily for the bene-
fit of his patient (a role we feel proper)
he is committed to the provision of all rea-
sonable diagnostic and therapeutic services.
The suggestion of some that the expansion
of medicare-like programs will result in a
solution to the cost problem seems at very
least unrealistic. Clearly, if cost to the pa-
tient is no longer to serve as a practical
limit to services, the limits must be set by
administrative officials, medical profession-
als or otherwise. We feel this is undesirable,
but possibly the only solution for those whose
medical care must be completely subsidized.
Hopefully the size of this group can be min-
imized.

Another old fashioned tradition in the
medical profession is that there is a moral
and ethical obligation to use all means at
the doctor’s disposal in attempt to main-
tain life or health. But as science has ad-
vanced, medical technology has exploded,
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and with it cost. Today's office call and to-
day’'s patient-day are not comparable to
those of twenty years ago, nor should their
cost be. A reasonable projection of present
trends would place total medical expendi-
tures in 1980 near $200 billion, or about 15
percent of the GNP. It seems dublous that
the taxpayer will accept this. If he does not,
the physicians’ duty will then be to pro-
vide such services to the patient as expense
will be justified by the probable benefit,
including both medical and social consid-
erations, notwithstanding the patient’s de-
sires. The doctor will thus be an agent of
the state, rather than of the patient, an un-
comfortable role for most of us, and we
think for our patients.

VI. In summary, the Alaska State Medi-
cal Assoclation feels that the present meth-
od of medical care dellvery is not so bad as
it has been painted in many quarters; that
violent change in the system may very well
produce more problems than we now have
and may well result in the bables being
flushed with the bath water. Of the two
major problems visible at present, lack of
personnel and facilities is probably more
important, and few of the presently pro-
posed plans make adequate solution for this
deficit, the correction of which will in any
case take some time. We would expressly
caution against adoption of any system that
would through financing abruptly increase
demands for medical service.

The solution of the rising cost problem
is most importantly one of over-utilization
and over-sophistication of services; to sug-
gest that real economies can be achieved by
the substitution of bureaucracy for our pres-
ent system is difficult for most of us to ac-
cept with the great previous projects of
the government everywhere at hand for
comparison. Under a monopolistic or gov-
ernment-pald plan, economies can indeed
be affected, but at the expense of the pa-
tient’s loss of any control in his manage-
ment. We would venture to predict that the
patlent, in this case the taxpayer, under
these circumstances would not have great
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gratitude for those who imposed this sys-
tem upon them. Many of us feel that the
sick patient still needs a doctor, and can-
not be well satisfied by a mass production
of medical industry.

We would further caution that systems
that have evolved over considerable time,
though rarely immune to improvement, are
very likely to have more virtues than may
be recognized, and that elegant systems con-
cocted de novo from the heads of bright
young planners are very likely to have more
defects than are obvious in the planning
state.

Finally, a medical care system deals pri-
marily with human beings, as patients, as
doctors, as technicians, and as administra-
tors and planners. A shrewd and realistic
estimate of the capacity of this cast for
self-interest, pettiness, inspiration and in-
genuity, may optimize the design.

RoOBERT D. WHALEY, M.D.,
Chairman, Subecommittee for National
Health Legislation, Legislative Com-
mitiee, ASMA.

MAN'S INHUMANITY TO MAN—HOW
LONG?

HON. WILLIAM J. SCHERLE

OF IOWA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, September 14, 1971

Mr. SCHERLE. Mr. Speaker, a child
asks: “Where is daddy?” A mother asks:
“How is my son?” A wife asks: “Is my
husband alive or dead?"

Communist North Vietnam is sadisti-
cally practicing spiritual and mental
genocide on over 1,600 American prison-
ers of war and their families.

How long?

SENATE—Wednesday, September

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. ELLENDER).

PRAYER

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

O Lord God Almighty, guide, we pray
Thee, all those to whom has been com-
mitted the government of this Nation
and grant to them special gifts of wis-
dom and unfailing devotion to righteous-
ness. May their leadership and their leg-
islation be such as will promote the
common welfare, succor the poor, re-
lieve the oppressed, redress social wrongs,
subdue terror and tyranny, raise our
national ideals and goals, and bring in
the era of brotherhood.

O Thou Redeemer of Life, we beseech
Thee to mend the brokenness of our
common life. Mitigate the tensions, fears,
and anxieties of the people and bring
healing fo their wounded spirits. By the
power of divine love, expel the hate and
bitterness which blights the life of our
society and destroys all that is good and
beautiful. Correct and reform those who
pay the penalty of their misdeeds. Sup-
port and strengthen the custodians of
the law, the protectors of our safety, and
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all keepers of public order. Unify us in
common cause for a better Nation and a
better world under Thy rulership.

In the Redeemer’s name we pray.
Amen.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries.

REPORT ON FEDERAL-INTERSTATE
COMPACT FOR THE HUDSON
RIVER BASIN—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:

In accordance with Section 3 of Public
Law 89-605 as amended by Public Law
91-242, I am pleased to transmit a re-
port by the Secretary of the Interior on
the progress which has been achieved in
negotiations on a Federal-Interstate
Compact for the Hudson River Basin.
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The Secretary of the Interior will con-
tinue to work with the States of New Jer-
sey and New York to find a viable method
of managing the environmental problems
of this significant river basin,

RicHARD NIXON.

THE WHiITE HoUsEk, September 15, 1971.

REPORT OF NATIONAL ADVISORY
COUNCIL ON EXTENSION AND
CONTINUING EDUCATION—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with the accompanying report,
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Fifth Annual Report of the Na-
tional Advisory Council on Extension
and Continuing Education is submitted
herewith.

This Council, authorized by Public
Law 89-329, has reviewed the adminis-
tration and effectiveness of the program
authorized by Title I of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 and other federally
supported extension and continuing edu-
cation programs.
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Several of the Council’s proposals are
highly commendable, especially those re-
flecting a concern for innovation and re-
form in post-secondary education, in-
cluding the proposed National Founda-
tion for Higher Education, and its rec-
ommendation that programs directed to
continuing education for adults be co-
ordinated and consolidated.

RicaARD NIXON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, September 15, 1971.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the President
pro tempore laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations,
which were referred to the appropriate
committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, communicated to the Senate
the resolutions of the House adopted as
a tribute to the memory of Hon. Win-
ston L. Prouty, late a Senator from the
State of Vermont.

The message announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 234) to
amend title 18, United States Code, to
prohibit the establishment of detention
camps, and for other purposes, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate.

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON CALENDAR

The bill (H.R. 234) to amend title 18,
United States Code, to prohibit the es-
tablishment of detention camps, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its
title and placed on the calendar.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Tues-
day, September 14, 1971, be dispensed
with.

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

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

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

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

RESIDENCY REQUIREMENT OF
ELECTORS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 357, S. 2495, which has been cleared
on both sides and all around.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
bill as follows:
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8. 2405, to amend the District of Columbla
Election Act, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill was
considered, ordered to be engrossed for
a third reading, was read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
District of Columbia Election Act (Act of
August 12, 19556 (69 Stat. 609) as amended,
D.C. Code 1-1100 et seq.) is amended as
follows:

(1) Subsection (2) of section 2 is amended
as follows:

(a) Clause (A) is amended by striking
“one-year period” and by inserting “thirty-
day period" instead.

(b) Clause (B) is amended by striking
“twenty-one” and inserting “eighteen” in-
stead.

(2) Paragraph (7) (A) of subsection (a) of
section 10 is amended by striking out “on
the twenty-first day following such election”
and by inserting instead “not less than two
weeks nor more than six weeks after the date
on which the Board has determined the re-
sults of the preceding general election. At
the time of announcing such determination
the Board shall establish and announce the
date of the runoff election, if one is re-
quired.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an excerpt from the report
(No. 82-361), explaining the purposes of
the measure.

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

PURFOSES OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill, 8. 2495, is to estab-
lish a 30-day-residency durational require-
ment in order to be a qualified elector in the
District of Columbia, In addition, the bill
would amend the District of Columbia Elec-
tlon Act to provide that a qualified elector
must be 18 years old to conform the language
of the act to the present law.

The bill would also authorize the Board of
Elections to establish a runoff electlon date
not less than 2 weeks nor more than 6 weeks
after the Board has determined the results
in a general election for members of the
Board of Education, if such a runoff is re-
quired. This flexible 2- to 6-week period re-
places the mandatory requirement that such
a runoff be held 21 days after such general
election.

The bill is the embodiment of recommen-
dations made to the Senate District Com-
mittee by the Board of Elections of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

NEED FORE THE BILL

The District of Columbia Election Act pro=-
vides In part that a qualified elector—that
is, one who is qualified to register and vote—
must be a U.S. citizen who has resided or
has been domiciled in the District of Colum-
bia continuously since the beginning of the
1-year period ending on the day of the next
election.

This 1-year residency requirement has been
part of the election law since 1955, and until
at least recently, has been considered to apply
to voting in all elections.

During recent years, the durational resi-
dency requirements for voting have been
shortened in a number of jurisdictions
throughout the country, sometimes by legis-
lative action and sometimes by court action.

In June 1970, the Congress in Public Law
01-285, determined, in effect, that in the case
of presidential elections, a durational resi-
dency requirement of more than 30 days was
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constitutionally abhorrent. In that leglsla-
tion, Congress directed that each State pro-
vide by law for the registration of its duly
qualified residents at any time up to 30 days
before a presidential election.

That legislation specifically included the
District of Columbia in its definition of the
word “State”; and so there is at the very
least a clear congressional statement of pol-
icy that the 30-day residency requirement
should be applicable in the case of presiden-
tial electlons.

The statute was, of course, national In
scope; but its precise language leaves con-
siderable doubt as to whether in the case of
the District of Columbla it was In fact en-
tirely self-implementing, sinece the statute
did not either specifically amend the District
of Columbia Election Act or delegate regula-
tory authority to any District of Columbia
agency to shorten the residency period.

Legislative clarification of this point in the
case of presidential elections in the District
is therefore Important, and the matter should
be put to rest well before next year's presiden-
tial election.

The applicability of the l-year residency
requirement in the case of elections for the
District of Columbia’s Delegate to the House
of Representatives was also challenged In
1970, in this case by court actlon. Last No-
vember, a three-judge Federal court struck
down as unconstitutional the 1-year resi-
dency requirement in the case of persons who
had resided here for less than 1 year and
who wished to vote in the elections of the
Delegate to the House.

This case, Lester v, Board of Elections (319
F. supp. 6505 D.C.D.C. 1970), was by its terms
applicable only to the election of Delegate to
the House of Representatives.

The District Government requested the
court in Lester to clarify the scope of its opin-
ion and order, in an effort to get a ruling as
to whether its decision applied to other elec-
tions; but the court, in denying the District
government'’s motion, stated that it had “held
only that the District of Columbia 1-year du-
rational residency requirement applied to
elections for nonvoting Delegate to the House
of Representatives (citations omitted) was
unconstitutional.”

The court in the Lester case specifically up-
held as constitutional other provisions in the
District of Columbia Election Act which pro-
hibited registration for any 30-day period
prior to an election.

The Lester case was decided in November
of 1970, and was applicable to the initial
party primary elections for District of
Columbia Delegate held in January 1971, and
to the initial general election for District of
Columbia Delegate held in March 1971, for
the short initial congressional term which
ends in January 1973.

As a result of Lester, a number of people
registered here who had lived here less than
a year before one or the other of these Dele-
gate elections, Many of these people will not
have resided here for a full year by this
November, at which time the District will
have regularly scheduled Board of Educatlon
elections.

Since the Lester case quite clearly does not
rule on the residency requirement for Board
of Education elections, it would appear that
unless the 1856 statutory residency require-
ment is changed before November of this
year, voting will be forbidden in the School
Board election by those registered voters who
will have been here less than a year but who
nevertheless were able to vote In January and
in March for the elections for Delegate to the
House of Representatives.

A possibly even more confusing residency
problem will arise in connection with the
party elections on May 2, 1972. On that day
there will be two different closed party elec~
tions, and unless the residency period is
changed by statute, there will be two sets of
residency requirements for all person who
have lived here less than a year.
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There will be a closed party primary eleq
tion under the 1970 act to choose party
candidates for Delegate to the House of Rep-
resentatives—to which the 30-day residency
requirement will apply under the authority
of the Lester case.

On the same day there will be closed party
elections also under the original 1855 Elec-
tion Act for candidates for delegate to the
presidential nominating conventions, for na-
tional committeemen and national commit-
teewomen and members of local political par-
ties, as well as voting on the so-called party
questions.

The statutory 1l-year residency require-
ment would appear to apply to this second
group of elections, unless the period were
amended by legislation.

CONCLUSIONS

In view of the confusing situation in re-
gard to the durational residency require-
ments for qualified electors in the District of
Columbia and because of the prospective
difficulty in administering the elections in
November, 1971, the committee urges the en-
actment of 8. 2495,

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Under
the previous order, there will now be a
morning business, not to exceed 15 min-
utes, with statements therein limited to
3 minutes.

QUORUM CALL

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll,

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

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

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1972

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I am sup-
porting the 1972 defense authorization
bill, now before the Senate, with mixed
feelings. Let me first say that I consider
that it has lowered our national defense
and national security to a dangerous
level, It is the latest step in the steady,
uninterrupted trend to making the
United States a second-rate power in-
capable of assuring the future security
and freedom of its people.

It is the latest step in the shifting
balance of military power in favor of the
Soviet Union. The first basic step came a
few years ago with the advocacy of par-
ing down our military strength to no
more than parity with that of the Soviet
Union in order to convince the Kremlin
that we were really sincere about peace.

Given the justifiable and understand-
able concern of the American people for
a greater allocation of our national re-
sources to domestic and welfare needs—
and given the public repugnance to the
Vietnam involvement and the unfair
spin-off of backlash against the mili-
tary—there is a desperate need for a
wider public understanding not only that
the balance of military power is shifting
against the United States, not only that
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it is the first duty of the National Gov-
ernment to “provide for the common de-
fense” of our country, but as well that
our domestic and welfare priorities mean
nothing if we grow so militarily inferior
that the enemy takes over.

In our free democracy—where dissent
is almost unlimited even in its extreme
forms of violence as contrasted to the
complete intolerance of dissent in a to-
talitarian regime, the ultimate defense
posture is determined by the will of the
people. But the will of the people is
shaped by what they know and what in-
formation they have.

In this time of disillusionment with in-
ternational responsibilities and an in-
tense concern with pressing domestic
needs—of putting our own house in order
before looking cutward to our national
defense and national security—it is ob-
viously difficult to achieve the desperately
needed public understanding and conse-
quent support of the American people
for an adequate national defense and
national security.

The only way to overcome this diffi-
culty is to get the facts to the American
people and to bring home to them the
clear consequences of second-rate mili-
tary status.

As the President has said:

If we are less strong than n

there will be no domestic society to look
after.

Military weakness and national inse-
curity literally invite diplomatic black-
mail and the strategy of terror from the
Soviet Union. Military weakness and na-
tional insecurity increase the chances of
overconfidence and miscalculation by the
enemy to trigger war.

These are not just the views of a sena-
torial “hawk” or “warmonger.” They are
the warnings that have also been elo-
guently expressed by the blue ribbon
defense panel composed of outstanding
private citizens.

There is a desperate need to remind
the American people of the continuous
external pressures exerted against our
Nation and people. There is a desperate
need to remind the American people that
the road to peace has never been through
appeasement, unilateral disarmament,
negotiation from weakness, or scaling
down to parity to prove sincerity.

History is precisely to the contrary.
There is a desperate need to remind the
American people that among the great
nations, only the strong survive, and that
weakness on our part in military capa-
bility and national will would be the
greatest threat to the peace of the world.

The most serious question is the will of
the American people. It is my opinion
that the only reason about any doubt in
that will is the fact that the serious
situation has not been gotten across to
the American people. I have no doubt
about their will if they know and realize
how serious the situation is.

But they do not. Since they do not, and
in view of the existing pressures and
drives against the military, I have re-
luctantly concluded that this bill is about
the best we can hope for despite its de-
ficiencies in national defense and na-
tional security. And so I am supporting it
but without any great enthusiasm.
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The distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, the Sena-
tor from Mississippi, is to be commended
on his dedication, patience, thoroughness,
guidance, and outstanding leadership.

He has clearly done the best that he
could in anticipation of the inevitable
vigorous attacks on the bill to be made
on the Senate floor. I commend the sub-
committees and the committee staffi on
their sincere efforts and work.

In concluding, I want to express a
very concerned hope that next year's bill
will be much stronger and much more
realistic—simply because by that time
the American people will have been ade-
quately informed, alerted, and awakened
to the serious weakening of our national
security and the ominous shifting of the
balance of military power in favor of the
Soviet Union.

I hope that in their awakening they
will have so expressed themselves to their
representatives in Congress that there
will be no doubt about the will of the
American people and that there will be a
genuine and accurate response to that
expressed will.

The day of reckoning is approaching.
Let us pray that recognition and action
on the frightful truth comes sufficiently
in advance to bolster our national se-

curity to such strength as to save our
Nation and people.

QUORUM CALL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business?

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COM-
MITTEES

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

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:
George Bush, of Texas; Christopher H.
Phillips, of New York; CrarLEs C. Dices, JR.,
U.S. Representative from the State of Michi-
gan; Epwarp J. DErwINsKI, U.S. Representa-
tive from the State of Illinols; and Daniel P,
Moynihan, of New York, to be representatives
of the United States of America to the 26th
session of the General Assembly of the United
Nations; and
Alan B. Shepard, Jr., of Texas: Arthur A.
Fletcher, of Washington; Mrs, Gladys O'Don-
nell, of California; W. Tapley Bennett, Jr., of
Georgla; and Bernard Zagorin, of Virginia, to
be alternate representatives of the United
States of America to the 26th sesslon of the
General Assembly of the United Nations.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
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and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:
By Mr. TOWER:

8. 2516. A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to reimburse owners of equines
and accredited veterinarians for certaln ex-
penses of vaccinations incurred for protec-
tion agalnst Venezuelan equine encephalo-
myelitis. Referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry.

8.2517. A bill to amend section 409 of
title 37, United States Code, relating to the
transportation of house trallers and mobile
dwellings of members of the uniformed serv-
ices. Referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

By Mr, MONDALE:

S. 2518. A bill for the rellef of Anna Eol-
braiasz; and

S. 2519. A bill for the relief of Miss Eliza-
beth Pareja Romualdo. Referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. YOUNG:

5. 2520. A bill for the rellef of Sung Tung
Wang and Wen Fen Wang; and

8. 2521. A bill for the relief of Rosarlo O.
Caladiso. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. CRANSTON:

S5.2522. A bill to increase the Government
National Mortgage Assoclation purchase limit
in high cost areas. Referred to the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. McGEE:

8. 25623, A bill to provide that the Federal
Government shall assume the risks of its
fidelity losses. Referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HARTEKE:

B. 2524. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to provide for pay-
ment under section 6421 or credit under sec-
tion 39 for gasoline used to operate concrete
mixers and to provide for exemption under
section 4041 for diesel fuel and special motor

fuels used to operate concrete mixers. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. TOWER:

S.2516. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to reimburse owners
of equines and accredited veterinarians
for certain expenses of vaccinations in-
curred for protection against Venezuelan
equine encephalompyelitis. Referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am to-
day introducing legislation that would
authorize and direct the Secretary of
Agriculture to reimburse horse owners
and accredited veterinarians for certain
expenses incurred by them in connection
with the vaccination of equine animals
against Venezuelan equine encephalo-
myelitis, which struck Texas on July 9,
1971,

VEE, first diagnosed in Venezuela in
1935 and 1936, spread to other South
American countries and into Central
America in 1969 and into southern Mex-
ico in 1970. In April 1971, the virus was
identified in an area just south of Tam-
pico, Mexico. Shortly thereafter it spread
into south Texas, causing widespread
death to the equine population.

On June 25, the Department of Agri-
culture approved and supplied vaccine to
13 counties in Texas which were hardest
hit by the disease: Cameron, Willacy,
Hidalgo, Starr, Jim Hogg, Eenedy, Za-
pata, Brooks, Kleber, Nueces, Duval, and
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Jim Wells, along with one-half of Webb.
At the time the vaccine was first avail-
able to animal owners, the owners had to
pay veterinarians the fees for immuniza-
tion. But on July 16, 1971, Secretary of
Agriculture Hardin declared that a na-
tional emergency existed due to the epi-
demic and proceeded to take extensive
measures directed toward halting the
spread of the disease. He directed that as
of the July 16 date the Government
would pay the $4 fee for vaccinations.

As a result of the massive efforts of
the Department of Agriculture, public
health officials, and the Communicable
Disease Center in Atlanta, Ga., com-
bined with those of the Texas Animal
Health Department and the Texas vet-
erinarians, the disease was confined to
the boundaries of the State of Texas,
and the loss to the horse industry was
also confined to Texas.

Mr. President, I think it is only equit-
able that the U.S. Government reim-
burse those individuals who first strug-
gled with the disease and who suffered
the greatest loss. My bill would provide
that the expenses incurred in the ap-
plication of the vaccine between June
25 and July 15 be reimbursed at the rate
of $4 per immunization.

Many States across the Nation have
been allowed to vaccinate without ex-
pense, and I feel that those who fought
the disease when it was running ram-
pant in my State and prevented it from
spreading to other States should cer-
tainly not be financially penalized. I urge
my colleagues in the Senate to support
this legislation for those deserving in-
dividuals who helped to accomplish a
nearly impossible feat during the month
of July in Texas,

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the REcorbp.

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

8. 2516
A bill to authorize the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to reimburse owners of equines and
accredited veterinarians for certaln ex-
penses of vaccinations incurred for pro-
tection against Venezuelan equine en-
cephalomyelitis

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and
directed to reimburse owners of equines and
accredited veterinarians for certain expenses
incurred by them in connection with the vac-
cination of equines against Venezuelan
equine encephalomyelitis. Such expenses
must have been incurred within the State of
Texas during the perlod beginning June 25,
1971 through July 15, 1971 after which pe-
rlod the expenses of equine vaccinations
n.ga.lnst Venezuelan equlne encephalomyellt.!s
were pald by the Federal Government upon
a determination by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture of an emergency animal disease out-
break threatening the livestock industry of
the United States.

Bec. 2. The amount of relmbursement shall
be $4.00 for each equine vaccinated against
Venezuelan equine encephalomyelitis which

was the amount pald by the Federal Gov-
ernment for such services beginning on July
16, 1971. Payment will be made to each owner
upon submission of a record satisfactory to
the Secretary of Agriculture of each equine
vaccinated and a certification by the owner
that payment was made to an accredited vet-
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erinarian. Payment will be made to each ac-
credited veterinarian upon submission of a
record satisfactory to the Secretary of Agri-
culture of services performed in adminis-
tering Venezuelan equine encephalomyelitis
vaccine and a certification that no payment
was recelved for such services. Payments
made to owners of equines and accredited
veterinarians shall relieve the Federal Gov-
ernment of any and all claims in connection
with the equine vaccinations covered under
this Act.

Sec. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to reimburse owners of equines and accred-
ited veterinarians pursuant to this Act,

SEc. 4. All claims for reimbursement un-
der this Act shall be submitted to the Secre-
tary of Agriculture not later than six (6)
Amc;nt.hs after the date of enactment of this

ct.

By Mr. TOWER:

8.2517. A bill to amend section 409 of
title 37, United States Code, relating to
the transportation of house trailers and
mobile dwellings of members of the uni-
formed services. Referred to the commit-
tee on Armed Services.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am today
introducing a bill to alleviate a problem
in regard to the moving allowance pro-
vided to the serviceman with a mobile
home. As it now stands, there is a limit
of 74 cents per mile on a trailer move
for a permanent station change. I am in-
formed by members of the service that
this ceiling results in them having to pay
some moving costs themselves, which has
two adverse effects as far as the public’s
interest is concerned.

First, this extra cost of being in the
service amounts to a reduction in pay,
and makes the service somewhat less at-
tractive as a career. Second, the Govern-
ment is interested in promoting mobile
home ownership as a means of closing
the housing gap that exists today, and
the penalty that the present law effec-
tively imposes on servicemen who prefer
to own mobile homes tends to deter mo-
bile home ownership.

My bill would give the Defense Depart-
ment sufficient authority to make sure
that the serviceman does not find himself
financially penalized for owning a mobile
home. I recommend this measure to the
Senate for its thorough consideration.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

8. 2517
A bill to amend section 409 of title 37, United

States Code, relating to the transportation

of house trailers and mobile dwellings of

members of the uniformed services

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That section 409
of title 37, United States Code, is amended
to read as follows:

“% 409. Travel and transportation
ances trailers;

“(a) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretaries concerned and in place of the
transportation of bagegage and household ef-
fects, o member, or in the case of his death
his dependent, who would otherwise be en-

titled to transportation of baggage and
household effects under section 406 of this
title, may transport a house traller or mobile
dwelling within the continental United

allow-
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States, within Alaska or between the contl-
nental United States and Alaska, for use as
a residence by one of the following means—

*(1) transport the trailer or dwelling and
recelve a monetary allowance in place of
transportation at a rate to be prescribed by
the Secretaries concerned, but not more than
20 cents a mile;

“(2) deliver the trailer or dwellings to an
agent of the United States for transportation
by the United States or by commercial
means; or

“(3) transport the trailer or dwelling by

commercial means and be reimbursed by the
United States for the expense, including the
expenses of necessary tolls, charges, and per-
mit fees.
However, the cost of transportation under
clause (2) or the reimbursement under clause
(3) may not be more than the cost of trans-
porting the maximum weight allowance of
paggage and household effects prescribed by
the Secretaries concerned for the member or
his dependent. Any payment authorized by
this section may be made in advance of the
transportation concerned. For the purposes
of this section, ‘continental United States’
means the forty-eight contiguous States and
the District of Columbia.

*({b) Under regulations prescribed by the
Secretaries concerned, a member who is or-
dered to make a change of permanent station
from a place inside, to a place outside, or
from a place outside, to a place inside, the
continental United States or Alaska Is en-
titled to both the transportation of his house
trailer or mobile dwelling and the transpor-
tation of his baggage and household effects
within the continental United States or
Alaska. However, the total cost of moving his
baggage and household effects and his house
trailer or mobile dwelling within the con-
tinental United States or Alaska may not be
more than the cost of transporting the max-
jmum welght allowance of baggage and
household effects authorized for the member
or his dependent from—

“(1) the old duty station in the continen-
tal United States or Alaska to the location to
which the house-trailer or mobile dwelling is
transported at the expense of the United
States thence to the port of embarkation
through which household goods would have
been transported from the old duty station;
or

“(2) the greater distance of elther—

“(A) the port of debarkation to the new
duty station in the continental United States
or Alaska; or

“(B) thelocation where the housetrailer or
mobile dwelling was transported at the ex-
pense of the United States to the new duty
station in the continental United States or
Alaska.”

By Mr. CRANSTON:
8. 2522. A bill to increase the Govern-

ment National Mortgage Association
purchase limit in high cost areas. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
that would enable home buyers in Cali-
fornia and other States with high con-
struction costs to get a larger share of
the $2 billion now available nationally
for interest subsidies.

My bill would authorize the Govern-
ment National Mortgage Association—
“Ginnie Mae"”"—to pay part of the inter-
est on FHA-insured mortgages up to
$26,000 in high cost areas.

The present ceiling is a universal one
of $22,000, with no differential in States
where building costs are over the na-
tional average.

Only 11.8 percent of the FHA homes
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sold in California during the last quarter
of 1970 were priced below $22,000 and
thus were eligible for “Ginnie Mae" aid.
That statewide figure was considerably
lower in areas like Los Angeles where a
mere 2.6 percent fell below the $22,000
ceiling.

In contrast, he estimated that 40.7
percent of FHA homes nationally are
priced low enough for buyers to qualify
for interest subsidies.

The average price nationally of an
FHA-insured new home at the end of
1970 was $24,402, but in at least six
States, the average was $26,000 or more.
The States were California, Illinois,
Minnesota, Nevada, Michigan, and Vir-
g1nia.

Home building costs in Minnesota
ranked highest of the 31 States report-
ing, with an average price of $28,786.
Connecticut is believed to be still higher,
but that State does not report its figures
to the Federal Housing Administration.

The average FHA home in California
costs $26,386, and the figures go up to
$27,112 in San Francisco; $28,097 in and
around Los Angeles, and $30,943 in
Anaheim-Santa Ana-Garden Grove.

Average home prices in other Califor-
nia standard metropolitan statistical dis-
tricts are: Oxnard-Ventura, $27,775;
Sacramento, $25,333; San Diego, $25,-
637, and San Jose, $24,927.

President Nixon has released $2 bil-
lion effective August 17 for Ginnie Mae
to use for interest subsidies on FHA
homes. But very few would-be home buy-
ers in California and other high priced
States will be able to share in these funds
under present regulations.

In only six reporting States is the aver-
age FHA home priced under $22,000, and
these homes account for only about half
the number built in those States.

A ceiling differential has been part of
the special assistance provisions of the
GNMA law ever since it was enacted in
1958, At that time the mortgage ceiling
was set at $16,000 generally and $19,000 in
high cost areas.

The differential was maintained
through successive amendments raising
the ceiling but through some oversight,
the differential was dropped in Decem-
ber 1969, when the ceiling was raised to
$22,000.

By Mr. McGEE:

S. 2523. A bill to provide that tune Fed-
eral Government shall assume the risks
of its fidelity losses. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill to
provide that the Federal Government
shall assume the risk of fidelity bonds
for civilian employees and military per-
sonnel of the Federal Government.

This legisliation is an official request
of the Secretary of the Treasury re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service in April of this year.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a letter from the
Secretary of the Treasury on this recom-
mendation.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

September 15, 1971

THE BECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., March 31, 1971.
Hon. Sriro T. AGNEW,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR Mge. PResIDENT: There Is transmitted
herewith a draft of proposed legislation, "To
provide that the Federal Government shall
assume the risks of its fidelity losses.”

The proposed legislation would repeal the
statutory requirements for bonding Federal
civilian employees and military personnel
charged with accountability for public fuuds
or public property, and establish a seli-insur-
ance program for the Government's fidelity
losses by permitting agencies to charge their
appropriations for such losses. Enactment of
the legislation would result in savings to the
Government since bond premiums have con-
sistently exceeded amounts recovered from
surety companies. The proposal is also con-
sistent with the Government's general policy
of assuming its own insurable risks—a policy
stemming Irom the fact that Governmeut has
the resources to assume such risks. In the
financial area, the risks are minimal because
of extensive systems of financial checks and
balances that limit the opportunities for
fraud or negligence in the handling of Gov-
ernment funds.

Under Public Law 323, 84th Congress (6
U.5.C. 14), the head of each department and
establishment in the Executive Branch 1s
authorized to procure a bond at Government
expense to cover military and civilian per-
sonnel of his department who are required
by law or administrative regulation to be
bonded. Prior to enactment o1 this law these
individuals were required to pay their own
fidelity bond premiums. During fiscal year
1956, the last full fiscal year prior to enact-
ment of Public Law 323, the amount of the
bond premiums pald by Federal employees
was $1,732,748. Although the foregoing stat-
ute eliminated this inequity, experience un-
der the law in procuring blanket and posi-
tion schedule bonds to cover large groups of
employees has focused attention on the prac-
tical and economical aspects of the require-
ments for bond coverage.

These experience factors can be high-
lighted from the consolidated annual re-
ports to the Congress on agency fidelity
bonding activities which the above Act re-
quired of the Secretary of the Treasury. The
most recent report, covering the fiscal year
1970, showed that as of June 30, 1970 there
were 903,260 employees covered by fidelity
bonds; the total computed annual cost of
premiums of bonds in effect on that date
was $425,753. For the 141, fiscal years that
the Government has borne the expense of
the bond premiums, the premiums have ex-
ceeded claims filed by $1,188.263. The Comp-
troller General, in a report to the Congress
in December 1964 (B-8201) recommending
discontinuance of the bonding of Federal
employees, estimated that annual savings of
$190,000 could be achieved thereby. A re-
cent decision by the Post Office Department
to significantly reduce the number of their
employees covered by bonds would lower this
estimate; however, the Department’s move in
this direction stems from a recognition that
the cost of bond coverage Is becoming pro-
hibitive, and lends support to the self-insur-
ance concept proposed in the draft bill. Ad-
ditional savings could be expected from
elimination of certaln administrative ex-
penses in connection with the procurement
of the bonds, and related operations—ex-
penses that have aggregated $730,008 over the
last 1415 fiscal years.

Generally speaking, the only positions re-
quired to be bonded are those involving the
disbursement and safe-keeping of public
funds. Individuals assigned to these positions
are responsible for public funds far in excess
of the coverage provided by the bond. For ex-
ample, the statutory bonding requirement for
the Treasurer of the United States has re-
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mained at £150,000 since establishment of
that position in 1789, although the incum-
bent of that position is responsible, in terms
of cash alone, for average balances of ap-
proximately 6 billion in the Treasurer’s gen-
eral account. An accounting and finance offi-
cer in a military department 1s ordinarily
bonded for $10,000, but annually disburses
many times this amount. The cost of com-~
plete coverage for most disbursing officers
would be prohibitive, and in many cases com=-
plete coverage would not be available—as a
practical matter. Clearly, this situation re-
sults in only “token" coverage in those ac-
countability areas where the potential for the
largest monetary losses exists. Actually, of
the almost $7 million In total losses incurred
since 1956, approximately $1.9 million of such
losses, or about 28 percent, exceeded the llm-
its of the bond coverage.

The proposed legislation would eliminate
the requirement for procuring fidelity bonds,
thereby saving the Government the net ex-
cess of the premiums and other expenses over
the net recoveries on clalms. Agencies would
self-insure against fidelity losses, and, to the
extent that any such losses proved to be un-
collectible, would charge the applicable ap-
propriation for the amounts of such losses.
Agency practices in restoring or adjusting the
accounts of any defaulting employee would
be performed under regulations promulgated
by the Comptroller General of the United
States. Agency experience under the self-in-
surance program would be reported annually
to the Congress by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury for the five full flscal years following the
date of enactment of the draft bill.

The Director of the Office of Management
and Budget, the Chairman of the Civil Serv-
ice Commission, and the Comptroller General
join in sponsoring this proposed legisiation
under the Joint Financial Management Im-
provement Program established under section
111(f) of the Budget and Accounting Proce-
dures Act of 1950 (31 U.B.C. 65(f)). I am
transmitting the proposal in behalf of this
joint program. It would be appreciated if you
would lay the proposed bill before the Senate.
An identical bill has been transmitted to the
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The Department has been advised by the
Office of Management and Budget that there
is no objectlon from the standpoint of the
Administration’s program to the submission
of this proposed legislation to the Congress.

Sincerely yours,
JorN B. CONNALLY,

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

5. 1311

At the request of Mr. PEARsON, the
Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1311, The
Newsmen’s Privileges Act of 1971.

8. 2134

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 2134, the
Office of Constituent Assistant Act.

8. 23B0

At the request of Mr. HArRTKE, the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BayH), the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. GrIFFIN), the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON),
the Senator from Illinois (Mr. PErcY),
the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. Prox-
MIRg), and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
StEvENsoN) were added as cosponsors
of 8. 2280, to amend the act of Novem-
ber 5, 1966 (80 Stat. 1309), providing for
the establishment of the Indiana Dunes
WNational Lakeshore.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 78

At the request of Mr. HarRTKE, the Sen-
ator from Maine (Mrs. SMITH) Wwas
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint
Resolution 79, an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States rela-
tive to equal rights for men and women.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 135

At the request of Mr. Tower, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY),
the Senator from Maryland (Mr, BEALL),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coop-
ER), and the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. MaTHIAS) were added as cosponsors
of Senate Joint Resclution 135, to au-
thorize and request the President to issue
annually a proclamation designating one
day of each year as “National Law Offi-
cers Appreciation Day.”

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 145

At the request of Mr. Tower, the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. Fanwin), the
Senator from Maine (Mr. Muskie), the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. Percy), and
the Senator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS)
were added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 145, to designate the period
beginning June 18, 1972, and ending
June 24, 1972, as “National Engineering
Technicians Week.”

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION
40—SUBMISSION OF A CONCUR-
RENT RESOLUTION TO EXTEND
CONGRATULATIONS TO THE UNI-
VERSITY OF ARKANSAS

(Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, on
behalf of myself and mv senior colleague
from Arkansas (Mr. McCrLerraw) I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a
concurrent resolution to extend con-
gratulations to the University of Ar-
kansas on the occasion of its 100th an-
niversary.

As one who has been associated with
this institution for well over 50 years, I
have watched it grow and develop into
one of this country’s finest State uni-
versities and I take pride in the fact that,
as one of its graduates, I was able to re-
turn to serve it as both a professor and
as its president.

The University of Arkansas is both the
State university and the land-grant col-
lege of Arkansas. Established and sup-
ported by the people of the State, it is
one of 69 land-grant institutions
throughout the Nation. It came into ex-
istence on March 27, 1871, as the Ar-
kansas Industrial University by action of
the Arkansas General Assembly, with
the assistance of a grant of Federal lands
as an endowment from the National
Government. This land was sold under
the provisions of the Morrill Act passed
by Congress in 1862 and the proceeds
were used to help establish the school
at Fayetteville, Ark., the home of its
main campus today.

Mr. President, the original Organic
Act of 1871, which established the Ar-
kansas Industrial University—the name
was changed to the University of Arkan-
sas in 1899—was a truly remarkable piece
of legislation, coming at a time when the
State was beset with critical problems of
Reconstruction. Despite the magnitude
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of these problems, the people of Ar-
kansas had faith In their ability not only
to build a university, but to build a good
one. Thus the legislation created a board
of trustees with sufficient freedom and
authority to carry out “those things
proper to the full operation and well-be-
ing of a first class university.”

Displaying this same faith and looking
forward into the future, the board of
trustees resolved that “the University
should be made worthy of the State
whose name it bears.”

From its beginning in a reconditioned
farmhouse with eight students and four
faculty members including the president,
the university and all who have been
associated with it have continually
worked to live up to these standards. The
result has been growth and development
in enormous provortion. Today. the uni-
versity's 14 colleges and schools serve
over 17.000 students, and its physical
pronerties total almost $100 million.

This growth and development are con-
sistent with the land grant concept. In-
stitutions like the University of Arkansas
must continue to grow and prosper if the
States which they serve are to grow and
prosper. In this connection, the decade
from 19260 to 1970 is particularly sig-
nificant for it reflects this university’s
ability to keep pace with a rapidly
changing State, a State verv much on
the move in terms of its culture, econ-
omy, and its people.

In 1960, the year in which the cur-
rent president, Dr. David Mullins, as-
sumed office, the enrollment at the
Favetteville campus of the University of
Arkansas was 5,862. By 1970, this figure
had increased to well over 11,000, which
represented the addition of the equiv-
alent of a fair-sized college every year
in that period. That unprecedented rise
in enrollment compelled the university
to augment greatly its staff and facil-
ities and thus it embarked in 1960 upon
an ambitious development program de-
signed to provide a margin of greatness
in the university's programs of instruc-
tion, research, and public service.

In those 10 years from 1960 to 1970,
over $37.5 million was spent on construe-
tion of academic, housing, administra-
tive, and service facilities at the uni-
versity, the total university exvendi-
tures for research increased from $4.8
million to almost $15.5 million, and the
total budget of the university rose from
approximately $20 million in 1961 to
more than $61 million in 1970.

Yet, the ability to keep pace with
changing conditions is only one yardstick
with which to measure the greatness of
a university. The greatness of a State
educational institution must also be
viewed in terms of its total contribution
to the society it serves. The research and
service contributions of this university
have been well documented, and the
number of graduates, totaling over 42,000
for the first century is a matter of record.
In numbers, this is a significant and
measurable contribution to our human
resources, but the more elusive measure,
in terms of people, their aspirations, and
their accomplishments reflects a different
and higher dimension. The distance
which these graduates have traveled from
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information to insight, from formal
training in higher education to a life of
human fulfillment, is perhaps the great-
est measure of the stature of this
university.

Indeed, Mr. President, the university
today may very well have exceeded the
hopes and aspirations of its early found-
ers, but this is only the beginning. As
President Muilins noted in a letter com-
memorating this centennial year:

The challenges and opportunities which
will be presented to the University of Arkan-
sas over the next 100 years defy the Imagina-
tion. They include, of course, opportunities
for Institutional self-improvement. However,
in a larger sense, the most important mean-~
ing of the Centennial lies in the University's
concern with its role in preparing leadership
and conducting research and public service
programs. Only a challenge of this magnl-
tude befits a major university today.

In this spirit, President Mullins this
year assumed the presidency of the Na-
tional Association of State Universities
and Land-Grant Colleges.

The centennial year opened officially
on March 27, 1971, commemorating the
100th anniversary of legislation creating
the university, and will extend through
commencement, May 20, 1972.

On June 8, 1971, a special ceremony
was held in the National Cathedral in
Washington giving special recognition to
the centennial celebration, and to the
land-grant concept and its contribution
to higher education through congres-
sional support.

Mr. President, I know that my col-
leagues in the Senate will want to join
me in extending congratulations to the
University of Arkansas on the occasion
of the celebration of this, its centennial
year.

The concurrent resolution is as follows:

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 40

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
sends congratulations and greetings to the
University of Arkansas on the occasion of
the One Hundredth Anniversary of its found-
ing on March 27, 1871, and extends the hope
of the people of the United Btates that the
University of Arkansas will, in its new cen-
tury, continue to grow and prosper.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF A
RESOLUTION

SENATE RESOLUTION 78

At the request of Mr. Percy, the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. Saxse) and the Sen-
ator from California (Mr. TUNNEY) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Resolu-
tion 79, relating to the need for compen-
sation of certain ethnic Germans who
have become citizens of the United
States.

DISPOSITION OF THE JUDGMENT
IN FAVOR OF CERTAIN INDIANS—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 422

(Ordered to be printed and referred
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.)

Mr. MOSS (for himself, Mr. CHURCH,
Mr. HanseN, Mr. JorpaN of Idaho, Mr.
McGeg, and Mr. MErcaLr) submitted an
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amendment, in the nature of a substitute,
intended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to the bill (S. 2042) to provide for the
disposition of the judgment in favor of
the Shoshone Tribe or Nation of Indians
and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes in
Indian Claims Commission dockets 326-
D, 326-E, 326-F, 326-G, 326-H, 366, and
367, and for other purposes.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON EFFECTS
ON SMALL BUSINESS OF AD-
VERTISING AND PROMOTION IN
THE PROPRIETARY MEDICINE
AND COSMETIC INDUSTRIES

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee on
Monopoly of the Select Committee on
Small Business will continue hearings
into the effects of advertising on the
viability and opportunities for small
business in the proprietary medicine and
cosmetic industries.

The hearing will be held on September
22 in room 318—Caucus Room—of the
Old Senate Office Building starting at 10
a.m.

The witnesses will be the seven mem-
bers of the Federal Communications
Commission.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF FUTURE HEAR-
INGS ON 8. 343 AND S. 344 TO RE-
QUIRE DISCLOSURE OF ASSETS,
INCOME, DEBTS, AND SO FORTH,
BY OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES OF
ALL BRANCHES OF THE U.S. GOV-
ERNMENT

Mr, CANNON. Mr. President, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee on
Privileges and Elections will schedule
public hearings in the near future on
Senate bill No. 343, introduced by Sena-
tor Case, and on Senate bill No. 344,
sponsored by Senator Srowc.

Senators and others who may desire
to testify or submit written statements
on these measures are requested to con-
tact the staff of the subcommittee in
room 310 of the Old Senate Office Build-
ing on extension 55647.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS OF THE
SELECT COMMITTEE ON EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the requirements of sec-
tion 111(a) of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Aet of 1970, I announce that the
Select Committee on Equal Educational
Opportunity will hold hearings on the
following days:

September 21, 22, 23: room 1114, New
Senate Office Building; 10 am.

September 28, 29: room 1318, New
Senate Office Building; 10 a.m.

September 30 and October 1: room
1114, New Senate Office Building; 10 a.m.

The subjects will be education finance,
inequality in educational resources, and
the implications of the recent decision
of the California Supreme Court holding
that State’s system of financing educa-
tion unconstitutional.

September 15, 1971
ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

PUBLIC RELATIONS ACTIVITIES OF
THE ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, on July
30 I wrote to the Honorable Elmer B.
Staats, Comptroller General of the
United States, requesting an investiga-
tion of the public relations activities of
the Atomic Energy Commission, I was
specifically interested in the AEC’s ac-
tivities in promoting the Milrow and
Cannikin underground nuclear tests in
Alaska.

On September 10 the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s office sent me a complete report on
“Public Information Activities Relating
to the Atomic Energy Commission’s Un-
derground Nuclear Tests at Amchitka Is-
land, Alaska.”

In that report GAO pointed out that its
authority to prosecute for misuse of funds
in connection with public information
activities is strictly limited. The GAO
can proceed with prosecutions only if
funds are used “for publicity or prop-
aganda purposes designed to support or
defeat legislation pending before Con-
gress.”

In essence GAO’s hands are tied.

The AEC can continue to propagandize
about the underground nuclear test pro-
gram so long as it does not exhort the
public to defeat specific legislation pend-
ing before Congress.

The investigation, however, was worth-
while. It confirmed many of my allega-
tions. Most important, the GAO un-
covered a report by the AEC written after
the Milrow test in 1969. That report con-
firms my worst suspicions about the
dangerous attitude within the agency
which discounts all legitimate criticism
of its programs.

Throughout its report on the 1969 test
the AEC justifies its extensive public
relations effort to “sell” Milrow on a
basis of “good guys” versus “bad guys.”
Mowhere in the report is there a recogni-
tion that opposition to the test may be
based on scientific aceuracy or that it
may be honestly motivated.

The AEC propaganda effort was ex-
plained in detail in the report; explained,
justified, and virtually institutionalized
by publication of a “How To Do It” man-
ual for “next time.”

“Next time” is here. The Cannikin test
is tentatively scheduled for next month,
and the AEC is selling again—on a larger
scale than ever before.

Meanwhile, legitimate questions go un-
answered, reports are kept secret and
misleading statements are made.

The same lack of candor was evident
before Milrow and throughout the opera-
tion and was appalling. And the AEC re-
port on Milrow admits such deception.

For example the AEC report states
that:

During the preliminary phase of the Mil-
row public relations effort—policy did not
permit confirming that a nuclear test would
be detonated on Amchitka. Public statements
were framed in such language as “determin-

ing the feasibility of Amchitka for possible
use in underground nuclear testing.”

Their public relations report admits
that:
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Once the construction bulldup began and
contracts in the millions of dollars were being
let, it became less credible that the AEC was
merely “investigating the feasibility of the
site” or that the AEC had not made definite
plans to use Amchitka. An announcement
that Amchitka had been found geologically
acceptable and that the AEC was moving
ahead with plans for an initial test would
have eliminated some of the suspicion with
which news media—knowing that we had let
a $12 million drilling contract—accepted our
statements that we still were “Investigating.”

The Milrow report applies only bad
faith and questionable motives to those
who expressed opposition to the test.

They accuse myself and others of blow-
ing up “items of minor importance from
other parts of the world—out of pro-
portion to make antitest headlines.”

The AEC accuses those of us who are
in opposition to the test of being moti-
vated by and I quote:

Antitesting, anti-ABM, and antiestab-
lishment ideology, politics and a desire to get
publicity. The opposition leaders curtained
their real motives and staged a campalgn de-
signed to promote fear—fear of earthquakes,
fear of tidal waves, fear of economic damage
to the fishing industry, fear of damaging for-
eign relations, and to a minor extent fear of
radloactivity.

It is degrading to people in Alaska
and California and Hawaii and those
throughout the Nation who oppose un-
derground testing to have their efforts
dismissed anc ridiculed such as is done
with tax dollars by an agency of the Fed-
eral Government.

Two examples particularly incense me.
One is a detailed report on how the AEC
“enlisted the =id” of Karl Armstrong, edi-
tor of the Kodiak Mirror, to convert him
from a critic to a friend.

The report says:

By associating Editor Armstrong with dis-
tribution of the sea otter film and setting
up the exhibit, providing him with infor-
mational materials, and keeping in contact
with him by correspondence and telephone,
he was converted from a vociferous foe of
the AEC and project Milrow to a friend of
the AEC, still fearful of Milrow effects but
willing to accept and print AEC statements
that the Alaskan public would not be en-
dangered.

I know Earl Armstrong very well. He
says what he believes—always—without
fear or favor. I resent the inference that
he can be manipulated by a slick cam-
paign.

Marty Farrell, a well-known Anchor-
age attorney, was opposed to the Milrow
test for a variety of legitimate reasons,
motivated by the highest purposes.

The AEC report refuses to accept his
legitimate opposition. Instead it says:

There was no indication that his oppo-
sition was founded on moral or ideological
grounds, or that he was actually concerned
about dangers.

Farrell was quoted as talking about the
“gubstantial response,” which later in the
same news item was mentioned as 350 an-
swers to his newspaper advertising. It ap-

peared conceivable that Farrell was working
as pald representative for a cllent and spoke

as directed rather than from personal con-
victions.

The accusation is slanderous. The
thinking that went into such an evalua-
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tion is dangerous to the public inter-
est—apart from the underground test
issue.

The AEC’s attitude throughout the
campaign was that despite the cold facts
of the matter the opposition would not
listen.

The agency refused to accept the idea
that the opposition was legitimate, that
it had facts on its side as well, and that
there were, indeed, two sides to the con-
troversy. Today, we are faced with an-
other well-financed public relations cam-
paign by the AEC. This time the test is
larger, the potential danger greater and
so, in form consistent with its past ac-
tivities, the selling job is more extensive
and expensive.

Public relations operations are being
conducted from an expensive hotel suite
in Anchorage.

Glamorous all-expense trips to Las
Vegas were financed by the AEC for
Alaska State officials and legislators.

Movies have been produced. No ex-
pense has been spared to “sell” the test
in Alaska and nationally.

The opposition has only the strength
of its convictions to support its campaizn.

Public hearings were held in Alaska
last May. Dozens of AEC officials were
flown to Alaska to be on hand. Those
in opposition had to pay their own way.
Afterwards, the AEC refused to make
transeripts available because of the ex-
pense.

The AEC is running a well-oiled, well-
financed, well-coordinated machine to
sell Alaskans and other Americans about
the need for Cannikin.

That is not public information—it is
propaganda. And if it violates no existing
law then the law must be changed.

I call this situation to the attention
of the Senate not to beat ghosts of past
errors, but because the issue is very much
alive today. Cannikin is upon us and the
selling job is all too familiar. Detonation
Day is nearing and the test has still not
been canceled. Time is running out.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recornp the portions of the
AEC’s report entitled “Information
Actions, Project Milrow, Amchitka,
Alaska 1967-1969,” so that we can all
judge the AEC’s information activities.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

ProJECT MILROW—PUBLIC AFFAIRS REPORT

Basic plans for handling public affairs for
Project Milrow were established in an Am-
chitka Public Information Plan issued April
12, 1967. These were supplemented and aug-
mented by an “Annex A" which was circu-
lated on June 23, 1969. Headquarters approv-
al for Annex A and an addition to Annex A
outlining plans for accommodating newsmen
on the alrcraft carrier Princeton were given
to NVOO by TWX on September 24 at which
time the complete plan, as revised and up-
dated, was sent to NVOO by courler.

When the plans were prepared, there was
no indication of the degree of opposition that
would appear in Alaska and elsewhere as the
time approached for the first AEC under-
ground nuclear detonation in the Aleutians.
There was no knowledge that the Princeton
would be avallable for AEC use, and no an-
ticipation that newsmen or official observers
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would be permitted on Amchitka at shot
time. Thus, throughout the operational phase
it was necessary to adjust dates of program
actions, intensify emphasis in varlous pro-
gram areas, and Improvise arrangements to
fit circumstances.

In reporting and evaluating the Milrow
public affairs program, distinct phases or
periods must be consldered, i.e.:

Preliminary phase—December 1866 through
July 14, 1969,

Field operations phase—July 14 through
October 8, 1969.

1. Intensified public information and good
will building period—July 14 through Sep-
tember 20, 1969.

2, Organized opposition period—August 11
through October 2, 1969.

Event coverage phase—September 22
through October 8, 1969.

PRELIMINARY PHASE

Possibility of opposition to testing on
Amchitka was recognized by the NV Office
of Public Affairs from the start. More than
three months before the first announce-
ment (on December 20, 1966) of AEC studies
tc determine the feasibility of using
Amchitka for nuclear tests, OPA Director
Henry G. Vermillion discussed this with
then Governor William Egan and in his re-
ports stressed Governor Egan’s opinion that
there was the likelihood of opposition from
conservationist groups and the Governor’s
advice that the AEC be entirely frank and
open about its activities and give widespread
advance publicity to its plans.

In early February, 1967, Vermilllon made
a reconnaissance trip to Anchorage, Falr-
banks and Juneau to discuss the proposed
Amchitka program with government, civic
and conservationist leaders and news media
representatives. Repeated contacts with
Alaskan officlals also were made by W. D.
Smith, Jr., NV Assistant Manager for En-
gineering and Logistics. There was no in-
dication, at that time, of concern about
testing other than in conservationist circles.
A number of sources stressed the importance
of avolding the appearance of secrecy.

Because of National policy, the Alaskan
public information program was conducted
on a “low key" basis with a minimum of
public exposure. Between the December 20,
1966 announcement that investigations were
tuv be made on Amchitka and June 18, 1969,
a total of 31 public announcements were
issued. Twenty concerned construction and
support contract actions, two were about
the sea otter fransplant program, and one
each was about native hire, archaeology, a
survey of the Brooks Range area, and the
activation of a Masonic Lodge on Amchitka.

Throughout this period, policy did not
permit confirming that a nuclear test would
be detonated on Amchitka. Public statements
were framed in such language as “determin-
ing the feasibility of Amchitka for possible
use in underground nuclear testing.”

On June 18, 1969, NV was able to refer in a
public announcement to “the AEC's planned
underground nuclear tests at Amchitka”
and on July 18, 1969, NV could confirm (in
response to inquiry) that “An underground
nuclear detonation to determine the suita-
bility of Amchitka Island in the Aleutians
for larger underground tests is tentatively
scheduled for the fall of 1969."

Throughout this period, briefings for the
Governor of Alaska, the Commander of
CINCAL, and the Alaskan Congressional
delegation were provided by NV staff and
DMA on a continuing basis, whenever there
was a change of personnel in these positions,
and whenever new developments made addi-
tional briefings advisable. Thus, these leaders
were kept aware of Amchitka progress and
plans.

Frequent contacts also were made with
SBtate of Alaska agencles with responsibility
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and interests which could be affected by the
program—1l.e., Fish & Game, Health & Wel-
fare, etc. There also were briefings for in-
dividual members of the State Leglslature
and for native and conservationist leaders.

On July 31, 1967, an initial news media
visit to Amchitka (for two hours) was made
by two Seattle reporters, who were the only
newsmen who had requested the visit. During
the next two years similar visits under es-
cort of NV or HQ personnel were made by
Alaskan news medla, Seattle reporters, re-
porters, representatives of the Audubon and
National Geographic Magazines, and NBC
and CBS TV crews. In each case the initiative
for the visit came from the news media repre-
sentatives. For the most part, reports on the
visits were friendly and the only concern ex-
pressed was based on conservationist and
ecologlcal considerations,

During the summer of 1868, a documentary
film was made of the sea otter transplant
program and made available on a limited
basis In Alaska. In 1969 a public Information
type film was edited, printed and made avail~
able for widespread general use.

Originally it had been believed that pos-
sible injury to the sea otter population would
be of greatest concern to Alaskans and might
provide the most serious problem in connec-
tion with the Amchitka program. Widespread
publicity given to the sea otter transplant
program, and hundreds of showings of the
sea otter film in Alaska, appeared effective
in convineing the public that the AEC-State
cooperation in the transplant program was
an important contribution and that the
Amchitka sea otters would not be placed in
jeopardy.

The first intimation that there might be
opposition to the test on other than conserva-
tionist grounds was observed in April 1969
when Senator Mike Gravel of Alaska visited
Las Vegas (reportedly as the guest of the
Howard Hughes interest) and requested a
briefing on underground nuclear testing. He
was briefed at the Nevada Operations Office,
and shortly thereafter he and his staffl were
given an additional briefing in Washington
by NV and HQ officials.

Statements attributed to the Senator In
the press indicated that he was concerned
primarily about selsmic effects in Nevada and
California but thought that the transfer of
all high yleld testing to Amchitka would be
advisable, and would be an economic contri-
bution to Alaska. (As tlme progressed, Sen-
ator Gravel assumed the position of a con-
cerned Alaskan and publicly asked for in-
formation on the possibility of earthquake
triggering, tsunamis, damage to the fishing
industry, possible escape of radioactivity into
the atmosphere or the sea, etc. Eventually,
he emerged as the most vocal foe of Project
Milrow and spearheaded Congressional op-
position.)

The first open opposition to Milrow ap-
peared in May 1969, in the form of a letter to
Governor Miller of Alaska from the Alaska
Sportsmen’'s Council citing conservationist
considerations and the possibility of venting
into the ocean, endangering the Alaskan fish-
ing industry; a letter from Senator Gravel
to the U.S. Geologleal Survey inquiring about
the possibility of triggered earthquakes or
tsunamis, and an editorlal campaign in the
Eodiak Mirror suggesting that the test would
create a serious tidal wave danger to Eodiak.

To provide facts to Alaskans, a team con-
sisting of Commissioner Franceso Costagliola;
NV Manager Robert E. Miller; Dr. Fred
Tesche, Deputy Assistant General Manager,
DMA/HQ; NV Assistant Manager W. D.
Smith, Jr.; Dr. Melvin Merritt of Sandia
Laboratory; and NV Public Affairs Director
Henry G. Vermillion went to Alaska, briefed
Governor Miller and met with interested
citizens. Public meetings were held between
June 24 and 27 with Governor Miller, State
officials and interested citizens at Juneau,
and with Interested citizens, news media and
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conservationsts at Anchorage, Fairbanks, and
EKodiak, The level of concern did not appear
high, and apparently stemmed largely from
conservationist considerations. Even In
Kodlak, despite the newspaper campaign,
attendance was small and the amount of
serious public concern appeared minimal.

The most frequent complaints had to do
with a lack of information about the Am-
chitka program, i.e., that AEC was operating
behind a vell of secrecy and classification,
that Alaska wasn't being told what was go-
ing on, and that there was nowhere in the
State to get Information, ask questions or
make complaints.

As a result of the briefings, it was decided
that an AEC Alaskan Office of Information
should be established and continued until
after the Milrow event.

Observations, Conclusions, and Sugges-
tions:

The long delay in admitting that anything
more than a feasibility study was underway
at Amchitka, and failure to link the Am-
chitka program with national security re-
quirements led to widespread complaints of
secrecy and non-disclosure. With a less re-
strictive policy, more effective efforts might
have been made to gain understanding, ac-
ceptance and support.

Once the construction bulldup began and
contracts in the millions of dollars were be-
ing let, it became less credible that the
AEC was merely “investigating the feasibil-
ity of the site” or that the AEC had not
made definite plans to use Amchitka. An an-
nouncement that Amchitka had been found
geologically acceptable and that the AEC
was moving ahead with plans for an initial
test would have eliminated some of the sus-
piclon with which news media—knowing
that we had let a 12 million drilling con-
tract—accepted our statements that we still
were “investigating.”

FIELD OPERATION PHASE

Intensified public information and good will
building period

The Alaskan Office of Information was es-
tablished in Anchorage on July 14, 1969, with
instructions to make Information about
Project Milrow available to the people of
Alaska, and to make active efforts to carry
the information to news media, organiza-
tlons, groups, officials and individuals,

News media were advised that the office
had been established to serve their needs,
and that printed materials, motion picture
films, slide presentations and displays were
avallable.

Organizations, groups and schools were in-
vited to contact the office for motion picture
or slide showings, talks, briefings and confer-
ences about AEC activities including safety
precautions taken to assure that testing
would not damage man, man-made struc-
tures, or the environment. During the en-
suing 80 days before the Milrow detonation,
intensive efforts were made to provide the
Alaskan public with full Information about
the AEC activities In Alaska, the Importance
of the program, AEC safety programs, and the
opinions of outstanding sclentists that Mil-
row would not pose a tangible hazard.

The actlvity included meetings with gov-
ernment, civie and conservationist leaders in
Anchorage, Fairbanks, Juneau, Kodiak,
Homer and Seward, talks before Chambers of
Commerce, civic and women's groups, ap-
pearances on radio and TV, and showing of
films on the sea otter transplant, Plowshare,
and the underground test program on TV
stations throughout the State. (Coples of
the sea otter film were made available to the
public through newspapers in Kodiak, Ju-
neau and Fairbanks, and coples of this film
and supplies of “Understanding the Atom™
series booklets were distributed to all State
junior and senior high schools through a
State sponsored educational resources orga-
nization.) Arrangements were made to estab-
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lish an AEC film library at the University of
Alaska near Fairbanks as a permanent means
of m AEC educational material avall-
able throughout the State.

Free exhibit space was obtalned at the
State's two biggest fairs—the Tanana Valley
Falr at Fairbanks (August 14-17) and the
Alaska State Falr at Palmer (August 22-
September 1)—and two attractive exhibits
were constructed for display. One dealt with
archzology on Amchitka, and the second was
a plctorial story of nuclear testing and devel-
opment of the Amchitka site,

AEC movies (Amchitka Revisited, The
Warm Coat, Plowshare, and Underground
Nuclear Weapons Testing) were shown on a
virtually continuous program throughout the
afternoon and evening hours.

The two falrs are estimated to have at-
tracted a combined attendance of 100,000
persons, Allowing for persons who attended
on more than one day, or did not visit the
exhibit halls, it is estimated that more than
50,000 persons were exposed to the AEC story.
Thousands of AEC publications (Amchitka
Background Book, Why We Test, Safety of
Underground Nuclear Testing, and Under-
standing the Atom serles booklets) were dis-
tributed and booth attendants discussed the
Amchitka program with hundreds of
Alaskans.

Another AEC exhibit on the Understand-
ing the Atom serles of TID publications was
sent to Kodiak and through the cooperation
of City Manager Roy Goodman, Eodiak Mir-
ror Editor Earl Armstrong, and Chief Jour-
nalist McClung of the Eodiak Naval Base was
used at several locations on EKodiak Island.

By assoclating Editor Armstrong with dis-
tribution of the sea otter fillm and setting
up the exhibit, providing him with infor-
mational materials, and keeping in contact
with him by correspondence and telephone,
he was converted from a vocliferous foe of
the AEC and Project Milrow to a friend of
the AEC, still fearful of Milrow effects but
willing to accept and print AEC statements
that the Alaskan public would not be en-
dangered.

The assistance of Chief McClung of Kodiak
Naval Base was typical of the cooperation
and support AEC received from the military
throughout its program in Alaska. The pub-
lic affairs staff at Elmendorf Air Force Base
in Anchorage responded to every request for
assistance and the editorial support given
by the Armed Forces Network (which has
the largest share of Alaska’s radio and TV
audiences) was invaluable.

Prior to the Fairs, on August 4 and 5 a
news media trip to Amchitka was arranged
at the request of Anchorage radio reporters.
Invitations were issued to news media in
Anchorage, Falrbanks, Juneau, and Kodiak
for what was planned as a one-day trip
(7:30 am. to 7:30 pam.) Fifteen reporters
representing newspapers, radio, TV and mag-
azines made the trip. Bad weather made it
impossible to land at Amchitka and the
group spent the night and most of the fol-
lowing day at Adak, awaiting improved
weather. This worked to AEC's advantage
since It provided many hours of extra time
for briefings, individual interviews, and be-
coming better acquainted with the news-
men. Late on the second day the group con-
tinued to Amchitka and made the scheduled
four-hour stay visiting the Milrow site, other
drill sites, archaeological digs, the sea otter
holding tanks and the camp.

The 12-hour itrip stretched to more than
40 howurs, but the news media representa-
tives made no complaints and appeared to
have found the trip worthwhile. Some of
the reporters were intrigued by the archaeo-
logical work on the island and featured this
in thelr storles, and at a later date the
Amchitka archaeologist was Invited to ap-
pear at a well-attended public meeting In
Anchorage. Resultant news coverage was
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favorable to the AEC and its program to
prevent damege to Amchitka artifacts.

The first organized opposition tc Amchit-
ka was revealed during the second week of
August, 1969, with the appearance of news-
paper advertisements and the broadcast of
stories about the self-styled "Save Our
State” Committee. An attorney who had lived
in Alaska for approximately 10 years, Mike
Farrell, was the spokesman for the group.
Immediate contacts with him by the Alas-
ka Office of Information, requests to meet
with him and leaders of his group, offers
to bring authorities to Anchorage to talk on
any phase of the Milrow detonation (ground
shock, earthquake, triggering, tsunamis con-
talnment, or ecology) were met with po-
lite promises to contact the AEC *“later"
but no such contact ever was made. De-
spite repeated telephone calls, letters and
sending of Amchitka background and safe-
ty information, Farrell and his committee
indicated no interest in learning anything
about the AEC or Project Milrow. Even when
advised of facts which showed charges, state=-
ments and advertisements untrue, the Coms
mittee continued to publish the original
misstatements.

The reasons and motivation for Farrell's ac-
tivity remain unknown. There Is nothing to
substantiate suggestions that he has polit-
ical ambitions and was seeking publicity.
There was no indication that his opposition
was founded on moral or ideological grounds,
or that he was actually concerned about
dangers. There also was no indication that
the S80S Committee had any real support
from the public. (Farrell was quoted as talk-
ing about the “substantial response,” which
later in the same news item was mentioned
as 350 answers to his newspaper advertising.
It appeared concelvable that Farrell was
working as pald representative for a cllent
and spoke as directed rather than from per-
sonal convictions.)

Significantly, the Save Our State group
made no showing of strength in Alaska. Sen-
ators Mike Bradner of Fairbanks and Bill
Ray of Juneau both quoted S80S and at-
tacked AEC on occaslons but both generally
were dismissed by news media as headline
hunters. SOS managed to recrult 32 plckets
to march at the AEC briefing of the Leglsla-
tive Council but within an hour the group
had shrunk to six, amid complaints about
the pay. An SOS-organized “vigil” of youth-
ful protestors against Milrow, staged in a
downtown park just before shot day, at-
tracted only about 100 persons. There was
none of the type of impassloned protest ac-
tion which was promoted in Canada and
British Columbia with marches on U.S. con-
sulates and attempts to block the border,
which preduced sensationalized newspaper,
radio and TV coverage. There were few pub-
lished "letters to the editor” in support of
S80S, and Anchorage reporters and newsmen
privately have expressed the belief that the
Farrell group had little support.

A State Representative from Anchorage,
Charles BSassara, achieved news headlines
soon after SOS entered the picture, by an-
nouncing that he had telegraphed a demand
to Chairman Seaborg for a briefing of the
State Legislature. Contacts with legislative
leaders soon got this into channels with the
announcement that the AEC had made ar-
rangements to brief the State Legislative
Council on Beptember 26. Sassara never again
appeared in the news In connection with
Milrow.

Throughout this period, efforts were made
to counteract the attacks, false statements
and questions about hazards which were cir-
culated by opponents. These efforts included
personal contacts with editors and corre-
spondents, radio and TV appearances, talks
to civie clubs, and correspondence with op-
ponents. Generally the correspondence was
ineffective since it became clear that it was
directed to men who had their minds made
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up and did not want to have contrary
information.

As programmed, a visit to Amchitka by
governmental, civic and conservationist lead-
ers and Iinterested news media was sched-
uled for Saturday, September 13. About 80
guests, nominated by the Governor, the
President of the SBenate, the Speaker of the
House, the Anchorage Chamber of Commerce
and conservationist groups in Fairbanks and
Juneau made the trip by chartered plane.
Briefings were given on the plane en route
to Amchitka, on the island, and on the re-
turn fiight. Bus and other motor transporta-
tion was provided to take the visitors to the
Milrow Surface Zero, the archaeological digs,
the sea otter tanks and other places of in-
terest. After approximately slx hours on the
island, the party returned to Anchorage. The
response and reaction was excellent, and
most of the guests expressed themselves as
well pleased with the trip and the opportu-
nity to know more about the program. The
only well publicized exception was Senator
Bill Ray of Juneau, who did not make the
trip but gained newspaper headlines with a
criticism of it as being too brief, and Senator
Bradner who did make the trip and who in-
dicated support for his colleague.

Plans had been considered for taking a
group of Alaskan news media representatives
and official observers to the Nevada Test Site
to observe the Jorum detonation (Septem-
ber 16) In the belief that observing a test
in the same general yield range as Milrow
from 30 miles distant would glve observers
a better understanding of the test and safety
programs—and impress on them that no
hazard could be anticipated at areas hun-
dreds of miles distant from Milrow.

Uncertainties and delay in the schedul-
ing of Jorum and conflict with the Amchitka
tour made this impossible. However, & rep-
resentative of Governor Miller was flown to
Las Vegas to serve as an officlal Alaskan ob-
server at Jorum. The observer, Ben Hilliker of
the Alaska Fish & Game Department, at-
tended pre-shot brlefings, watched the shot
on closed circuit TV from the Control Point,
and participated in a post-shot tour of the
Test Site.

On his return to Alaka, Hilliker made a
report to the Governor which is belleved to
have influenced the Governor to continue
his support of Milrow. He also talked with
Juneau news media representatives about
the trip and expressed his confidence in the
safety precautions with which AEC sur-
rounds its test program.

Observations, Conclusions,
tions:

In general, the activities during this period
were valuable in making friends for the
AEC, getting the AEC story before the pub-
lie, and In gaining a measure of acceptance
and support which was of prime importance
in offsetting the efforts of opponents to bulld
up widespread opposition to and fear of the
Amchitka program.

Each of the major activities—the visits to
Amchitka, the Jorum observation by Gov-
ernor Miller's representative, participation in
the two Fairs, and the widespread showing
of AEC films—contributed to the success.

No effective means seemed avallable to
prevent individuals and organizations from
getting wide publicity through their at-
tacks on the AEC and its programs, but
there was & measure of success in the fact
that opponents were not able to achieve
widespread public support. From the stand-
point of winning news media exposure, the
test opponents had great success; from the
standpoint of influencing others to join
them, they apparently had lttle success.
Conceivably, closer personal contact with re-
porters and editors and speedy and convinc-
ing denials of false statements could have
been advantageous had news media been in-
terested in fully responsible journalism, It
appeared more likely that for the most part

and Sugges-
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the media would not be persuaded to check
the truth or accuracy of statements and
charges prior to printing them, but would use
denials from AEC sources only to make an-
other headline or to attract attention to a
controversy.

Organized Opposition Period

The final fortnight before detonation was
the most intensely active of the Milrow pub-
lie information program. The information
staff was Increased as shot day neared and
eventually included Henry G. Vermillion,
John Wright, Dizon Stewart and Wynona Joy
of the NV Public Affairs staff, James 8. Can-
non of DPI/HQ, and Marjorie Allen of the
ALO Information staff, plus photographic,
communications and clerical personnel from
the AEC, Pen American World Airways, Inc.,
and Holmes & Narver, Inc,

Principal activities included the establish-
ment of a Public Information Center In the
Anchorage Westward Hotel (see Annex A),
a briefing for the Alaska Legislative Council
at the State Court Building in Anchorage,
arrangements for newsmen to be on the air-
craft carrier Princeton off Amchitka at shot
time, establshment of a “pool” reporting ar-
rangement on Amchitka, and press confer-
ence, TV and radio appearances by Repre-
sentative Chet Holifield, Chairman of the
Joint Atomic Energy Committee.

Routine contacts with reporters and editors
for issuance of AEC announcements or to
answer inquiries increased as news media
coverage of Milrow was intensified.

NV Manager Robert E. Miller and Public
Affairs Director Henry C. Vermillion con-
ferred with Publishers Robert Atwood of the
Anchorage Times and Larry Fanning of the
Anchorage News. The Times was a strong
supporter of the AEC throughout the months
preceding Milrow and characterized oppo-
nents as “merchants of fear” and “headline
hunters,” as well as pointing out that the
news media was being naive in publishing
any charge made by test opponents without
regard to truthfulness of the charge or the
stature, motive or reliability of the person or
organization quoted. (The Times continued
its strong support through Milrow and dur-
ing weeks following the detonation published
several edlitorials criticizing test opponents.)

Publisher Fanning of the News, which had
played up test opposition strongly, admitted
in the conference that his opposition to Mil-
row was based on opposition to the ABM and
the accepted national policy premise that a
strong nuclear deterrent is necessary for se-
curity. Shortly thereafter, Fanning published
an editorial spelling out his opposition on
these grounds.

Editorial support (both pre- and post-
event) also was forthcoming from the influ-
ential Fairbanks News-Miner and the Ketchi-
kan News. (Outside the Anchorage News, the
only expressed editorial opposition during
this period came on conservationist grounds
from the Juneau Empire—which later re-
printed an Anchorage Times editorial sup-
porting Milrow.)

A small Fairbanks paper which had op-
posed the test on conservationist grounds
went out of business during the period. The
Eodiak Mirror which raised the tidal wave
spectre many months earlier, expressed no
editorial opinion during the final month be-
fore the detonation. No other Alaskan news-
papers are known to have commented edi-
torially.

Regardless of editorial expressions, all Alas-
kan news media gave extensive news coverage
to anti-AEC and anti-test propaganda. Seem-
ingly anyone who wanted to get his name in
the newspapers or on radlo—regardless of ex-
pertise or qualifications—ecould do so by
making a statement agalnst the test. Items
of minor importance from other parts of the
world were blown out of proportion to make
anti-test headlines. Senator Gravel had be-
come an avowed opponent of the test and at-
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tracted support from Senator Fulbright, Sen-
ator Magnuson and other anti-ABM members
of Congress. His suggestion that all Pacific
basin areas might be endangered brought the
Hawailan Senators and Members of Congress
into the anti-test camp, and presumably was
the inspiration for public protests In Hawail,
and the near-hysteria which developed In
parts of British Columbia. Marches on U.8S.
consulates and border closing attempts along
the U.8.-Canadian border apparently were
antl-nuclear weapons motivated. Although
his efforts to get SBenate Foreign Relations
Committee or White House intervention did
not succeed, Senator Gravel kept his name
before the Alaskan public almost constantly
and became the spearhead of the anti-test
group.

The September 26 briefings of the Alaska
State Legislative Council became AEC's most
important Alaskan pre-event public forum.
This briefing had been arranged, at AEC re-
guest, more than a month before. As the
date neared, test opponents came Into the
plcture with suggestions that the briefing be
expanded to include Hawalian, Canadian and
Japanese officials and that the Save Our State
Committee provide antl-test speakers.

NV Manager Robert E. Miller discussed
procedure with Legislative Councll officials
to make it clear that the planned sesslon was
a briefing by AEC and not, as some news
stories intimated, a hearlng in which the
Council would approve or disapprove the
detonation. It was further agreed that the
session be conducted under the Council's
normal ground rules—the AEC to make its
presentations and then to answer questions
only from members of the Council. (As a
courtesy, the question privilege later was ex-
tended to Hawalian legislators and other
Alaskan leglslators.) It was agreed that the
Hawalian legislators could participate and
that the S0S Committee could provide a
briefer with a sclentific background.

The briefing, extensively publicized by
newspaper, radio and TV, was held in the
State Court Bullding in Anchorage, starting
at 9 a.m., September 26. It was planned as a
three hour session but developed Into a
three hour morning session, and an afternoon
session of approximately two hours. All An-
chorage news media were represented with
reporters and cameramen, but there was no
out-of-town news coverage. The audience of
approximately 100 persons completely filled
the small conference room (and a larger room
used for the afternoon session), but the
number of persons unable to get into the
room was small, The total turnout did not
appear to exceed 175 persons. The audience
was well behaved and did not voeally partie-
ipate in the sesslons.

Some thirty placard-carrying pickets—
mostly teeenagers—appeared outslde the
bullding shortly before noon, were photo-
graphed for press and TV and talked with
reporters. Within the hour, the pickets
dwindled to six and the discarded signs were
stacked against the building. (A member of
the Council was quoted later in his home-
town newspaper as saylng that the pickets
were hired by an anti-test group.)

Eight scientists associated with the Milrow
program (see Appendix B for agenda) partic-
ipated in the briefings and joined with NV
Manager Robert E. Miller and Effects Evalu-
ation Director Elwood Douthett in answering
questions. The briefer for the SOS was Dr.
Michael Friedlander of the Committee for

Environmental Information, from St. Louis
Missouri.

The AEC briefings appeared to be effective.
Dr. Friedlander did not dispute AEC effects
predictions, but opposed the test on the
grounds that there still were many “‘uncer-
tainties” and that there should be an “in-
dependent sclentific investigation.”

Questioning by the Alaskan and Hawalian
legislators ranged from apparently sincere
seeking of knowledge and additional in-
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formation to “loaded" or openly hostile in-
quiries from members who had publicly op-
posed the test. .

It appears unlikely that the briefing
changed any attitudes among the legislators.
Those who had spoken agailnst the program
previously continued in opposition. Legisla-
tors known to have been favorable remained
that way. The briefing did provide a widely
publicized forum and the resultant news
coverage and impression on the public ap-
peared favorable.

News media pressure for a pro or con state-
ment about testing apparently influenced the
Council to make a statement, although the
AEC had made it clear In advance that the
appearance before the Council was in no way
a "hearing"” or intended to seek Council ap-
proval, but solely a means of acquainting the
legislators with the Milrow program.

On the day following the briefings, the
Chairman of the Council did issue a state-
ment. There was no general agreement on
what it sald or meant, even among the mem-
bers of the Council, some of whom were
quoted as expressing dlametrically opposing
views by the two Anchorage newspapers. The
Dally News headlined that the Council op-
posed Milrow. The Dally Times headlined that
the Council approved Milrow. When pressed
for an Interpretation, Chairman Eugene
Guess was quoted as saying that there was no
general agreement and that an effort had
been made to draft a statement which would
be approved by all members. The resultant
statement was interpreted by each member
as he saw fit—and by news media and others
according to their own convictions, beliefs
or understandings.

It became apparent that a number of the
legislators who were listed in the “opposing
the test” group were motivated by political
conslderations, Democratic leaders took the
occasion to send a telegraphic statement
criticizing Republican Governor Miller for
his support of Milrow and to suggest that
he had failed to study the question thor-
oughly. Some Democratic office-holders said
privately that they did not “really” oppose
Milrow but “went along” with the Milrow-
oriented criticism of the Governor as a mat-
ter of political expediency.

In the final days before the shot it ap-
peared that Milrow was being used as a
political football, with the Demorcrats and
anti-ABM groups lining up with Senator
Gravel, and the Republican Alaskan political
figures (Senator Stevens, Congressman Pol-
lock and down to the State legislative level)
backing the Milrow approval of President
Nixon and Governor Miller,

The Legislative Council did not communi-
cate with the AEC after the briefing, but was
reported in the press as desiring to have an
observer on Amchita at shot time. The AEC
telephoned Chairman Guess and asked
whether the Council wished to name an
observer. There was no further contact and
no indication that the Council actually
wanted to be represented at Amchitka.

Observations, Conclusions and Sugges-
tions:

In this period, news media again seemed
ready to publish or broadcast any statement
and then seek the denial and correct state-
ment as a second sensation. (An example:
An “inside news"” column In a monthly con-
struction magazine printed an alleged rumor
that the USGS was in disagreement with the
AEC over the safety of testing on Amechitka
and was an Important source of opposition
to Milrow. The Assoclated Press carried the
item from Juneau and it was widely printed.
At the tilme he sent out the story, the AP
correspondent had, In his desk, correspond-
ence between Senator Gravel and Commis-
sioner Peccora of USGS which was proof that
the “inside news" story had no basis in fact.
When it was pointed cut to the correspond-
ent that responsible reporting would have
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required that he check the “rumor” with
USGS or AEC in which case he would have
been reminded of the Gravel-Peccora letters,
he responded that he would now reprint the
facts and thus have two storles instead of
the “no story” which he would have had if
he had made the check.)

It was estimated by some Alaskan news-
men that not more than 50 percent of the
residents were actively aware of the Milrow
program; that of that number thirty percent
had no real concern or pro and con opinions:
that the remaining 20 percent probably were
pretty evenly divided as “for” or “against”
and that the strongly vocal opponents of
Milrow probably included less than five per-
cent of the State's population. (In this re-
spect, there never was a successful effort to
get out a sizeable crowd of protesters in
Alaska, despite generally good weather dur-
ing the perlod.)

The opposition expressed in Hawall, and
the hysterical anti-test campalgn in British
Columbia and other parts of Canada could
be a valuable subject for research. Currently
we know little of the motlivation or the
t¥pes or numbers involved. It seems unlikely
that the activity in Canada was entirely
spontaneous, or that 1t resulted entirely from
news coverage—although as news media gave
attention to developments, the activity in
Canada appeared to mushroom. A study
might reveal how the protests were inspired
or financed; by whom; whether they resulted
from a generally antl-U.S. attitude: or were
centered entirely on AEC.

Overall, the Legislative Council briefing
probably benefited the program but it was
not entirely satisfactory because of the po-
1itlcal undertones. Tt is suggested that on
any future programs, the approach to the
Legislature be made at Juneau and at a
much earlier date with serlous consideration
of the statewlde political situation.

EVENT COVERAGE PHASE

Milrow Press Headquarters and the Publlc
Information Center were opened at the An-
chorage Westward Hotel on September 24,
The Information Center attracted active
news medla attentlon and was visited by
many Anchorage visitors and residents. News
media had been advised that all reporting
of Milrow would be from the Information
Center and they made preparations for in-
tensive coverage.

However, early In BSeptember a Seattle
newsman learned, apparently from Naval
sources, that the Aircraft Carrler Princeton
would be off Amchitka at shot time and that
personnel evacuated from the island would
be aboard the ship. The newsmen requested
permission to cover Milrow from the carrler.
Similar requests were recelved later from
national television stations.

NVOO requested approval from HQ for per-
mitting newsmen to be on the Princeton and
to helicopter back to Amchitka following
the detonation. Discussions of this possibil-
ity continued for approximately three weeks,
It was not until September 24 that ap-
proval was given to proceed with planning.
Formal approval for the trip was received
on Beptember 26,

Final arrangements required close coop-
eration with the Test Manager's staff on
Amehitka, the Commander of the Princeton,
and the support contractor, Holmes & Narver,
Inc., since it involved an extra unscheduled
flight to Amechitka, helicopter transportation

to the Princeton and some Interference with
the Amchitka evacuation plan.

Nevertheless, arrangements were completed
and on September 30 a total of 19 newsmen
escorted by NV Public Affairs Director Ver-
million and DPI/HQ representative James
Cannon, together with nine AEC officials
and/or official observers flew to Amchitka.
(Details of the Princeton activity are con-
tained In Annex C.)

A decision made on September 29 to permit
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news media representatives on Amchitka
during Milrow was made at the recommenda-
tion of Congressman Holifield, Chairman of
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. Con-
gressman Holifield arrived in Anchorage on
Sunday, September 28, en route to Amchitka
where he had been invited to be in the Mil-
row control room at shot time. He agreed
to a press conference in the Milrow Infor-
mation Center on the morning of September
29. The Congressman gave strong verbal sup-
port for Milrow and the AEC test program
and expressed complete confldence in the
NVOO safety program and the effects fore-
casts of AEC sclentists. He was highly effec-
tive and persuasive and made a good im-
pression on the news media, both at the con-
ference and in individual TV and radio
interviews. He fielded questions from news-
men effectively and convineingly.

When a newsman inquired why news
media representatives were not permitted
to cover Milrow from Amchitka, the Congress-
man responded that he thought they might
be permitted to do so under a pool arrange-
ment. After discussion between Congressman
Holifleld and NV Manager Miller, arrange-
ments were made with the Milrow Test Man-
ager, R. H. Thalgott, to permit two reporters,
under Office of Public Affairs escort, to be on
Amchitka and witness Milrow on closed cir-
cuit TV.

Wallace Turner of the New York Times
served as representative for the written
media, and Merl Severn of CBS-TV was the
TV-radio pool representative. Because of the
long experience of the networks with pool
coverage there were no difficulties with the
TV-radio materials. However, with only a few
hours between selection of a pool representa-
tive and the plane departure, adequate plans
were not made for reception and distribution
of Turner’s dispatches. With a misunder-
standing at the New York Times about mak-
ing copy available to other news media and
inadequate planning for copying and dis-
tributing at Anchorage—plus equipment
failures—dispatches were not reproduced
and distributed speedily and the pool was
far from satisfactory. Afterncon newspapers
had a legitimate complaint in that the dis-
patches were timed for morning newspapers
and missed evening deadlines.

(The D minus 2 through D plus 1 day
Public Affairs actions on Amchitka, including
handling of pool representatives, official
guests and shot time control room activities
are detalled in Appendix D.)

The event day (October 2, 1969) operations
of the Information Center In Anchorage were
the most elaborate and effective public affairs
activities ever conducted by NV and resulted
in favorable nationwide publicity.

Starting at 9 a.m., local time, nearly 100
invited guests and news media representa-
tives observed the final preparations and the
actual detonation of the widely publicized
Milrow calibration event—even though they
were more than 1400 miles from Amchitka,

The program (detalled in Annex A) held
the attention of the guests and the more
than 260 persons who gathered in the hotel
lobby where they could hear and watch the
proceedings by TV and over a public address
system from the Information Center.

Through the device of the Information
Center it was possible to impress the invited
guests—all leaders in the community—with
the care taken in nuclear testing, and the
extent of AEC safety programs.

Attendance remained on a “Standing Room
Only” basis through the detonation and the
post-shot evaluations. Most of the guests left
when the formal program was concluded,
about 2 p.m. Some news media representa-
tives remained for interviews with the sci-
entists who had participated in the program.
The H plus 3 hour summaries on seismology,
ecology, containment, radiation monitoring
and tsunamis attracted some 10 reporters in
addition to a few remaining members of the
public.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Post-detonation newspaper, radio, and TV
coverage was extensive and favorable. The
Anchorage Daily News carrled articles and
editorials critical of the attitudes and ac-
tions of the AEC team and continuing oppo-
sition to the test program. For the most part,
however, the AEC was credited with doing a
good job, and with having proved the accu-
racy and truthfulness of pre-event effects
predictions. Several newspapers (notably the
Anchorage Times, the Falrbanks News-Miner
and the Ketchikan News) published editori-
als ridiculing the pre-event campaign of fear
conducted by test opponents and suggesting
that the AEC had earned the confidence of
the public. The Anchorage Times' editorial
“Chicken Little's Old Tale” was inserted into
the Congressional Record by Representative
Hollfield, who was joined by Congressman
Hosmer of California in pointing out the re-
sults of Milrow and the earlier Rulison event
in Colorado were precisely what the AEC sci-
entists had predicted, and comparing the re-
sults with the pre-shot “horror stories” cir-
culated by test opponents.

News media and public interest in Mil-
row fell off rapidly and by the middle of the
following week it was apparent that there
was no need for continued staffing of an in-
formation office In Alaska. Between that time
and December 1, 1969, except for several pro-
AEOC editorials in the Anchorage Times and
articles based on the AEC’s preliminary re-
port on Milrow effects, issued on October 22,
Alaska news media appeared to have ignored
Amchitka and the AEC.

The Alaska Office of Information was dis-
continued at the close of business on Oc-
tober 8 and Public Affairs personnel with-
drawn from Alaska.

Observations, Conclusions and Suggestions:

The Event Coverage Perlod was a successful
culmination of the Alaskan program. The
principal desirable improvement would have
been in the pool coverage on Amchitka. This
phase did not work as well as desired, chiefly
because there was not sufficient time be-
tween the decision to permit pool coverage
and the departure of the press party.

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS

In retrospect, the Amchitka Public Affairs
program was successful and provides the ba-
sis for making better plans and conducting
a more effective program for future events.

The extent of news media exposure given
to test oppinents was not an accurate meas-
ure of the reaction of Alaska residents. De-
spite the prominence of some opponents and
the sensationalized scare tactics which were
used, there never was an indication of wide-
spread public opposition. (This suggests the
importance of not over-reacting to opposi-
tion.)

The primary opposition expressed to Mil-
row appeared to be based chiefly on anti-
testing, anti-ABM, and the anti-establish-
ment ideology, politics and a desire to get
publicity. The opposition leaders curtained
their real motives and staged a campaign
designed to promote fear—fear of earth-
guakes, fear of tidal waves, fear of economiec
damage to the fishing industry, fear of dam-
aging forelgn relations, and to a minor ex-
te1t fear of radioactivity. This is a type of
opposition the AEC has experienced for
years and one which appears certain to con-
tinue. There appears to be no method of
softening or minimizing this opposition,
since for the most part those ideologically,
morelly or instinctively inspired to volce this
opposition have their minds firmly made up,
will not listen to facts, arguments or op-
posing views, and are determined not to let
their minds be changed.

Originally, it was assumed that the chief
opposition to Milrow from Alaskans would
be on conservationist grounds, Concerted
efforts were made to get all the informa-
tion before leading conservationists and
conservationist groups and to convince them
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that the effects predictions were soundly
based, and that bioecological study pro-
grams were detailed enough. The sea otter
transplant program was thoroughly publi-
cized. The success of these efforts is at-
tested by the lack of any significant amount
of open, organized conservationist opposi-
tion during the final months before Milrow.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. If future projects are programmed for
Amchitka, the AEC should have a more open
policy than in the build-up period for the
Milrow test. During the weeks leading up
to Milrow, the AEC demonstrated to news
media and the public that it can operate
openly, that its people know what they are
doing, and that they are credible.

2. Bome agency of the U.S. Government
should seek to learn the motivation for the
Milrow opposition engendered in Canada, as
a means of judging whether simllar opposi-
tion is likely in the future, and perhaps to
find means to counteract such opposition,

3. A series of 10 to 20 minute film brief-
ings based on “Safety in Underground Test-
ing” and similar to the oral briefings made
by AEC authorities to the Alaska State Leg-
islative Council should be prepared several
months in advance of any future Amchitka
test. SBuch a series of safety briefing film
presentations would make it possible to pre-
sent safety briefings to officlals, groups, or-
ganizations or the public as appropriate with-
out the actual presence of the panel of
briefers.

Each film should be self-contained and
usable as an individual program. With a
selection of briefings covering “Why We
Test;” “Earth Motion;” “Contalnment;”
“Radloactivity;” “Ecology,” ete., it would be
possible to offer briefings on individual sub-
Jects; a combination of subjects, or the en-
tire safety spectrum.

Some films might be usable in any area
where a nuclear project was planned. Others
might be specially taflored for the particu-
lar area.

JOHN GOBERT—OUTSTANDING DIS-
?inIED AMERICAN VETERAN FOR

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, one of the
perplexing problems facing Congress is
how to encourage able-bodied but un-
willing workers to take jobs.

But we also have inspiring instances in
our Nation of severely handicapped per-
sons who have fought not only to carry
their own weight in society, but to help
others.

Two instances have come to my atten-
tion recently. One is the story of a one-
legged veteran who has helped to bring
health service to the isolated Arizona
Indian village of Supai. Because of his
wonderful record, John Gobert has been
selected as the Outstanding Disabled
American Veteran for 1971.

The story was told in an Associated
Press article which ran August 9, 1971, in
the Phoenix Gazette. I ask unanimous
consent that the article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

DAV's OUTSTANDING Man—ONE-LEGGED VET
BrRINGS MEDICAL AID TO INDIAN

DeTrOIT.—Overcoming the Vietnam war in-
Jury that took his left leg, husky Blackfoot
Indian John Gobert has blazed a trail bring-
ing health service to his Indian brethren In
the isolated village of Supal, 2,400 feet below
the rim of the Grand Canyon.

Now 20 years old, Gobert was born and
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raised on an Indian reservation at Brown-
ing, Mont. He joined the Navy in 1960, and
during his second tour of duty in Vietnam in
1965 he lost his leg when he stepped on a
land mine.

After 10 months in a Naval hospital learn-
ing to walk on a false leg, Gobert returned to
civilian life.

In 1969, he took a ploneering assignment
with the U.S. Indian Health Service in Ari-
zona. The job was to bring medical care
and public health programs to the 300 Hava-
supai Indians living in almost complete iso-
lation down the steep cliffs of the Grand
Canyon.

After hurriedly taking courses from the
U.S. Public Health Service at Phoenix and
Tucson, Ariz.,, on health care, Gobert spent
18 months in Supal offering what medical
help he could and arranging to have the
seriously ill removed to the nearest town—
80 miles away—by helicopter.

As a result of his success, the U.S. Public
Health Service has organized a program of
training Indians to bring medical services
to some of the most isolated tribes in the
western part of the nation.

Gobert, who is helping to coordinate the
training and placement of 10 new Indian
medics, has been named the year’s Outstand-
ing Disabled American Veteran by the 350,-
000-member Disabled American Veterans,

Some 3,000 delegates of the group are in
Detroit for their annual convention.

In additlon to operating a medical clinic
and public health program, Gobert spent
many hours in Supal traveling the treacher-
ous cliff trails on horseback to make house
calls.

Gobert won the confidence of the vil-
lagers—"a real tribute” to him, explains Dr.
Charles S. McCammon, medical director of
the Phoenix area Indian Health BService.
“For the Havasupai people are not noted for
their acceptance of outsiders.” Gobert mod-
estly discounts any difficulties in achieving
acceptance by the Havasupals.

“I could have had two heads and three
arms on one side as long as I could look after
their health,” he said.

Gobert had to call in helicopters 16 times
to take out seriously i1l or injured patients.
But often, after dark or when winds were
too strong, the helicopter could not make the
trip and Gobert had to do what he could
with the guidance of a doctor on the tele-
phone,

EDITORIALS FROM THE ARKANSAS
GAZETTE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp two editorials published in
the Arkansas Gazette of September 12,
1971.

One editorial, entitled “Filling a Na-
tional Void,” concerns the opening of the
Kennedy Center and emphasizes in an
appropriate manner the significance of
this fine institution.

The other editorial, entitled “The New
‘Line’ From Walt Whitman Rostow,” is
a perceptive and thoughtful analysis of
somne of the views of Mr. Kissinger's
predecessor in the White House.

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

TaHE New “LaNe” FroM WaLTt WHITMAN

RosTow

Presidential advisers may come and presi-
dential advisers may go (though some of
them do not go often enough or soon
enough), but the one thing that most of the
think tank boys seem to have In common Is
an apparently congentlal inability to admit
that they might ever have been wrong.
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Among the big ones, a partial exception
would have to be Robert 8. McNamara—no
“think tank" product, as such, but one of
them in spirit—whose commissioning of the
“Pentagon Papers” grew out of a growing
suspicion that he had been wrong. While he
was hanging in there, though, McNamara had
hung as tough as any of 'em, concurring in
irrational actions daily in the name of what
he was certaln was pure reason.

More typical is Eugene V. Rostow, who now
has simply shifted the terms of debate to
argue that it was Japan and not China that
was the real long-term threat in Southeast
Asia all along. It goes without saying that he
had known it all along, but just wasn't tell-
ing.
Walt W. Rostow, from his exile at the Uni-
versity of Texas-Austin, essays the more
bravura touch, writing now in Life magazine
that China was and remains the threat, all
right, but going on to argue from there that
detente with China, if it comes, will have
come about because of, rather than in spite
of, our bloody war in Indochina. It is an
ingenious argument, but also a remarkably
disingenuous one.

“Was It worth it?”, W. W. Rostow asks
rhetorically in summary of almost 50,000
American dead, unknown and unknowable
hundreds of thousands of indigenous Asian
peasantry dead. $125,000,000,000 lifted out of
the pockets of the American taxpayer. “Clear-
ly the outcome of the common effort is still
uncertain [but] if we mindlessly walk away
from Asia, we shall make sure it was not
worth it.”

We can mindlessly walk in to the inherited
French colonial war In the Indochina penin-
sula (agalnst the explicit advice of General
de Gaulle and other thoughtful Frenchmen)
but to walk all the way out, many years too
late, would be really mindless because it
would, among other things, reveal more fully
the essential mindlessness of the original
action. That 1s not precisely the argument
Rostow is trying to make, of course, but it is
the argument, the only case that can be
made for lingering. Learning nothing from
the past, Rostow apparently is determined
to repeat the nightmare history forever if
it comes to that, even If all but he have fled
and he has to do it single-handed.

One of the positive gains that Walt Whit-
man Rostow claims have come out of the
Vietnam War is the “strength” of Japan, the
same Japan that Eugene Victor Rostow sees
as becoming again the long-term threat in
Southeast Asia and In the Far East gen-
erally.

Another is what he calls the “greatest rice
crop In (South Vietnam’s) history.” It 1s
true that the South Vietnamese, with our
assistance, lately have begun to have some
success with high-yleld strains in such eul-
tivable land as has escaped what Patrick
Owens calls our “craterization policy in that
country. But what this ignores is that South
Vietnam was a rice exporting country when
we first entered the war In force, but has not
been for the greater course of our presence
there—for the obvious reasons. It also ig-
nores the price of rice in the local consumer
market, then as compared with now, along
with all the other inflationary effects that
the war has had on the South Vietnamese
economy as a whole (not to mention our
own.) The day after publication of the Ros-
tow plece In Life the headlines told of the
breakdown of orderly marketing procedures
even in “safe” rural areas in the country be-
ecause of the large number of ARVN veterans
turned looters and highwaymen in conse-
quence of the combination of low or non-
existent pensions and high Hving costs.

But what all this ignores most of all is
that during the period when we supposedly
have been effectively *“resisting” China,
thereby making it more amenable to sane
discourse, the Chinese have been strengthen-
ing rather than diminishing their influence
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along the Indochina periphery, and that dur-
ing that period—so far from being over-
thrown internally, which was the wish if not
actually the prediction of some of the more
glazed-eyed justifiers of our Vietnam inter-
vention—the Communist government of
mainland China has survived the Cultural
Revolution, with all its wrenching disloca-
tions, to emerge into a period of so much
greater stability and confidence as to allow
them, once more to confront the Outer Bar-
barians (us) eyeball to eyeball. It of course
was also the perlod in which they perfected
The Bomb, and went to work on a delivery
system, if anybody is interested in that.

FILLING A NATIONAL VOID

The John F. Eennedy Center for the Per-
forming Arts has been opened with proper
pomp and ceremony and with the grand pre-
miere of a Leonard Bernsteln “mass” which
was concelved and executed on a scale in pro-
portion to the heroic structure itself. It is a
matter of considerable pride and satisfaction
to all of us in Arkansas that the Center is
the architectural creation of Edward Durell
Stone.

In the tradition of nearly all such open-
ings, there is lively If not furlous disagree-
ment on the artistic worth of the edifice and
of the first performance in it. The old, be-
loved Metropolitan Opera in New York was
the target of caustic criticism when it was
opened. In its turn, the EKennedy Center is
regarded by some crities as cavernous and
grandiose and cold; New Yorkers especlally
have sald sniffily that it lacks compactness
and sophistication of the Lincoln Center for
the Performing Arts. Edward Durell Stone,
in his response, has noted that the setting
in Washington is not like New York's and,
quoting Frank Lloyd Wright on the virtues of
honest arrogance (vs. hypocritical humility),
has said that he finds his creation spectac-
ularly beautiful.

As for Bernstein's “mass,” the New York
Times reviewers found it schmalzy and super-
ficial, while the Washington Post reviewer
sald it was the greatest thing Bernstein had
ever done.

Everyone to his own choice and let history
be the judge. All of this lively argument adds
to the spirit of the occasion, the opening of
an institution fittingly named for a beloved
president who was a great and knowledgeable
patron of the arts. The Eennedy Center fills
a great vold at the national capital, which
previously had nothing more than ordinary
provincial facilities for the performing arts.
The Center has been desperately needed. It
promises to enrich the quality of American
1ife.

THE COST-OF-LIVING INDEX

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, up-
permost in the mind of every person in
the United States today are the coun-
try’s economic problems and how these
problems affect each individual. The rise
in the cost-of-living index is watched
closely. Equally as important and as
closely observed by many people is the
monthly report by the Bureau of Labor
Statisties concerning the rise or fall in
wholesale food prices. It is natural for
everyone to be concerned with wholesale
food prices because changes in these
prices generally mean food price changes
at retail.

Because of the importance placed on
this, and other reports of our many Gov-
ernment agencies, I believe Congress
should insist upon the most accurate and
factual reports than can possibly be as-
sembled. Inaccuracies in these reports
are misleading to the public and damag-
ing to both our Government's image and
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the credibility of the department con-
cerned. The reports can also single out
and damage important food industries
as well.

Such a damaging case resulting from
a recent report by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics has been called to my atten-
tion, and I wish to inform my fellow
Members of Congress of the seriousness
of the problem and how it occurred.

According to information supplied to
me by United Egg Producers, a nation-
wide egg marketing cooperative, on Sep-
tember 2, 1971, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics released its report which in-
dicated August wholesale food prices rose
2.2 percent over the previous month. In
that report, the Bureau said egg prices
rose 23.2 percent. After investigating the
Bureau’s findings, United Egg Producers
reported to me egg prices advanced only
about 2 cents per dozen, or less than 5
percent, during August and the reason
for the Bureau's erroneous report was
that their figures were based on one
day’s price for one size of eggs in four
market locations.

It was difficult for me to believe that
the Bureau of Labor Statistics has issued
such an important statement concerning
wholesale food prices on such a shallow
sampling of statistical data. Egg prices
are so volatile, a month’s report cannot
be based on what occurred on a given day
this month as compared with a similar
day last month. Yet, this is exactly how
the report was formulated.

When the industry leaders confronted
the Bureau of Labor Statistics with the
inaccuracy of their report they suggested
that if the Bureau were to continue re-
porting a monthly whole food price index,
then such reports should be based on
average monthly price figures—not just 1
day’'s market prices. The Bureau is re-
ported to have advised industry members
that it will reconsider sampling and re-
porting procedures and evaluate possible
changes to improve accuracy of the re-
ports.

Mr. President, I say all Federal reports
should be accurate and refiect a true pic-
ture or they should not be issued at all.
Dr. Gene C. Masters, director of sta-
tistical analysis for United Egg Pro-
ducers, said it took him less than 1 hour
to evaluate the U.S. Department of
Agriculture’s daily price reports to de-
termine what the true wholesale price in-
dex was for eggs in August as compared
to July. These same USDA reports are
available to the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics, and their department is ade-
gquately staffed to compile accurate re-
ports.

Therefore, I am requesting that the
Bureau of Labor Statistics study and cor-
rect its procedures and methods o insure
accuracy of their reports. Such reports
are too important to our Nation as well
as to many food industries to be allowed
to be misleading or inaccurate. I am
pleased that the Bureau has expressed a
desire to consider such needed changes.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place in the Recorp the text of a
letter from Mr. Jerry Faulkner, vice
president and general manager of United
Egg Producers, and of my letter to the
Honorable Geoffrey H. Moore, Commis-
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sioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
dated September 13, 1971, asking that he
consider changes in methods and pro-
cedures.

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

UnireEp Ece PRODUCERS,
Atlanta, Ga., September 8, 1971.
Hon. HERMAN E. TALMADGE,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR: We wish to call your atten-
tion to misleading public pronouncements
and improper statistical procedures by the
Bureau of Labor Statlstics which have caused
the egg industry to be falsely accused as a
culprit in the rise in wholesale food prices.
This situation needs to be investigated and
rectified to prevent future damaging reports
to our, and possibly other, agricultural indus-
tries.

On Thursday, September 2, the Bureau of
Labor Statistics issued its report which was
carried by practically every major news media
outlet In the United States. Newspapers car-
ried the stories on front pages as those fig-
ures said food prices were continuing to rise.
The news article noted that the primary cul-
prits in the rise were agricultural items
which were not subject to the price freeze an-
nounced by President Nixon. It labeled eggs
as having advanced in price 23.2 percent over
the previous month.

Those of us in the egg business knew this
report could not be true, therefore we checked
into the matter. We learned from the Bureau
that their report was issued on the basis of
one day's price for one size of eggs in four
market locations. It just happened that the
day the Bureau picked for its sample was a
day in which market prices were higher than
on the sample day of the previous month.
We understand the turkey industry was
falsely labelled in November 1870 as was the
egg Industry in July of this year.

Dr. Gene C. Masters, Director of Statistical
Research for our organization, called the Bu-
reau's attention to this fallacy In statistical
reporting. Comparing egg prices for the entire
month of August against July, using the
same U.B. Department of Agriculture reports
the Bureau used, Dr. Masters found egg prices
advanced about lc per dozen, or approxi-
mately 3 percent for the month. Eggs ac-
counted for only about 2 percent of retail
food sales, thus could not have been a sig-
nifieant factor in the rising cost of food—
even using the Bureau's false report of 23.2
percent rise!

Tt 1s hard to belleve our government would
permit the issuance of such important public
releases as the one to which I refer without
in-depth, thorough study. To single out any
industry on such shallow statistical sam-
pling is certainly without justification, par-
ticularly when the figures are readily avail-
able. We were told by the Bureau they did
not have the time, personnel or funds to
study the daily price changes over the full
month’s rasge. Yet, Dr. Masters achieved
this in less than an hour’s time.

I believe you will agree that if the Bureau
of Labor Statistics is to continue reporting
monthly rises in food prices, then the figures
should .truly represent what has occurred
over the month’s duration—not a single day.
And, if a single commodity contributed to
the rise, then such price rises should be
statistically significant. Egg prices are very
volatile, so the use of price reports on any
one day as an indicator of the monthly aver-
age price level Is misleading and inaccurate.

United Egg Producers is on record with
the Department of Agriculture as having re-
quested a dally or weekly report of retall egg
prices to consumers. Such a serles is not now
available. We belleve Market News and the
Economic Research Service could develop
such a series which would be mesningful to
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both the consumer and the egg Industry.
Those figures would be more significant in
slgnaling a rise or decline in the cost of
living.

Until a better measuring system is devised,
we would appreciate your investigating the
present system to the end that reports issued
to the public truly reflect an accurate picture
of the nation’s economy.

Sincerely,
JERRY FAULENER,
Vice President and General Manager.

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
AND FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C., September 13, 1971.

Hon. GeorrFreY H. MOORE,

Commissioner, Bureau of Labor Statistics
U.S. Department of Labor, Washington,
D.C.

Dear ComMIssIONER Moore: Attached is a
copy of a letter, which is self-explanatory,
dated September 8, 1971, from Mr. Jerry
Faulkner, Vice President and General Man-
ager, United Egg Producers, Atlanta, Georgia,
concerning the September 2, 1971, report on
wholsale prices of eggs by the Bureau.

As you know, consumers are very much
aware and rightfully have a deep interest In
food prices. However, many consumers equate
food prices with farm prices, which are quite
two different matters.

I know for a fact that producer egg prices
have been disastrously low for a considerable
period of time. For example, as reported by
the Department of Agriculture prices re-
ceived by producers as reported on August 15,
1969, amounted to 35.5 cents per dozen, on
August 15, 1970, 33.1 cents per dozen, and on
August 15, 1971, 31.0 cents per dozen; hardly
profitable levels.

Therefore, it seems to me, and I am sure
you agree, that the Bureau should do its
utmost to assure that prices reported are
truly representative and do reflect actual
changes.

As I understand it, the United Egg Pro-
ducers have discussed this matter with you
and were informed that you would look into
the matter of Bureau procedures and meth-
odology.

In any event I would appreciate very much
your cooperation in considering such changes
as necessary to fully reflect market for the
benefit of consumers and others.

With every good wish, I am,

Sincerely,
HerMAN E. TALMADGE,
Chairman.

NO PHOSPHATE MINING IN LOS
PADRES NATIONAL FOREST

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, one of
the major environmental issues in Cali-
fornia today is the proposal for U.S. Gyp-
sum Co. to engage in open pit mining for
phosphates in the Los Padres National
Forest.

This operation would be an environ-
mental disaster as attested to in the en-
vironmental impact statement prepared
by the Bureau of Land Management. Not
only would the mining result in air and
noise pollution and the loss of recrea-
tional values of this area, it would also
adversely affect the California condor lo-
cated in sanctuaries on both sides of the
proposed mining area.

There has been substantial local op-
position to the phosphafe mining on en-
vironmental grounds, even though the
operation might create greatly needed
new jobs in the area.

An editorial published recently in the
Ventura County Press-Courier during
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the congressional recess illustrates the
extent of local feelings, Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the editorial
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:

No Neep For U.B. Gypsum HERE

With the legislators of California and
Ventura County in both Washington and
Bacramento solidly lined up against open
pit mining for phosphates in Los Padres
National Forest it is hard to imagine the
U.S. Gypsum Company having much of a
chance to extract & lease from the Depart-
ment of the Interior.

The operation of mining in public land
in the forest above Ojal, if it were to re-
celve federal approval in & year or so, could
last from 40 to 100 years according to estl-
mates. The mind boggles at the mere thought
of what this beautiful wilderness area would
look like before mining ran down to a stop.

The very idea that such a thing is con-
templated and 1s possible is enough to drive
conservationists to distraction, especially
those who were “cut off at the pass” during
so-called public hearings in Ventura July 27
and 28 when they tried to present argu-
ments they considered should be in the rec-
ord of testimony the Department of the
Interior will review.

U.S. Gypsum wants a lease to mine 2,600
acres of the forest in the vicinity of FPine
Mountain Ridge, which is not far removed
from the nesting site of the few California
giant condors we have left. The company has
stated it expects to build a processing plant
to handle 2,000 tons of material a day and
is seeking two additional prospecting per-
mits which could eventually allow mining
of 5,000 additional adjacent acres. A sec-
ond plant to make 500 tons of sulfuric acld
per day for use in the process of producing
phosphates would be needed and state high-
way 33, the Ojai-Maricopa stretch, would see
up to 70 25-ton trucks going to and from
the processing area.

The magnitude of the operation proposed
may be difficult to grasp but it takes little
imagination on the part of the average citi-
zen of Ventura County to lend a sympathetic
ear to the warnings of save-our-environment
groups now active in opposition to the
entire project. Forest land now in a virgin
state, and all the better for that, would
have open pits of about one-half mile in
length, 900 feet in width and 400 feet in
depth from the surface for at least five
miles. Ventura County Environmental Coali-
tion say the result would represent a sub-
terranean Roman coliseum. Sen. Alan Cran-
ston (D.-Calif,) didn't take long to assure
coalition board members in Camarillo Fri-
day that he, too, takes a very dim view of
the whole proposal and believes it can be
shelved by getting rid of some archiac laws
which govern the issuance of permits for
strip mining in the United States.

Some of the environmental roadblocks to
mining, apart from scarring of the forest,
pointed out by conservationists are alr, water
and noise pollution, adverse impact on both
plant and animal life, curtailment of recre-
ation, serlous depletion of water table to
dry up springs now used by hikers and wild-
life, erosion, and increased fire dangers.

It is not at all clear what economic ad-
vantages to the county the U.8. Gypsum ven-
ture would bring. Is the mineral deposit In
Los Padres National Forest needed in the
foreseeable future? Environmental coalition
doesn’t believe so and produces statistles
which indicate there is a glut of phosphate
on the world market with the U.S. exporting
30 per cent of what is mined in this country.

Ben. Cranston was advised that loaded as
it is with information on the subject of open
mining, environmental coalition has had
difficulty in obtaining data, from either fed-
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eral agencies or U.S. Gypsum which would
allow citizens to participate in the deeision-
making process. Cranston, promising his co-
operation to break through the ax wall of
silence, heard from coalition members they
are convinced U.S. Gypsum has not been
truthful with them or the U.S. government
in some of the statements made at the hear-
ings which, were described as farcical.

An enlightening observation by the sen-
ator was that one governmental official
frankly stated, when the matter of public
hearings on another matter was belng dis-
cussed, that *“We don't want public hearings
because we don't want to stir up the na-
tives.”

The natives of Ventura County have been
stirred up by the threat of damage to one
of its natural resources. What environmental
coalition needs now more than anything is a
citizens' fighting fund (money in the bank)
from which to draw in fighting the good
fight to preserve the environmental quality
of this county,

LEE ANTHONY GIURLANDA—SIGHT-
LESS ANNOUNCER FOR RADIO
STATION KAAA, KINGMAN, ARIZ.

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, earlier in
the summer, on July 3, 1971, the Arizona
Republic published an editorial about a
blind radio announcer in Kingman, Ariz.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REcoRD.

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

OvuT-TALKING A HANDICAP

Lee Anthony Glurlanda, the sightless an-
nouncer for Kingman radio station EKAAA,
is one of & small but growlng number of
blind persons winning their way into jobs
with the electronic communications media.

They do so by demonstrating that their
visual handlecap s actually no handicap to
the capable performance of their dutles
amid the clutter of dials, switches, and
cables. Their example is heartening to all
others who must master physical or mental
afflictions.

Giurlanda, who goes by the name “Lee
Anthony"” over the air, was recently featured
in an Associated Press story in The Republic.
He had been a broadcasting student at
Phoenix College, but was unable to find
work with a local station. In Kingman, he
appeared for a job interview with the sta-
tion manager, who didn't realize that Giur-
landa was sightless until the aspiring an-
nouncer told him so.

“Lee Anthony,” who can distinguish only
between total darkness and bright sunlight,
does not use a cane. Walking down the
streets, he has his wife at his side to direct
him, He discarded his dark glasses when he
decided they looked strange to others in the
glareless confines of a control room. Staffers
at EAAA who used to complain of personal
afflictions say his attitude is a constant
encouragement.

The Federal Communications Commission
reportedly is considering whether to grant
him a first-class broadcaster’s license because
of his proved ability. The FCC previously
limited sightless persons to lesser licenses
to restrict the duties they may perform at
stations

A sightless announcer in the Midwest is
sald to have given the Kingman man the
encouragement to hope for a radio job.

Another visually handicapped radio an-
nouncer, Paul Caputo of Springfleld, Mass.,
recently jolned the news department of
WWLP-TV there, becoming, the station be-
lieves, the first blind newsman on American
television. All these announcers work with
the ald of stories punched In Braille.

Their voices and images should remind
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the public that handicaps need not become
greater than people allow them to be.

PRO-NIXON ILLINOIS PRECINCTS
SUPPORT 1971 VIETNAM WITH-
DRAWAL

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I
would like to call the Senate’s attention
to a poll on Vietnam which was con-
ducted in certain Illinois precincts this
summer.

Business Executives Move for Vietnam
Peace, the well-known antiwar lobby,
selected precincts which had, by lopsided
margins, voted for Mr. Nixon in 1968 and
for the victorious congressional candi-
dates in 1970. Neither President Nixon
nor the Congressmen advocate setting a
deadline for ending the war. But from 62
to 83 percent of their constituents who
were polled now believe the war should
be ended this year, and say they will not
vote for incumbents who do not vote ac-
cordingly.

I ask unanimous consent to have a let-
ter containing an explanation of this
poll printed in the RECORD.

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

Business EXECUTIVES MoOVE
FOR VIETNAM PEACE,
Chicago, 111, September 10, 1971.

DEAR SENATOR: We are writing to report to
you the results of a BEM-sponsored survey
just completed in supposedly hawkish pre-
cincts in the Chicago metropolitan area on
voter attitudes toward a firm 1971 troop
withdrawal date In Vietnam. The survey
shows that 72.7% of voters in presincts
President Nizon carried in 1968 will vote
against the President and their congressman
unless those officials move to withdraw “all
U.S. military personnel . . . out of Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodia by December 31, 1971."

BEM canvassers worked in districts repre-
sented by congressmen who voted against the
Nedzi-Whalen Amendment. The canvassing
method was to work house to house in pre-
cincts selected because they voted for the
President and the incumbent congressman
at the last elections. All canvassers were
volunteers; almost all are residents of the
districts they worked. No professional poli-
ticians of elther party took part.

The canvassing took place during July and
August. A total of 3804 voters in six congres-
slonal districts marked ballots, with 2766
(72.7%) marking for the Dec. 31st deadline
and 1039 (27.3%) voting approval of the
President’s current poliecy. .

Following are the district results:

Incumbent’s
percentage

1970

" vole in
District- precincts
wide  worked
vote for
1971  survey

Survey

BEM pergentt
survey agains

19?{ sa(‘:ﬂn-

(per- press-

cent) man

District and
Congressman

Sth—John
Kluczynski
(Democrat). . _

10th—Harold
Collier (Re-

62.3 17.4

68.0 357
McClory (Re-
publican)

13th—Philip
Crane (Re-
publican)

14th—John M.
Erlenborn (Re-

ublican)
15th—Mrs.
Charlotte Reid
(Republican). .

66.8 33.5
5.8
70.5

7.0
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THE FIFTH DISTRICT

Basically a Chicago district, the ©&5th
stretches out the southwest side south of
the Sanitary & Ship Canal to bedroom-
factory suburbs like Stickney and Justice.
The district includes the old Stock Yards,
Midway Airport and Mayor Daley's home.
Our workers canvassed in eight precincts,
one in the 14th Ward (a Democratic strong-
hold), two in the 15th (Gage Park), four in
the 23rd (Garfleld Ridge), and one in the
town of Burbank. Both President Nixon (in
1068) and Rep. EKluczynskl (in 1970) car-
ried all eight precincts; there was also & sub-
stantial vote for Gov. Wallace in these pre-
cinets. Those sampled in the 25th precinct
of the 15th Ward, three blocks from Con-
gressman Kluczynski's home, voted 156-12
for the Nedzi-Whalen date.

THE 10TH DISTRICT

West Cook County suburbs. Il ranges geo-
graphically from Des Plaines and Park Ridge
on the north to LaGrange Park at the south-
ern border. Our workers canvassed in Oak
Park (three precincts), River Forest (one),
Park Ridge (one), Maywood (two), Brook-
fleld (one), Bellwood (one) and LaGrange
Park (one). All 10 precincts were carried both
by President Nixon and Rep. Collier. Pro-
viso Township, Pect. 23 (LaGrange Park),
closest to Rep. Colller's home, showed a
55-50 majority for Nedzi-Whalen.

THE 12TH DISTRICT

Lake and McHenry counties, and two
northwest Cook county townships, It in-
cludes suburbs, exurban towns, and farms.
Our six precincts are split between Lake
County (Lake Forest, Libertyville, and Deer-
fleld) and McHenry County (two in Crystal
Lake and one, partly rural, in McHenry). All
six precincts were carried both by President
Nixon and Rep. McClory. Shields Township,
Pet. 9, in Lake Forest, closest to Rep. Mc-
Clory’'s home, showed & 140-32 majority for
Nedzi-Whalen.

THE 13TH DISTRICT

North Cook County suburbs, from the Lake
west to Schaumburg. Our workers canvassed
in 15 precincts: Wheeling (one), Northfield
(one), Elk Grove Village (one), Glenview
(one), Evanston (four), Morton Grove (two),
Lincolnwood (one), and Skokle (one), and
three in “Evanston P.O."” preclncts. Twelve
of the 15 were carried by Rep. Crane, and all
were carried by President Nixon. In Precinet
4 of Elk Grove Village, Congressman Crane’s
home town, the sampling was 71-34 in favor
of Nedzi-Whalen,

THE 14TH DISTRICT

Du Page County (far western suburbs) and
the Joliet panhandle of Will County. Our
workers canvassed in six precincts, excluding
Will County, which was carried In 1970 by
Rep. Erlenborn’s Democratic opponent. Work
was done in Wheaton (one), Elmhurst (one),
Villa Park (two, including the new Brandy-
wine subdivision), and Lombard (two). All
six precincts were carried both by President
Nixon and Rep. Erlenborn. Pct. B5, York
Township, In Elmhurst where Congressman
Erlenborn lives, turned out 44-26 for Nedzl-
Whalen,

THE 15TH DISTRICT

Kane, DeKalb, Eendall, Grundy and La-
Salle counties, including exurban cities,
downstate towns, a huge state university and
farm country. Our workers canvassed in two
precincts: Geneva and rural Blackberry
Township of Kane County. Both were carried
by Rep. Reld and Presldent Nixon. We also
included some ballots signed at the Kane
County fair last month.

A copy of our ballot Is enclosed.

Yours sincerely,
FORBES SHEPARD,
Project Director.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

A NEW REFORM ERA

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. President, the
New York Times of today, September 15,
contains a thoughtiul and provocative
column written by Mr, William V. Shan-
non entitled “A New Reform Era.” I ask
unanimous consent that the column be
printed in the REcorD.

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

A New RErForM ERa
(By William V, Shannon)

WasHINGTON, September 14—"To be a
healthy nation, a strong nation, we need
also restore the health of our government
institutions,” President Nixon told Congress
the other day.

In support of this contention, Mr. Nixon
reiterated his call for reorganization of the
executive departments, Federal-state reve-
nue sharing and welfare reform. But the
crisis of confidence in the nation’s institu-
tions which was discussed in a previous arti-
cle in this space is far wider and more pro-
found, It encompasses the Presidency itself,
Congress, the courts, the military and ecivil
bureaucracies, and state and municipal gov-
ernments.

No single leader can resolve this crisis by
himself, Yet the President is a critical figure
because he is the only official chosen by the
whole people. A way out of the crisis can be-
gin to be found only if there is a Presldent
who can focus the nation's moral energies by
& politics of idealism and creative concilia-
tion. That has not occurred during Mr.
Nixzon's Preidency.

Like President Johnson before him, Presi-
dent Nixon has squandered much of his po-
litical credit in Vietnam. As he frequently
polnts out, he is gradually eliminating the
war as & political issue. But after nearly
three additional years of combat 15,000
American deaths, the Cambodian invasion
and the Eent State episode, he has taken so
long to do it that he did not benefit from
the tolerance that the public extends to every
new President. As a result, his base of sup-
port is no wider in the fall of 1971 than it
was in the fall of 1968.

By the Haynsworth and Carswell nomina-
tions, Mr. Nixon damaged the Presidency as
well as the Supreme Court. He was seen to
be playing regional politics with appoint-
ments on which the ordinary citizen had a
right to expect him to be highminded and
disinterested.

A successful Presidency involves a dialogue
between President and people. Candor is the
first requirement of a dialogue. Without it,
there can be no mutual trust. The dialogue

has to be on a regular and frequent basis.

Otherwise, there 1s no resonance. But Mr.
Nixon has chosen to emulate the remote, im-
perial style of General deGaulle. That may
be suitable for a country with Bonapartist
traditions but it 1s a curious mode for the
United States.

Although the Kennedy Administration
tried to “manage the news” and the Johnson
Administration found its way to “credibility
gap.” both of those regimes were as open as
town meetings compared to the present Ad-
ministration with its absence of Presiden-
tial news conferences, its overt hostility to
much of the press and its passion for secrecy.

Having failed to establish a continuing
dislogue with press and publie, President
Nixon has seriously impaired his ability to
win broad support for such institutional ini-
tiatives as he has attempted—executive reor-
ganization and Federal-state revenue shar-
ing. He first oversold them to a fantastic de-
gree by packaging them as the “second Amer-
ican Revolution” and then naturally found
he could not sustain public interest in them
at that level.
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He then coupled revenue sharing with wel-
fare reform as postponable ltems in his new
economic program. Trying to repair the dam-
age he reasserted his support for them in his
address Lo Congress last week, but major pro-
posals cannot be used as propaganda make-
weights and still retain their credibility. Mr.
Nixon does not appear to realize that in
manipulating them in this fashion, he under-
cut not only revenue sharing and welfare
reform but also public belief in his own se-
riousness, Is he trying to reform the Govern-
ment or is he playing political games?

Yet if Mr. Nixon has failed to restore the
Presidency as a center of effective, convincing
leadership, other institutions hardly come off
any better. Congressmen seem unaware that
many citizens see the House and Senate as
places where far too many men arrive poor
and leave twenty or thirty years later with a
lot more than their pensions. Lyndon John-
son with his radio and television franchises
set a bad example in this regard, and he is
not unique, until Congress clears up flagrant
confiicts of Interest and drastically reforms
the law on campaign spending, a greasy smog
of money will linger over the Capitol.

At least half the state governments are
not fit to participate in any Federal revenue-
sharing plan because they lack adequate
budget and accounting systems and have
poorly pald, politically intimidated civil serv-
ices. To pour money into these governments
is like pouring water into a sewer—it can
never be traced.

At every level of government and in almost
every corner of our common life, there is need
for a regeneration of public morality and a
rededication to soclal justice such as swept
the nation in the progressive era during the
first decade and a half of this century. New
organizations like John Gardner's Common
Cause and Ralph Nader’s Public Citizen and
the emergence of public interest law firms
and citizen environment groups are evidence
that such & movement may be forming, When
it finds political expression and leadership at
different levels, the renewal of the nation’s
institutions of Government will begin.

DURABLE GOODS TAX CREDIT

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, last
March 15 the Wall Street Journal pub-
lished an interesting article by Dr. Fran-
cis O. Woodard, professor and chairman
of the Department of Economics at
Wichita State University, in Kansas.

Dr. Woodard, a man with a very im-
pressive record in teaching, consulting,
and research, proposed a durable goods
tax credit to help to stimulate the Amer-
ican economy.

In brief, he suggested that American
consumers who purchase certain Ameri-
can-made goods be permitted to deduct
a certain percentage of the cost from
their income tax bill.

The article was accompanied by a
Wall Street Journal editorial which
called the proposal interesting but un-
likely.

Mr. President, as a result of these arti-
cles, I asked that Professor Woodard
provide a more detailed proposal. Dr.
Woodard was most cooperative. He sent a
further analysis of the proposed tax
credit. I wish to compliment Dr. Woodard
for his hard work in this area, and for
making a very lucid presentation.

As we all know, many things have
transpired since March 15, 1971. All of
the work by Dr. Woodard, which I am
discussing today, was done well before
President Nixon’s August 15 announce-
ment of a new economic policy.
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In view of the administration’s pro-
gram, and because of the complexity of
issues already facing us, I do not be-
lieve it is an appropriate time for us to
consider adopting the durable goods tax
credit concept.

It does seem appropriate, however, for
me to offer this material for study as a
further step to pep up our economy
should it lag at some future time; so I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a portion of a paper which
Dr. Woodard prepared for me regarding
the durable goods tax credit.

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

A DuraBLE Goops Tax CrepiT—A FURTHER
ANALYSIS
(By F. O. Woodard)

The proposal, briefly, is to give consumers
a tax credit for purchases of durable con-
sumer goods; the credit designed to stimu-
late purchases of such items as automobiles,
furniture and appliances so that employ-
ment will be restored in one of the most
economically depressed areas of our economy.
A reduction of unemployment in the durable
goods industries, of course, would have
salutory effects upon other industries as
well, and would go far to restoring an
acceptable level of economic prosperity.

Certaln in the economy in recent
months have made the maintenance of full
employment very difficult if not impossible.
These changes have largely involved the
consumer, and were quite well documented
{n “The Outlook column of the Wall Street
Journal on March 15, the same issue that my
article on a durable tax credit appeared.
Briefly, “The Outlook” pointed out that in
the two year period from the 4th quarter,
1968 to the 4th quarter, 1970, disposable
personal income, the amount avallable for
consumers to spend, increased 15 per cent.
Personal savings, however, increased 30 per
cent during the same period. The increase in
savings was offset by a decrease in consumer
spending, and specifically a reduction in
spending for consumer durable goods. During
that same two year period expenditures for
clothing increased 15 per cent and for food
and beverages, 14 per cent. For automobiles
and automobile parts, however, purchases
declined by 15 per cent and for furniture
and household equipment purchases in-
creased by only 8 per cent.

This places the responsibility for the
present recession and for the hoped recovery
squarely on the consumer. It is not hard to
understand why he is spending less now than
two years ago. Among other reasons, if he
still has a job he is very possibly afrald that
he will lose it, as has his neighbor. Also, the
rapid increase in prices over the past several
months undoubtedly has discouraged many
consumers from buying new durable goods.
He chooses instead, to repair the old auto-
mobile or appliance. * * *

A consumer durable tax credit would be
directed squarely at the central problem, and
at the same time would result in a minimum
reduction in government revenue. It would
stimulate activity in that area of the econ-
omy which is now experiencing one of the
highest rates of unemployment and the
highest level of idle capacity. Further, all of
the initial reduction in tax revenue would be
reflected in consumer durable spending;
none would be siphoned off into savings.

There is also the possibility of sufficient
controls so that the benefits of the credit
can be directed for the most part at those
consumers which have reduced their spend-
ing the greatest. This 1s presumed to be the
middle and lower-middle income groups, and
it 1s possible to direct most of the benefits
to these groups.
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The durable tax credit would work by
granting a reduction in the consumer’s per-
sonal income tax liability equivalent to a
percentage of the purchase price of a dur-
able good, such as an automobile, a piece
of furniture, or a household appliance. The
allowed percentage reduction would be sub-
tracted from the taxpayer’s personal income
tax liability at the time he flled his final
income tax return, If his credit, for instance,
would be $100 and his tax liability before the
credit would be $1,200, his total tax llability
would be $1,100. In this respect the durable
goods tax credit would work as did the in-
vestment tax credit, and the result would
be a reduction in the cost of the purchase.
The reduction, however, would be in the
form of a smaller income tax libility rather
than as a lower purchase price.

Further, the credit would be received at
the time the income tax return is filed, not
at the time of the purchase of the durable
good. Thus more than a year might separate
the purchase from the receiving of the credit.
For instance, the taxpayer might purchase a
new automobile in January, earn a tax credit
of, say, $200 then, but would continue to
have the same amount of his wages withheld
for income tax purposes, The following April,
when he files his return for the previous
year, it would be found that he had had $200
too much withheld and would receive a $200
refund.

This separation between the earning of the
credit and receiving it, I believe, is one of
the advantages of this proposal. By the time
the credit is refunded by the government the
stimulated sales of durable goods will have
been felt throughout the economy in the
form of a higher GNP and the resulting
higher income tax collections. Therefore the
government at that time will be in a better
position to affiord the credit payouts.

It should be pointed out that a disadvan-
tage of a cut in tax rates which results in
an increase in disposable Income (as in 1964)
subjects the government to immediate defi-
cits which hopefully will be reduced by a
stimulated economy and resulting increased
tax collections, With a durable goods tax
credit, the stimulation to the economy will
come first, the tax revenue reduction last.
This should be an attractive feature from
the point of view of government.

I have suggested three limits to the size
of tax credit which any one taxpayer can
earn, First, the credit should be limited to
& percentage of the purchase price of the
durable good. The taxpayer should still have
to put up the greatest part of the cost of
the purchase. Also, there should be a limit
on the total credit earned by the taxpayer.
This should be limited to a percentage of the
tax llabilly of the purchaser, and there should
be a maximum dollar limit to the size of the
credit which can be received, The purpose
of the percentage-of-tax-liability limit would
be to prevent a taxpayer from eliminating
his entire tax lability through large pur-
chases of durable goods. Such action would
be very attractive to many taxpayers in the
absence of such a limit. The purpose of the
maximum dollar credit limit would be to
confine the greatest benefits to the middle
and lower income taxpayers which Is the
group believed to have reduced their pur-
chases of durable goods to the greatest ex~
tent. I do not belleve that wealthy taxpayers
have reduced their purchases of durable
goods by any appreciable amount during the
past couple of years, * * *

The schedule of credits therefore might be
as follows:

1. Ten percent of the purchase price of
the durable goods. This figure needs to be
high enough to encourage increased pur-
chases of durable goods by the desired
amount. The selection of the percentage used
should be made only after considerable
discussion.

2. Twenty percent of the taxpayer’s lia-
bility. Agalin, this figure is dependent upon a
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careful determination of the correct figure
needed to stimulate the desired added pur-
chases of durable goods.

3. A maximum credit of $1,000. To earn
this credit a taxpayer would need to pur-
chase durable goods valued at $10,000 and
have a personal income tax liability before
credits of $5,000. Certainly a few in the lower
or middle income groups would be limited by
this provision, and for those who would be
restrained, the limit is believed desirable.
Again, careful consideration should be given
to the selection of the size of this limitation.

Reference is made above to the “desired”
increase in durable goods purchases. An ex-
amination of national income data gives
some clue to the size of the needed increase.
In 1969, personal consumption expenditures
for durable goods were $80 billlon. The same
physical volume of exchange, but allowing
for no growth, would require purchases in
1971 of approximately $100 billion. An in-
crease to $100 billion in durable goods pur-
chases would earn a credit of $10 billion if
only the first suggested limitation is applisd.
The second and third limitations recom-
mended would reduce the credit earned to
something below this figure. The added $10
billion in consumer expenditures, expanded
by the multiplier effect, should push the
1971 GNP close to the $1,066 needed for full
employment.

Expansion of durable goods purchases be-
yond the $100 billion would be desirable if
idle capacity still remalned in the durable
goods Industries or if added Investment
would be stimulated to take care of the
added demand. If the needed capacity did
not exist or could not be provided, however,
increased demand beyond $1n0 billion would
largely result In increased prices, which
would not help the present unemployment
picture.

Objections to a durable tax credit will al-
most certainly be made by Internal Revenue
SBervice officials who will see this as a further
complication in the income tax forms. I am
in sympathy with the IRS desires to sim-
plify the tax reporting procedures, but I also
believe that the present need to increase
employment is greater than the present need
to simplify tax forms. This proposal is cer-
tainly no more romplicating than many of
the existing deduction and allowance pro-
visions, and is certalnly manageable by the
IRS,

To earn the credit the taxpayer would
need to file a form with the IRS at the time
of filing the final income tax report estab-
lishing the fact of the durable good pur-
chase and the purchase amount, This would
require the name of the seller who would
also have to keep a record of the names of
his customers. Auditing would then be pos-
slble by the IRS. It should be pointed out
that similar records must now be kept by
savings banks of interest payments, lend-
ers of interest received, and corporations of
dividends paid. Durable goods sellers must
also keep track of their sales, with the pos-
sible exception that the customer’s names
may not always now be recorded. The addi-
tion of that feature would not be burden-
some.

Mention should again be made that this
proposal is for a credit instead of a deduc-
tion. Many taxpayers do not itemize deduc-
tions but rather choose to deduct the allowed
percentage in calculating adjusted gross
income.

These taxpayers would not benefit from a
durable goods tax deduction. A tax credit,
however, 1s consldered after the tax lability
has been calculated, and so would be avall-
able to all taxpayers, whether or not they
itemize their deductions. Since it is believed
that those taxpayers using a percentage de-
duction (not itemizing) are largely confined
to the lower and middle Income groups, the
use of a credit instead of a deductlon 1Is even
more attractive.
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Two or three other recommendations
should be considered in proposing the adop-
tion of a durable goods tax credit. First, the
effective date should be no later than the
date the proposal is introduced, and the ef-
fective date should be well publicized &t the
outset. This would be necessary to minimize
the anticipatory effects which otherwise could
be very damaging. For Iinstance, if there
would be 90 days between the introduction
of the proposal and its adoption, and the ef-
fective date would be the date of adoption,
those planning to purchase durable goods
would tend to postpone their outlays until
the credit would be avallable. This would
mean greatly reduced sales of durable goods
during the time of debate and further unems-
ployment in those industries.

It is also recommended that the credit be
limited to American made durable goods.
Conceptually, I must include myself among
those favoring free trade, but the current
need so cobviously is to stimulate domestic
employment. An increase in the sale of im-
ported goods might increase domestic em-
ployment if there would be a corresponding
increase in exports from this country. At the
very least, however, such stimulation of ex-
ports would trall the increase of imports,
and would be too late to help the current em-
ployment problem. It should also be pointed
out that our low level of exports is not the
result of too few imports, but rather of
other problems which could not be solved by
& tax credit applied to the purchase of for-
eign made goods, The credit should be limited
to American made goods.

Very possibly also the credit should be 1im-
ited to a particular time period in the adopt-
ing legislation, Hopefully the credit would
not need to be permanent to maintain em-
ployment in the durable goods industries. If
this would be so, a serlous consideration
should be given to the need for resource re-
allocation. Given the temporary need for the
credit, then, the limit of a year, or perhaps
only six months, might be sufficlent, If there
is a continuing but temporary need the credit
could be extended. Further, extending would
seem to be easier, and more desirable, than
discontinuing the credit before it would nor-
mally expire should durable goods sales be
stimulated to the point where inflation would
be a problem.

COALITION FOR RURAL AMERICA:
AN IMPORTANT NEW POLITICAL

FORCE

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, on
Tuesday and Wednesday of last week, an
impressive and distinguished group of
people gathered here in Washington to
launch a new political action organiza-
tion committed to advance the cause of
rural development and balanced national
growth. Composed of an outstanding
group of political, business, farm, labor,
and educational leaders, the group which
met this week will constitute the initial
board of directors of the Coalition of
Rural America. This is a widely repre-
sentative group and every effort will be
made to assure that all segments of
rural America are fully represented in
this new and promising organization.

This is a most welcome, heartening de-
velopment. At the present no one speaks
for the total rural community—farm
and small town America—in a way that
the Urban Coalition and U.S. Confer-
ence of Mayors speaks for the large cities.
There is no adequate vehicle through
which the American rural community can
articulate its needs, its problems, ifs
hopes, its aspirations.
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The rural American today is often
frustrated and alienated because he be-
lieves that he has been bypassed by the
political and economic mainstreams in
this country, A review of socioeconomic
indicators confirms that rural communi-
ties lag in such areas as income, housing,
health, and education. This lack of eco-
nomic and social opportunities in rural
areas has generated a great migration to
the cities. And now there are very dis-
turbing signs that the distribution of our
people and industry is tilting too far
toward the megalopolis and away from
the smaller community.

Too many of our big cities are becom-
ing economically inefficient, socially de-
structive, and politically unmanageable.
In short, the urbanization process seems
to have gone awry. As the large cities
reel under the weight of too many peo-
ple and industries, thousands of small
towns are stagnating because of lack of
people and jobs.

No right thinking person suggests that
we relent in our efforts to solve the prob-
lems of the big cities. But surely the time
has come for a national commitment to
the economic and social development of
American rural communities in order to
achieve a more balanced and equitable
growth and, therefore, an enrichment of
the quality of life for all Americans.

The existence of a political action
group capable of speaking for the broad
interest of rural America is absolutely
essential if we are ever to realize this
national commitment.

Therefore, I am very much encour-
aged by the establishment of the Coali-
tion for Rural America. I hope that it
will be able to achieve its aim of devel-
oping a broad based national member-
ship to speak for rural America, and to
promote the cause of rural development
and balanced national growth in the
councils of the National Government.

A great number of people have been
involved in developing this new organi-
zation, Norbert Tiemann, former Gover-
nor of Nebraska, and Edward T. Breath-
itt, former Governor of EKentucky, de-
serve special recognition for the leader-
ship they have shown in getting this
organization launched.

Mr. Tiemann will serve as president of
the coalition. Mr. Breathitt will serve as
chairman of the board.

The board of directors of this new
organization is bipartisan and it is the
goal of the coalition to maintain a bi-
partisan balance, and, of course, this is
absolutely essential.

Mr. President, I was pleased to have
the opportunity to join the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Hum-
PHREY) in addressing the opening lunch-
eon of this group. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of my remarks, the text
of the remarks of Senator HUMPHREY,
and the text of the statement from Presi-
dent Nixon read to the group by Secre-
tary of Agriculture Clifford Hardin, be
placed in the Recorp; also I ask unani-
mous consent that a list of the board of
directors of the Coalition of America and
the text of the statement of goals and
objective adopted by the board be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the items
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were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,

as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JAMES B. PEARSON,
ORGANIZATIONAL MEETING OF COALITION FOR
RURAL AMERICA, WasHINGTON, D.C, BSEP-
TEMBER 7, 1871
THE NEED FOR A RURAL POLITICAL ACTION

COALITION

A numhber of men for a number of years
both within and without the Congress have
held the persuasion that rural redevelop-
ment, or balanced national growth—what-
ever ldentification tag is assumed—was an
essential policy or program to undertake at
this stage of our national growth.,

To the extent that Federal legislation can
achieve these goals or rural revitalization,
those of us in Congress need your help.

For the interest of rural America, the
small towns as well as our farms, 15 not now
being adequately represented In the Ameri-
can process. And, of course, the reasons are
obvious. The number of farmers 1s diminish-
ing. The farm organizations are divided by
commodities and political philosophies and
are limited to their immediate constituency.
And certainly no one speaks for the whole
of Small Town U.8.A. In a way that such
organizations as the Urban Coalition and
the United States Conference of Mayors speak
for the large citles.

A Coalition for Rural America, & coalltion
of people, of ideas, of action, and of advice
is needed. For the cry that the Government
establishment is too remote, too removed,
and unresponsive comes not only from the
long haired and bearded youth. It is not
difficult to find an older man in bib overalls
with a forehead half sunburned over eyes
that constantly squint from looking at the
sun too long who says that he is frustrated
and allenated because he believes he has
been bypassed by the political and economic
mainstreams of this country.

Perhaps I am belaboring the point. But I
argue that there is no adequate vehicle
through which the American rural commu-
nity can now fully articulate its needs, its
problems, i{ts hopes and its aspirations,

And perhaps today it has become fashion-
able for both the students and the farmers
to be frustrated and allenated. But there
are soclal and economic indicators which
reinforce the countryman’s disenchantment,
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we know that the march of modern Western
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we also know that on balance society as a
whole has benefitted.

But many moved and still move in this
rural-urban migration out of necessity borne
by the lack of economic and soclal opportu-
nity in rural areas. And too often there is
too much evidence that the concentration
of people and industry have defied and, in
fact, repealed the law of “economies in scale.”

Too many of our big citles are becoming
economically inefficient, socially destructive
and politically unmanageable.

It is ironic, I'think, that it was the crisis
of the cities of the 60's that forces us to un-
derstand the interrelationship between the
problems of rural and urban America and
to understand how this great migration suf-
focated the cities and starved the small towns
at the same time.

So the festering slums, the polluted air
and monotonous suburbs of the cities and
the abandoned farms, stagnating towns and
inadequate public services in the countryside
is damning testimony of our failure to solve
a human and a national problem.

We suffered at both ends of the population
scale,

Now it simply doesn't have to be this way.

Surely the time has come for a national
commitment to the redevelopment of the
nation’s rural communities in order to
achieve a more balanced, a more productive,
and a more rewarding national growth. But
we are not going to make much progress to-
ward achieving these goals uniess we can de-
velop a broad based political coalition to
support them.

I assume that that is what this meeting
is all about.

Now before you go about the business of
putting these things together, I offer not
advice a8 much as these personal notions.
While there 1s a sense of urgency, there is
the necessity of taking the long view. Some
will argue that timing i1s so crucial that if
we don't act now and in a big way the mo-
ment will have been lost and the rural de-
velopment movement will fade into history.

I fully agree that there is a desperate need
to make a beginning now. But it was not a
now or never proposition back in 1966 when
Orville Freeman started talking about urban-
rural balance and it is now a now or never
proposition as Secretary Hardin urges action
on this same problem today.

Thus while I hope that we can get some-
thing done in 1871 there will be plenty to
do in 1981. For if we are really serlous about
rural development and a balanced national
growth, let us think in terms of days and
decades.

Nor, I suggest, should we ever let our pur-
poses be interpreted as an attack upon the
big cities or that we would relent for a mo-
ment to solving the problems of the inter-
clty.

I think we can be aggressive in creating
a new rural America without creating a new
divisiveness in urban America.

Once again, the problems of rural and
urban America are so interrelated that noth-
ing we do should take away from the cities.

Nor I insist are our purposes parochial and
they do not represent a turning of our back
upon any inevitable wave of the future.

This is not a time to present you with a
1ist of legislative proposals. But I would note
that I have introduced a package of bills
seeking to provide rural jobs, a national
Rural Development Center for Research,
Rural Health Services, Rural Credit and
Rural Transportation.

So I close as I began, Political action, leg-
islative results, a change in the directlion of
America’s life does not happen overnight,
Some movements to make this a better
America cannot be carried out by Senators
or even Presidents alone. They need the
broad, firm base of a people’s lobby who care
not only about where we are, but where we
are going.

In the final analysis, there is mno rural
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America and there is no urban America.

There is no single solution to the rural

problem and there is not single solution to

the urban problem. This is one country and

we can find a single answer.

REMARKS BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY
BEFORE COALITION FOR RURAL AMERICA
Boarp MEETING—SEPTEMBER T, 1971

“Time,” said St. Augustine, “is a three-
fold present, the present as we experience it;
the past as a present memory; and the future
as a present expectation.”

By that criterion, the world of the year
2000 has already arrived: the future is not a
leap into the distance. It begins in the pres-
ent. It is determined by what we do or fail
to do, today.

The enormous difficulties we face in our
nation's citles and rural countryside today
were created many yesterday’s ago when we
falled to anticipate and control the changes
that were occurring within agriculture and
the likely impact that those changes would
have on the future of the nation. It took
almost 30 years, and the loss of 30 million
people from our farms and small commu-
nities to our cities, to create a national
awareness and concern toward the popula-
tion imbalances which have been created
between our large cities and our nation’s
rural areas.

‘We must not repeat these faillures in the
next thirty years. We must learn to antici-
pate and plan our future. We must learn to
“design,” our future, not “resign” ourselves
to it.

The pursuit of a *“balanced national
growth” strategy in this country must be
moved from the rhetorlc of presidential mes-
sages and congressional breast-beating to the
“action” stage. We must stop just talking
about this merely as a national goal and
start defining and implementing “specific™
steps toward achleving that goal.

To create, to plan, to think ahead—these
are the challenges of our time, For, as John
Galsworthy said, “if you do not think about
the Tuture, then you cannot have one.”

In recognition of this, the Congress took
several specific steps last year. It committed
itself to the development of a balanced na-
tional growth pattern in both the 1970 agri-
cultural act and the 1970 Housing and Urban
Development Act. In addition, the Congress
instructed the Secretary of Transportation
in the Airport and Airway Development Act
of 1870 to develop a national transportation
polley to coordinate the development and
improvement of all modes of transportation
with priorities assigned to the development
and improvement of each.

To date the Congress has not yet received
the Department’s report in that regard, de-
spite the fact that it was due on May 21st
of this year.

Under title IX of the Agricultural Act of
1970, the Congress directed all departments
and agencies of the Executive Branch to de-
velop policies and procedures with respect
to the future location of Federal facilities
and offices, giving preference to areas of low=
er population density. The President’s report
to the Congress citing the progress toward
implementing those directives also is past
due,

The importance of getting immediate “ac-
tion" concerning these matters eannot be
overly stressed.

And, we need to do much more—we must
define and develop tomorrow's energy re-
quirements. We must define and develop
national policies and programs relating to
meeting the needs of tomorrow’s populations
in education, housing, and health care. We
must design today how we can better take
advantage of our communication technology
and other new technologies that offer us the
opportunity to achieve an improvement in
the “quality of life” for all our Natlon's
citizens—and to accomplish these objectives
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consistent with our concerns and respect for
protecting our natural environment and
strengthening of our free democratic proc-
esses,

We must also think anew about our Na-
tion's economic policies and goals. We must
develop a longer range “national incomes’
policy”—and before November 12th.

We simply cannot permit inflation to re-
sume beyond that date at the rates that we
have been experiencing along with high un-
employment and high interest rates.

And, as we address ourselves to these na-
tional challenges, we must—and I repeat we
must—insert ingredients heretofore missing
in our thinking: “Planning” and “location
impact”.

The implementation of any national
growth and settlement policy must include
measures to bring about a more dispersed
geographic distribution of economic oppor-
tunity, jobs and people.

Most Federal and State policles and pro-
grams today encourage the depopulation of
our rural countryside and center cities.

They are mostly designed to accelerate the
growth of our nation’s suburbs—a develop-
ment which is tearing at the very fabric of
everyone’s quality of life in this country—
whether they live in the city, the suburbs, or
countryside.

We must not only change these destructive
trends in our society but must set about our
work in this regard today.

We will need lots of help and the formation
of this new coalition will be a welcome addi-
tion to the ranks of those of us who already
have been laboring in this vineyard.

I'm indeed heartened to see men such as
Orville Freeman, former governors Breathitt,
Tiemann, Rockefeller and other leaders from
industry, labor, agriculture and those rep-
resenting our country's disadvantaged and
minorities all here committing themselves to
work and participate together in these ef-
forts—efforts to bring the fight for achleve-
ment of these national goals squarely and
forthrightly onto the political battlefield.

‘Those of us who have spent most of our
lifetimes working in this city and in the
arena of government and polities know all
too well you don't get things accomplished in
this country unless you are willing to work
and fight for what you want in the halls of
Congress and at the White House.

Rural America—including all its interests
and people—not only need you, but all
America needs you. The approach that we
have followed In pursuing our objectives in
this nation has been traditionally piece-meal.
Functional or limited to narrowly defined
problem-solving.

The time has clearly come when no major
problem in this country can be solved by
such piece-meal approaches. Furthermore, ne
single segment of our society, by itself, stands
much of a chance politically today to force
its desires or demands on the rest of our so-
clety. Farmers have lost most of their polit-
ical representation both in the Congress and
within state legislatures. Center cities and
their representatives cannot muster the polit-
ical muscle necessary to secure a larger share
of our national resources to help solve their
enormous renewal problems. However, they
are well organized and they do work vigor-
ously at it,

I'm afraid the same cannot be saild for
rural or non-metropolitan America, It still
suffers from both a diminished and fraction-
ated representation in the counecils of govern-
ment.

Farmers are often divided among them-
selves concerning what they consider best
for agriculture.

Many small and medium sized towns do
not consider themselves rural, yet find them-
selves unable to compete with larger citles
for resources.

And, most of our “urbanists” and urban
oriented agencies of government find it dif-
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ficult to become concerned about towns or
communities under 50,000 in population.

All this points to the need for a coalition
of rural or nonmetropolitan interests. There-
fore I urge you to open your membership
and structure your mission so all those
groups, political subdivisions, and organiza-
tlons representing people residing in these
regions can come together for the pursuit
of a more common purpose, namely, the re-
vitalization and development of our smaller
communities and rural areas.

By doing this, all segments of our soclety—
rural and urban—ecenter city and suburbia—
will benefit from our labors.

With the mixture of leaders that I see
before me here today from throughout the
country I am convinced that you clearly
have the potential of not only being the first
to move in this direction, but of providing
the strong supporting leadership here in
Washington, in our state capltols and coun-
ty and city halls around the country that
will be needed In the future to achieve a
more balanced national growth and develop-
ment strategy in this Nation.

As chairman of the newly established rural
development subcommittee of the Senate
committee on agriculture and forestry, I can
assure you that is the direction In which I
am headed. I not only welcome you to the
Washington and National scene concerning
these matters that are so vitally impor-
tant to our Nation's future, but will be look-
ing forward to seeking your advice and active
participation with respect to the legislative
work of our committee.

Since our organization In April of this year
we have already held a series of hearings
both in Washington and in various parts of
the Natlon.

‘We have had people from rural America, in-
cluding those who represent them in local
and State government come before us and
tell us of the loss of thelr young, the board-
ing-up of their store fronts, the lack of ade-
quate transportation, housing, communities,
utilities, and the credit to finance them.

We have been told that a young man suf-
fering a serious Injury in a rural area stands
far less chance of securing needed medical
attention than if he had received his injury
on a battlefleld in Vietnam.,

W.o have also been told of lower prices
and incomes for farmers, while farm costs
and interest rates have continued to spiral
upward.

We have been reminded of the dispropor-
tionate percentage of our Nation's poor peo-
ple who have been left behind fo live in our
rural area, hidden from view of the TV cam-
era and the rest of the country.

These hearings, which we have now held in
Iowa, South Dakota, Georgia and Alabama—
and later this week In Oklahoma and Ne-
braska—are providing us with the Insights
we need to develop the policles and pro-
grams that will be required to provide the
citizens of these reglons with the level of
social, cultural and economic services they
must obtain to remain in rural Amerlca. It
will provide them with a *“freedom of resi-
dence” which I suggest many Americans to-
day are denied—denied because job oppor-
tunities are being limited to too few places
in our Nation.

We also have begun our legislative work.
I have introduced along with Senator Her-
man Talmadge and 49 other Senators a bill
(2223) to establish a new financial and credit
system for rural America. This new system is
designed to meet both rural America’s public
and private credit needs. Hearings on this
legislation already have been held, with ad-

ditional hearings scheduled later this month,
Senator Pearson's rural development bank
bill also is being covered in these hearings, I
urge you to not only lend your support to our
bill, but to give us the benefit of your
thoughts and recommendations as to how we
might improve upon it.
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As the President and the Congress begin
work on the specific’s of our nation’s future
economic policies, the “location impact” of
whatever is agreed upon must be considered.
Specifically, the plight of both our nation’s
rural areas and center cities must recelve
some speclal attention in that regard.

For instance, consideration of the. Presi-
dent’s investment tax credit proposal should
contain special Incentives for investments in
nonmetropolitan regions and within center
cities.

If we fail to provide such special incentives,
then I would predict that stralght invest-
ment tax credits to industry will merely re-
sult in accelerating the flight of business
from our natlon’s center cities to our sub-
urbs—and, I suggest that such a continued
movement will be destructive to both areas.

We need your help. Rural America needs
your help.

And by providing it, all America will bene-
fit.
The revitalization and development of
nonmetropolitan America must be acceler-
ated If we hope to achieve a more balanced
growth pattern in this country.

But that won't happen until the political
position of rural America is strengthened
here in Washington and in the State capitals
around the country—strengthened not by
Increasing the political powers of rural legls-
lators, but by strengthening the influence of
those groups and interests that represent the
combined interests of rural America. If such
a coalition of interests can be formulated for
rural America, then hopefully & working al-
liance between the “urban'” and rural coali-
tlons can subsequently be created to further
the development and implementation of a
“balanced national growth" strategy in the
U.s.

The formulation of your organization is a
major step toward reaching those objectives.

STATEMENT READ BY SECRETARY
OF AGRICULTURE HARDIN
SEPTEMBER T, 1971.

Every American, no matter where he lives
or what he does, has a vital stake In preserv-
ing the beauty and enriching the resources
of the nation's countryside. Each of us stands
to benefit from a flourishing and healthful
rural environment.

This Administration i1s fully committed to
& massive effort in developing and enhancing
rural life. Our aim in this decade 18 to assist
in creating greater job opportunities, broad-
ening community services, uplifting the qual-
ity of Hving, and speeding the soclal, eco-
nomic and physical progress of the small
cities, towns, villages and farm communities
in America.

Basic to the success of this effort is a close
partnership embracing the Federal Govern-
ment, rural citizens, local governments and
the nation’s industries and business com-
munity. Any step in this direction is a step
forward in the goals we share for our rural
areas and for the well-being of the entire
nation of which they are such a vital part.

In this spirit, I welcome the new Coalition
for Rural America,
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STATEMENT oF (GOALS AND OBJECTIVES: COALI-
TION FOR RURAL AMERICA, SEPTEMBER 8, 1971

In support of our broad purpose of advo-
cating legislation of benefit to rural America,
we adopt three immediate legislative objec-
tives:

1. In the consideration of President Nixon’s
proposals for establishment of an invest-
ment tax credit, we will support amendments
that will provide a differential in favor of
enterprises that locate in rural areas and in-
crease employment of residents of the areas
where located, including the chronically un-
deremployed and unemployed.

2. We will support measures to improve
the avallability of credit and financing In
rural areas, for non-agricultural enterprises,
public facilities, and housing as well as agri-
culture, as proposed in pending legislation
and in the report of the President's Task
Force on Rural Development.

3. During consideration of extension of
the Public Works and Economic Development
Act, we will support amendments to provide
for the establishment of Development Dis-
tricts throughout rural America and to pro-
vide non-ca funds for the execu-
tion of approved development plans prepared
by the districts.

In the pursuance of these and other legis-
lative objectives, the Coalition will be guided
by these, among other, principles:

We are strongly in support of a structure
of agriculture that includes prosperous fam-
ily farms and an economically viable market-
ing and processing system based in rural
areas.

In bullding rural America, our aim is to
see that development is consistent with the
preservation and enhancement of a quality
environment.

We are concerned not just with the aggre-
gate development of the rural economy, but
with eliminating the causes and ameliorating
the effects of rural poverty, through such
measures as welfare reform and public serv-
ice employment.

We are committed to the principle of equal
concern for, and equal involvement of, all the
people of rural America, without discrimina-
tion on any basis,

We recommend that the Executive Com-
mittee proceed with plans for a national con-
ference in the Spring of 1972 that will bring
the problems of rural America to national
attention and provide a forum for national
leaders to express their views on rural de-
velopment and balanced national growth.
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IMPROVEMENTS IN THE BLACK
LUNG DISEASE BENEFIT PRO-
GRAM

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, recently
I introduced S. 2289, a bill designed to
liberalize the definition of “total dis-
ability” under title IV of the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act.

From what we have learned about the
black lung disease benefit program estab-
lished by title IV, we know that many
coal miners with the disease are not re-
ceiving the benefits to which they are
entitled. In some instances, this injus-
tice is caused by the fact that far too
much emphasis is placed on X-rays; in
other instances, it is caused by the un-
availability of medical testing appara-
tus and personnel.

A third of the black lung benefit claims
which have been turned down to date
have been disallowed because the miner
was not “totally disabled.” In fact, what
the Federal Government is saying to
these miners is that they do not qualify
because they are not yet “totally dead.”

After decades of ignorance and mis-
understanding, black lung disease is re-
ceiving nationwide attention. Recently,
the subject was discussed on a national
evening news program.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the transcript of that discus-
sion be printed in the RECORD.

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

CBS EveniNg NEws WITH WALTER CRONKITE,
SEPTEMBER 14, 1971

CroNKITE. We hear about accldental death
in the coal mines. It makes headlines, it’s
usually swift, always tragic. But we hear far
less about the diseases that strike coal min-
ers, one disease in particular. It's just as
tragic, lingering, not swift, the search for
economic remedy sometimes disappointing.

HazerL DickeNs (singing). These blues are
50 blue, they are the coal black blues. These
blues are so blue, they are the coal black
blues. My flesh will cave in, my life I will
lose,

Brr EversoLe, Well, I smother to death
every morning, and every night I have to,
sometimes, lay on two and three pillows.
Bmother to death every night. So I can’t
rest, I can't sleep. I can’t sleep on my back
at all. Every time I lay down on my back I
smother to death, just about.

(Indistinct) Get out, dogs. Go on out, get
out of the way.

BeNTON. Bill Eversole, father of five, is one
of the men around Granny's Branch, Een-
tucky, who started early in the mine. He
was scratching for coal at age 15. Now he's
only 33, and his coal mining days are over,
Eversole’s doctor says he has black lung. The
medical term for it Is pneumoconlosis. The
doctor says he can’'t work in the mines, but
the government has turned Eversole's claim
down, a claim filed for compensation un-
der the recently enacted Mine Health and
Safety Law. Eversole and his family get along
on $250 a month that his wife earns, plus
food stamps.

More than half the miners who've applied
for black lung benefits in Eastern Eentucky
and West Virginia have been turned down.
Two hundred thousand persons, miners,
their widows or dependents, have been com-
pensated. But denials to thousands of others
have friggered anger among miners in Ap-
palachia, anger that prompted some of them
to place the Social Security Agency, which
handles such claims, on trial at mock hear-
ings held last November in Horse Creek, Een-
tucky.
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Voice. What do you think's going to hap-
pen with this black lung law?

Man. Well, if there ain't a change made, 1
don't—it don't look like anything’s going to
happen. They just golng to start—sweep It
under the rug and pull the rug over it.

BenToN. Washup is the typlcal end to a
miner’s day, scrubbing out from under an
elght-hour accumulation of coal dust. Strong
soap and enough scrubbing is effective on the
surface, but not in the lungs. Years of work
underground cause a variety of respiratory
allments, among them, black lung. What it
is is a fallure of the lungs to infuse enough
oxygen into the blood, the result of deteriora-
tion elsewhere in the body, quite frequently,
& heart that falls as the result of inefliclent
lungs. The essential evidence that the Social
Security Administration wuses In granting
black lung benefits is X-ray, but some doc-
tors say that more sophisticated tests are
needed, tests such as those at this clinie In
Beckley, West Virginia, tests which measure
the ability of the lungs to provide proper
oxygen for the blood. Dr. Donald Rasmussen,
& prominent black lung doctor, conducts such
tests, Rasmussen, a consultant to the Social
Security Administration, incidentally, says
X-rays alone are not much good as a test.

Dr. DowaLp RasMusseN. Now the X-ray, in
the way that it's been handled, and X-rays in
general, are simply too unreliable to—to make
a—a decision of the presence or the absence
of pneumoconlosis, ‘cause actually, pneu-
moconiosis of coal miners is sometimes very,
very difficult to see, and as a matter of fact,
it is more difficult to visualize on the X-ray
film in those individuals who have the great-
est impairment.

BewnTOoN. The Social Security Administra-
tion defends X-rays as the best method now
avallable, but it admits the need for more
research. The agency also suggests that eco-
nomie conditions affect the number of miners
filing claims from a given area.

BERNARD PoPICK. Where there are economiec
conditions that cause large numbers of peo-
ple to be out of work, for Instance, in a
given period of time, that there can—there
can tend to be a higher degree of filing for
benefits in—under these circumstances than
there might be where there are fewer people
who are unemployed, and this too could
condition not only filing rate, but the rate at
which we find these people qualify for bene-
fits or don't qualify for benefits when we
review their claims,

BENTON. A rereading of black lung claims
that have been denied is under way at Soclal
Becurity. So far 12,000 X-rays, most of them
from Appalachia, have been reread. But only
800 miners whose claims had been turned
down are now deemed eligible for benefits.

Tradition and economies have dictated that
industry moves into an area, mines the coal,
and then moves on, leaving behind its now
useless structures to rot in the summer heat
and the winter cold. Despite the new law
and its noble intent, the same thing happens,
somehow, to some of the men.

Nelson Benton, CBS NEWS,
Eentucky.

HazeL DIicKENS (singing). Black lung, black
lung, you're just biding your time. Some
old men suffering (indistinct). But I can't
help but wonder what God had in mind, to
send such a devil to claim this soul of mine.

CroNKITE. And that's the way it is, Wed-
nesday, July 14th, 1971. This is Walter Cron-
kite, CBS News. Good night.

(Announcement.)

ANNoUNCER. This has been the CBS Even-
ing News with Walter Cronkite.

in Eastern

THE ELIMINATION OF STRIKES

Mr, FANNIN. Mr, President, each year
thousands of strikes in the United States
cause serious hardships for individuals
and industries. One of the biggest prob-
lems is in the construction industry,
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where workers are represented by a num-
ber of unions. Even after most of the
unions have agreed to new contracts, a
few holdout unions—or even one—can
stop important projects and prevent
thousands of men from working.

In 1970 there were comments from
knowledgeable people, including some
union leaders, that the strike is an obso-
lete weapon in bargaining. Yet, late in
1970 and continuing into this year we
have seen that the use of strikes is con-
tinuing.

I have sponsored legislation which
would help to prevent strikes that are es-
pecially damaging to the public interest.

The president of Associated General
Contractors, John E. Healy, has proposed
a system of negotiating in the construe-
tion industry that would eliminate
strikes. In the interest of further explor-
ing this very serious issue, I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
Recorp the article presented by Mr.
Healy in Constructor magazine.

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

AGC PRrESIDENT Says: “StrRIEES Must Gol!”

In my youth, now more years past than I
care to remember, the period of time from
April until July was a magic time. I was in-
trigued by the sight of nature rousing itself
from a long winter's sleep and bursting forth
in bloom and blossom. The somber days of
winter were replaced with & warm sun and
the soft greens of spring and early summer.
Those last few weeks in the classroom were
only bearable because of the thought of care-
free summer days ahead. It was a time of
vibrant life; things were growing all around
you. It was great to be alive and you looked
forward to each new day with a sense of won-
derful expectation.

As I said, this was in my youth. I grew up
and entered the world of construction and
since then, the time from April until July
each year has had a very different meaning
for me. As In my youth, it should still be a
wonderful time, for now our projects have
deserted winter construction for the warm
days of spring and summer. Now our men
have shed the gloves and sweaters plled one
on the other, and the heavy boots. Now a man
can produce in one day what takes two dur-
ing January and February.

This is the time of bloom and blossom
when our projects should grow by leaps and
bounds, but the somber days of winter stay
with us. For this is the spring bargaining
season. This is the annual season of insanity
in the construction industry. This is the time
when the strike and the picket line reign
supreme and turn spring back into winter
again. This 18 the time when angry words,
emotional statements, union politics, and
management disunity send men walking the
streets, losing wages which they will never
recover. Projects grind to a halt, thus in-
suring that there will be no profits on these
projects, after all the blood, sweat and tears
and money which r-anagement has put forth
to estimate bids, organize, plan, and man-
age them. After all the money spent to pro-
tect the job, keep the men working during in-
clement weather, and try to hold schedules,
it all goes up in flames because one or more
of our bullding trades unions decide that
they must catch up with someone else, or
some business agent running for office decides
that it Is good politics to have the boys hit
the streets.

The notion of automatic annual increases,
whether they are deserved or not, regard-
less of business conditions, and with no rela-
tionship to productivity, has become a na-
tional syndrome which we can well do with-
out. The resort to the strike and the picket
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line to enforce such demands by shutting
down projects is nc longer acceptable to the
construction worker, his employer or the
publie. It's just too damn costly to all con-
cerned.

Let me give you as a typical example, &
project being built by my own company.
This is a large addition to a senior high
school costing over $6 million, We were
awarded this project in March of 1969 and
although the competition had been keen, we
felt we had a good job. We were looking at
20 months completion date and it seemed
perfectly reasonable.

But then on May 1, 1969, the entire in-
dustry went down for a 14 weeks strike, the
results of which were horrendous settlements.
The carpenters, for example, recelved a $2.70
an hour increase in a 2-year contract. Since
then we have gone through a pipe fitters’
strike and an asbestos workers’ strike, all at
different times and all for very long dura-
tion and all at critical stages of the project.
As a result, 26 months later we are still
working on the project, paying our people.
an average of 409% more than the day we
started. So what we had believed to be a
good job is now a bad one. All for reasons
really beyond our control as a general con-
tractor.

This Industry can no longer tolerate such
conditions. Its destiny can no longer be de-
termined by the whims of what is in many
cases, a single union local. There 1s just too
much at stake. The building trade unions
argue that despite high hourly wages, the
annual Income of their members is not com-
mensurate with this high rate.

I submit that if this is so, it is largely
their own fault. What with strikes for wages
or jurisdiction interrupting the continuity
of work on a continuous basis, how can a
commensurate annual income be generated.
Therefore, the strike resulting in a work
stoppage has to go. The picket line must be
relegated to the Smithsonian Institute. We
are in the 20th century and we are smart
enough to come up with other means of
settling our differences without interrupting
production. All labor and mandgement has
to do is sit down together and get the job
done. In my judgment the following items
form an acceptable agenda for such a pro-
gram:

1. A common expiration date for all con-
struction labor agreements should be estab-
lished.

2. It should be agreed that the desires of
both parties for contract provislons must
be submitted 90 days in advance of contract
expiration dates with no changes permitted.
(This establishes a bargaining base.)

3. Bargaining should take place on a total
economic package basls in which the price
of all working conditions, plus or minus, 1s
considered.

4. In the event that no agreement has
been reached after serious collective bargain-
ing, the situation should then be submitted
to a regional council of collective bargaining,
for binding arbitration. No work stoppages
would be permitted.

5. Such regional councils should be set
up with panels representing the labor and
management side of all crafts and with the
public represented, and should be manned
by people thoroughly familiar with the con-
struction industry.

6. The regional council should be adminis-
tered by an impartial organization such as
the American Arbitration Association.

Such a program would revitalize the con-
struction industry and bring responsibility
into what is now a totally Irresponsible situ-
ation. The construction worker, the employer
and the public would be getting a fair shake.
The largest industry in the nation should
not be constralned and circumscribed by
the status quo, which has produced nothing
but chaos in labor relations, Let's Innovate.
Let's grow up. Let’s get with it.

JOoHN E, Heary IIT,
President.
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THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC POLI-
CIES: AN EXAMINATION

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, we have
now had a month to contemplate the ad-
ministration’s new economic policies—
NEP. While some of its elements are ones
which I feel are both desirable and long
overdue, I am struck by a number of
clear deficiencies.

Of particular concern to me is the
cavalier manner in which the President
has treated our one stanch ally in the Far
East, Japan. I am not the first to point out
that coming hard on the heels of the an-
nouncement of the Presidential visit to
Japan’s natural enemy, is a plan which
includes a number of features which are
potentially disruptive not only to Japan's
export sector, and financial markets, but
to her entire economy. While keenly
aware of the formidable—and often un-
fair—challenge presented by Japan in
international trade, I do not believe that
the surcharge device correctly meets the
challenge. The impact of the NEP on
Japan is best seen in the reaction of the
Japanese stock market which fell the day
after the President’s announcement by
an amount equivalent to the New York
Stock Exchange of 250 points. And Japan
received absolutely no prior notification
of this step. Certainly this is not a re-
sponsible manner in which to conduct in-
ternational relations.

Turning to the domestic aspects of the
program I, along with many others in
Government and professional economists,
advocated selective controls as part of
an incomes policy which would include
carefully researched programs with
specific goals in mind and would attempt
to avoid, or at least minimize, the dis-
location and misallocations usually as-
sociated with wage and price controls.

What the President does not yet ap-
pear to realize is that the institutional
structure of the economy has changed.
Prices, wages, and other economic varia-
bles are no longer determined by the same
factors as previously and so are no longer
responsive to traditional fiscal and
monetary policy. The failure of the econ-
omy to respond to what were thought to
be foolproof fiscal and monetary remedies
indicates that we should look elsewhere
for controls.

At the present time, the economy is
undergoing a severe strain caused by
shifts in demand away from military and
aerospace areas toward special services
and new technologies such as pollution
control. The economy finds it difficult to
make this adjustment quickly, and the re-
sult is a severe distortion of wage and
price phenomena. This adjustment lag
as I would call it necessitates that wages
and prices be brought under some type of
control.

It has been my suggestion that an In-
comes Policy Commission be established.
The commission would be composed of
three distinet divisions: An investiga-
tions branch, an advisory branch, and
executive branch.

The bulk of the commission’s work
would be carried out by the investigations
branch. It would be its funection to iden-
tify industries and sectors of the economy
in which wages and prices were rising too
rapidly.

The advisory branch would contain a
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Committee on Incomes Policy which
would interpret the findings of the in-
vestigations branch and formulate policy
goals and courses of action to be sup-
plied the administration and the Con-
gress.

The executive branch would consist of
a Wage-Price Board which would have
the actual power to regulate wages and
prices in the various industries.

Wage and price controls would be in-
stituted in the following fashion. The
investigations branch of the commis-
sion would conduct a thorough study of
any industry being considered for con-
trols. I anticipate that such a study
would include an analysis of monopoly
tendencies in the industry, demand, and
supply elasticity factors, relative de-
grees of imbalance in the supply of la-
bor and raw materials, and the rates of
adjustment of such factors to external
factors. The study would also include
extensive examination of the impedi-
ments to achieving wage-price balance,
the magnitude of their effect, and the
necessary conditions for dealing with
them.

Upon the completion of the study a
decision would be made by the Wage-
Price Board whether controls should be
instituted. The board’s decision would
be based on the degree to which cur-
rent and anticipated increases in wages
or prices represent real, necessary, and
effective responses to change in equilib-
rium conditions. It would also be based
on the anticipated degree to which such
controls would tend to introduce dis-
tortions in the economic allocation of
factors and resources.

The powers of the Wage-Price Board
would not be absolute. Rather, they
-would vary with the extent of inflation
‘and the level of unemployment in the
rcountry. For example, if inflation isat a
level of less than 3.2 percent and un-
employment is less than 4 percent then
the Wage-Price Board would have no
active authority. If inflation is less than
315 percent and unemployment is more
than 4 percent there would be wage
authority only. Conversely, if inflation
is more than 314 percent and unemploy-
ment is less than 4 percent there would
only be price authority. In addition, if
inflation is between 315 and 4! percent
and unemployment is more than 4 per-
cent, the board would have authority to
restrict wages to the level in gains in
productivity and prices to the rates of
inflation.

What the administration has insti-
tuted, however, is philosophically and
diametrically opposed to this principle. A
complete freeze is established which
makes no attempt to identify or address
itself to those particular areas in the
economy in which inflationary problems
are centered; nor does it make any al-
lowance for other areas where rises in
wages or prices on some sort of scale
are necessary to maintain equilibrium
or to adjust to changing conditions. In-
deed, this distinetion has even been
stressed in order to support the claim
that the previous abhorrence for con-
trols has not been abandoned. Essential-
1y, the administration has completely re-
versed its position for ignoring the prob-
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lem completely to the use of a sledge
hammer approach which is likely to do
as much harm as good.

Inasmuch as I have been advocating
the investment tax credit for some time
and, in faet, introduced legislation last
March 16—S. 1262—which would have
restored it at the 10 percent level, I wel-
come the President’s proposal that it be
reinstated. Coming as it does, however,
on top of the recent liberalization of de-
preciation regulations, it represents a not
insubstantial degree of overkill.

For this reason, I urge the repeal of
the latter measure simultaneously with
the passage of the investment tax credit.
I am sure that I am joined by many of
my colleagues in so doing.

Any bona fide attempts to cut genuine
waste in Government spending and
thereby free resources for more pressing
social needs can only be applauded. Such
efforts should be the continuing policy
of every administration not merely a
part of an emergency plan. However, it
remains to be demonstrated that this is
the exact intent, or will be the precise
effect, of the current announced cuts in
Government spending. It does not appear
likely that the cause of efficiency will
be best served by across-the-board cuts
in overall budgets as opposed to shifting
of resources within the budget amount-
ing to the implementation of a shift in
priorities. Furthermore, recognition of
the desirability for speed-up in the re-
covery from the recent recession in order
to cut unemployment and restore the
economy to a healthy condition implies
a need for greater fiscal stimulus. The
positive effects resulting from tax cuts,
improved consumer and business confi-
dence and an improvement in the bal-
ance of payments can only be countered
by a reduction in spending.

The President’s proposals regarding
tax cuts represent a partial adoption of
what I and others have been urging for
some time. An increase in personal in-
come tax exemptions is a long overdue
reform, Instigation of an investment tax
credit even aside from its effects on pro-
ductivity would provide a needed spur to
a sector of the economy which has been
exerting a significant drag for some time.
Repeal of the T-percent automobile ex-
cise tax is doubly desirable. Almost all
excise taxes are regressive and, as such,
repugnant to basic notions of equity. Re-
peal would provide a beneficial stimu-
lus to an industry which, along with its
suppliers, contains a significant amount
of the economy’s unused capacity and
which, therefore, has the potential for
absorbing a significant amount of unem-
ployment.

However, the President’s proposals do
not go far enough. Conspicuous for their
absence are such needed items as an in-
crease in the minimum standard dedue-
tion, a deferment of the scheduled rise in
social security taxes, and an increase in
the personal exemption from $750 to
$1,000 as I have previously advocated.

A point on which I am very uneasy
is the subject of interest rates. Most of
us agree that high interest rates are
undesirable. The administration con-
tends that the general effect of the NEP
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will be to lower interest rates and this
hypothesis appears to have been accepted
without much question. I am not so sure
that this is a wvalid prognosis. To the
extent that the program is successful in
stimulating consumer spending the flow
of personal savings will diminish. In re-
cent weeks, the Federal Reserve System
has been attempting to moderate the ex-
cessively high rate of growth of the
money supply. To the extent that the
Fed feels that the new program will pro-
vide a stimulus for the economy, it will
be further encouraged to cut this money
supply growth. Thus, the aggregate flow
of loanable funds can be expected to
diminish noticeably from the trend that
existed before the announcement of the
new program. On the demand side, to
the extent that retail sales and business
confidence pick up and that the invest-
ment credit is suecessful, business in-
vestment and, therefore, business bor-
rowing will rise sharply if only to
finance the added inventories that will
be required. As noted above, the fiscal
effects of the new program on the Fed-
eral deficit will be just about neutral.
Therefore, the trend in Federal borrow-
ing will be steady. However, we are ap-
proaching a period of seasonal deficit in
the Government account and the Treas-
ury can be expected to make heavy de-
mands on the capital markets in the
fourth quarter. As well, the program will
provide a mild encouragement to State
and local governments to increase their
borrowing. Thus, the net effect of the
new program will be to increase demands
on all sectors of the capital markets
above the trend that existed prior to the
announcement of the NEP, This com-
bination of a noticeable curtailment in
the supply of and a sharp increase in
the demand for loanable funds can only
mean one thing—a steady rise in interest
rates for the foreseeable future.

Mr. President, I intend shortly to in-
troduce legislation to correct a few of
the more serious shortcomings that I
have been discussing. In the meantime,
I trust that criticism such as this—
which is meant to be constructive—will
be accepted as necessary to the congres-
sional dialog on this vital question.

EFFECT OF IMPORT SURCHARGE ON
FARMERS

Mr, FANNIN. Mr. President, I have an
extremely high regard for the farmers of
America. My father was a farmer; much
of my career has put me in close con-
tact with farmers,

Farmers epitomize that independence
of spirit that has made America great.

Farmers are as intelligent as they are
independent. They realize that when
there is a recession or depression in our
Nation, the farmers are the very first
to feel the consequences. America’s farm
industry will be strong only so long as
our entire economy is strong.

In one newspaper this morning there
was a headline saying that “Farm
Groups Fear Surcharge Reprisal.” Al-
though the lead on this story was in the
same vein, there was nothing else in the
story to support this “fear” headline.
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On the contrary, the quotations from
two farm leaders show that they are
keenly aware of the importance of and
the necessity to maintain the import sur-
charge until basic corrections are made
in the international trade system.

John W. Scott, master of the National
Grange, is quoted as saying his orga-
nization recognizes that the opportunity
to export “is very important not only
to the farmers but to the Nation.”

William J. Kuhfuss, president of the
American Farm Bureau, is quoted as
saying:

The President by his announcement (on
August 15) commanded the attention of the
world and said we are not going to be patsies.

Mr. President, I would say that Mr.
Kuhfuss summed it up very well. We
certainly have been the “patsies” of in-
ternational trade.

If we will maintain this surcharge we
can rectify many of the inequities in
world trade that have shackled not only
American industry but the American
farmer as well.

Certainly American farmers have some
large markets abroad. They can sell in
these markets because American farms
are not only the most economical source
of many products, but because American
farms are the only adequate source for
the products.

I would point out, however, that if it
were not for unfair trade barriers Amer-
ican farmers could have even greater
markets abroad.

For example, the European Economic
Community has a reference price-levy
system that protects inefficient European
farmers from American competition.

Not only does the EEC protect its in-
efficient farmers, it also gives illegal pref-
erential tariff rates to certain farm prod-
ucts from other nations.

One instance we have discussed previ-
ously in the Senate—and passed a reso-
lution on—is citrus. The EEC has given
huge tariff reductions to citrus from Is-
rael, Morocco, Tunisia, and Spain.
Meanwhile, American-produced citrus
has had to pay full tariff.

Efforts to obtain a satisfactory settle-
ment of this issue have been ineffective.
Obviously, the EEC has continued to look
upon America as the “patsy.”

Perhaps the EEC is now having some
second thoughts.

It is my hope that the 10-percent sur-
charge will give the United States the
bargaining power to roll back trade bar-
riers for all American products all over
the world. This includes agriculture.

Even if we were to exclude the direct
benefits possible for agriculture, T would
expect farmers to support the import
surcharge.

The serious erosion of American in-
dustrial jobs is as important to the farmer
as the erosion of good topsoil. And there
has been a very serious erosion of jobs
because foreign manufacturers have
been flooding our domectic markets while
closing their home markets to our prod-
ucts.

If this job drain is not halted, then our
economic decline is certain. And this
most certainly will bring hard times for
the American farmer.
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OPENING OF HEARINGS ON THE
PROPOSED DEPARTMENT OF NAT-
URAL RESOURCES

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on August
5, the Government Operations Commit-
tee opened consideration of S. 1431, a
bill to create a new Department of Nat-
ural Resources. The bill is, of course, a
part of the President’s major package of
four bills that would reorganize the ex-
ecutive branch along the lines suggested
by the President’s Council on Executive
Organization, by creating new Depart-
ments of Community Development, Nat-
ural Resources, Human Resources, and
Economic Affairs. The hearings on the
Department of Natural Resources were
presided over by the Senator from
Washington (Mr. Jackson), a member
of the Government Operations Commit-
tee and chairman of the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs. A very dis-
tinguished group of administration wit-
nesses testified to the committee, includ-
ing Secretary of the Interior Rogers
Morton and Secretary of Agriculture
Clifford Hardin; the Under Secretary
of the Army, Mr. Beal, accompanied by
the Chief of the Corps of Engineers,
General Clarke; Commissioners Larson
and Ramey, of the Atomic Energy Com-
mission; Under Secretary of Commerce
James Lynn; and the then Associate Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget, Arnold Weber.

In addition, the committee heard testi-
mony from the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), whose longtime interest in cre-
ating a new department for the manage-
ment of our natural resources and en-
vironment is well known, and who made
an excellent statement.

Although I was unable to attend the
hearings in person because of absence
from the country, I have read the state-
ments presented on August 5. These
statements very amply explain the pro-
posed new department. With the excep-
tion of Atomic Energy Commissioner
Ramey, all the witnesses entirely sup-
ported the creation of the new depart-
ment. Commissioner Ramey’s objection
was that the functions of the Commis-
sion intended to be transferred to the
new department would not be so effec-
tively performed. On the other hand,
AEC Commissioner Larson, speaking for
the entire Commission with the excep-
tion of Mr. Ramey, supported the trans-
fer of AEC functions to the proposed new
Department of Natural Resources, ar-
guing that—

Consldering the substantial changes that
will be taking place in the energy field, it Is
logical and important that one Government
agency have the total pleture and be able
to establish policy and to allocate funds for
development of the a.ppropriate and neces-
sary energy resources. The responsible for-
mulation of national energy policy must be
based on the comprehensive balancing of all
factors almed at serving the total public
interest.

As acting ranking Republican member
of the Committee on Government Oper-
ations and chief Senate sponsor of S.
1431 and the other bills implementing
the President's reorganization program,
I am very much pleased that Senator
Jackson took the initiative to hold hear-
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ings. His excellent opening statement
demonstrated his keen interest and
knowledge of the entire field. I know that
he and the other members of the Gov-
ernment Operations Committee, includ-
ing its chairman, the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. McCrLeErrLaN), the chair-
man of the Executive Reorganization
Subcommittee; the Senator from Con-
necticut (Mr. Risicorr) ; the senior Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javirs); and
the many other sponsors of these reor-
ganization bills, will respond to President
Nixon’s call in his special message to
Congress on September 9 to—

Act In this sesslon on the sweeping reor-
ganization of the Executive Branch which
I have proposed, in order to make it more ef-
ficient, more manageable, more responsive to
the needs and wishes of the people. Every day
that goes by increases the urgency of this
basic reform.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that summaries of the statements
of Senator Jackson, Senator Moss, and
mine be printed in the Recorp, along with
the complete statements of Secretaries
Morton and Hardin, and summaries of
the statements of the other administra-
tion witnesses ot whom I have referred.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcorD, as follows:

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR HENRY M.
JACKSON AT HEARING ON LEGISLATION To
EsTABLISH A DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RE-
SOURCES, AUgUsT 5, 1971
We are meeting today to receive testimony

on legislation designed to create a new De-

partment of Natural Resources.

The concept of a Department of Natural
Resources, incorporating the major Federal
programs of resource management and con-
servation, 15 not new. As chairman of the
Subcommitee "on Executive Reorganization,
Senator Ribicofl held hearings on comparable
legislation almost four years ago. A task
force of the first Hoover Commission urged
the creation of such a department in 1948.

If the concept is not new, there are still
compelling reasons for taking a fresh look at
the proposal to establish this Department. In
recent years, there has developed a new
awareness of what Is at stake in the man-
agement of our natural resources. Increasing
concern for the state of environment has
helped to expose the shortcomings of Federal
resource management.

As we have come to understand the ecolog-
ical consequences of building a dam or dredg-
ing a swamp, we have become more aware of
the broad impact of Federal resource activi-
ties on the environment. Despite significant
progress, the Federal government is still fall-
ing far short of meeting its minimum respon-
sibilities for the preservation of our environ-
ment.

The lack of a coherent national energy
policy, for example, is not only affecting
the quality of our environment but also
threatens to induce a major energy shortage
within this decade. The Federal government
is deeply involved in energy matters. More
than a dozen departments and agencies are
involved in such tasks as regulating the level
of oll imports, the price of natural gas, the
siting of atomic power plants and oil drilling
on the outer continental shelf. But there
has been no overall management of our
energy resources to assure the best possible
use of these precious assets. This is one
deficiency which could be remedied in a new
Department of Natural Resources.

Those of us who have survived various re-
organizations in the Executive Branch, in-
cluding the creation of new Departments. do




31930

not see any magie in shuffing old agencies
or establishing new ones. In fact, a major
reorganization can sometimes be the sub-
stitute for creative thought and positive
action. But there is also solid evidence that
an Intelligent reorganization, properly
carried through with full support from the
President and Congress, can pave the way
for better management,

Many of us believe that an opportunity
éxlsts for this kind of reorganization in the
creation of a Department of Natural Re-
sources. Of course there is disagreement—
even among advocates of such a Depart-
ment—as to what its components should be.
The purpose of this hearing, and others to
follow, is to explore the areas of agreement
and disagreement to help the Committee
decide what form this Department should
take.

[Statement of Senator FrRANK E. Moss]
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Mr. Chairman, no one could welcome more
than I these hearings on the proposal to
establish a Department of Natural Resources.
As you know, I introduced my first bill to
establish such a department in the 89th
Congress and have reintroduced a bill, ad-
justed and improved, but essentially the
same In structure, in every Congress since,

FORMER PLANS

The idea of reorganizing the Federal struc-
ture which deals with natural resources so
that today’s great tasks in this field can be
performed efficlently and effectively is, of
course, not new. It has been pursued for
many years, and much has been written
about it.

Even in the six years that I have been
actively advocating the establishment of such
a department, the idea has acquired enor-
mous momentum. Technological changes
which have revolutionized our views on en-
vironment, has made reorganization of the
machinery which manages, conserves, and
protects our natural resources not only de-
sirable, but, in my opinion, truly essential.

I, therefore, warmly commended President
Nixon when he presented the natural re-
sources reorganization proposal to Congress
earlier this year, and I now commend the
chairman for calling these hearings.

I asked for time to testify, not only to ex-
press my support for these hearings, but be-
cause my proposal differs in one or two ma-
jor particulars from the Administration pro-
posal, and I believe these differences should
be considered by the Committee and the Con-
gress.

MOSS BILL

The version to which I wish to speak to-
day is S. 1025, as amended, introduced
May 14, 1971, which calls for the establish-
ment of a Department of Natural Resources
and Environment.

The most significant difference between
my proposal and the Administration pro-
posal is Indicated by the difference in name—
my Department of Natural Resources and En-
vironment would include the components
of the Environmental Protection Agency—
the Water Quality Office, Solid Waste Office,
Alr Pollution Control Office, Pesticldes Of-
fice, and Radiation Office. The Administra-
tlon proposal retalns EPA as a separate
agency.

In other words, the basic thrust of the
Moss bill is the placement—within the same
Department—of functions governing protec-
tion of natural resources as well as those gov-
erning development or exploitation of natu-
ral resources.

The second major difference is that the
Moss proposal places the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and the Office of Territories in the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare; the Administration proposals place
both in Natural Resources.
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And there are several other, less important,
variations which I will discuss later.

But, to begin, let me discuss briefly the
fundamental reasons for the establishment
of a Federal resources department.

Pirst, perhaps is the terrible toll Ameri-
can progress has exacted from the natural
environment.

A second fundamental reason for the place-
ment of principal resources responsibility in
one department is the structure of nature
iteelf

Robert Frost sald that what makes a na-
tlon in the beginning is “a good piece of
geography.” A piece of geography is a unit:
Land, water, atmosphere, forests all are part
of the same system. For thousands of years,
man's activities left nature relatively un-
scarred, But as we have put more and more
pressure on the environment, a “multiplier”
effect has come into play.

The numerous and complex responsibilities
of the Federal Government In the resources
field offer numerous other reasons for the
establishment of a DNR. These responsi-
bilitles include not only resources manage-
ment, but also construction of publie works;
establishment of resources policy, dissemina-
tion of a vast range of information; and the
conduct of many kinds of research and de-
velopment.

ADMINISTRATION BILL
t me now turn to a more detalied exami-
nation of my proposal and that of the Ad-
ministration. What should a Department of
Natural Resources do? What functions should
be assigned to it? What agencles should it
contain?

On these points I differ somewhat with the
President.

The most significant difference, as I have
pointed out, is that my Department of Na-
tural Resources and Environment would in-
clude the components of the Environmental
Protection Agency, while the Administra-
tlon proposal retains EPA as a separate
agency.

A year ago, I testified before the Subcom-
mittee on Executive Reorganization of the
Committee on Government Operations to of-
fer my views on Mr, Nixon’s Reorganization
Plans Nos. 8 and 4 which established the
Environmental Protection Agency and the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric.
tration.

I said at that time it would be helpful to
have in one agency all of the programs di-
rected to prevention of damage through air
and water pollution, solid waste disposal,
radiation, or pesticides, just as It would be
helpful to place all of the programs dealing
with oceanography under one administrator.

But I also sald I would consider it more
sensible if all our resources development pro-
grams could be coordinated with our resource
regulation programs.

Let me use a specific example.

A number of coal-fired electric generating
plants are in various stages of development
in the Four Corners area of the southwest.
These are designed to utilize the plentiful
coal of the region and water from the Colo-
rado River system.

Some plants may be bullt on Federal lands,
and power directed to population centers.
The transmission lines must cross large
stretches of public land. Therefore, ease-
ments for land use and contracts for water
use would have to be negotiated with the
Department of Natural Resources as they
now must be with the Department of the
Interior.

Numerous environmental problems are
arising including: Impact of plant construe-
tion on sites; discharge of pollutants into the
air; disposal of coal waste; location of power-
lines—frequently the least expensive route
renders a scenic area unsightly; and the re-
turn of water to the river system at a tem-
perature higher than that at which it came
out.
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Should not these questions be considered
and resolved by the same department that
grants permission for the use of public prop-
erty? My answer is “Yes."”

I am concerned about the interaction be-
tween protection and development because
I recognize that both are essential. In this
matter, our Nation is cast on the horns of
a dilemma. Like a hero of Greek tragedy, we
find only two courses of action open, either
of which could be fatal, If we put the brakes
on production, we face a sinking standard of
living; if we press full steam ahead on pro-
ductlon, we may—through pollution—destroy
the life-giving environment.

Somehow, the technological and political
genius of the American people must be har-
nessed to give us both development and
conservation. Otherwise, American soclety as
we have known it must pass into oblivion.

To accomplish this dual task, I believe we
need a Department of Natural Resources and
Environment exercising comprehensive au-
thority. It must have the responsibility and
the capabllity of keeping the environment
clean and of developing sufficient resources
te maintain an acceptable standard of living.
It must lead the Nation into the new paths
that must be found and marked—paths that
will permit an advaneced industrial soclety to
grow and still survive.

It has been argued that placing protection
and development functions in the same de-
partment could favor exploitation at the ex-
pense of conservation. It has been said that
a check on project promotion is needed, and
that the Environmental Protection Agency
provides such a check.

OVERSIGHT AGENCIES ~

Yet, though I propose only one executive
department for natural resources, I do not
intend it to bz the sole monitor of environ-
mental condition, I would retain the Council
on Environmental Quality; and I advocate
passage of Senate Joint Resolution 17, to
create in the Congress a Joint Committee on
the Environment. In brief, this would result
in the following arrangement:

Pirst, the Department of Natural Resources
and Environment would exercise the operat-
ing responsibilities of the Federal Govern-
ment relating to natural resources develop-
ment and protection.

Becond, the Council on Environmental
Quality would exercise present responsibili-
ties which include evaluating the state of
the environment and the operation of the
department. The Council would also continue
to prepare annually the official Environmen-
tal Quality Report of the President,

Third, the congressicnal joint committee
would have the responsibility of holding
public hearings on the report and of recom-
mending to the legislative committees of the
Congress such action as it deemed necessary.

In short, we would have a manager—the
Department—a watchdog—the Council—
and a legislative investigator—the Jjoint
committee.

Buch an arrangement, I belleve, would
constitute a rational scolution to the prob-
lem of organizing the Federal resource man-
agement effort to provide most effectively
both protection and development.

FUNCTIONS REMOVED

The second mafjor difference between the
Moss proposal and that of the Administra-
tion, as I have pointed out, is that I would
place the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the
Office of Territories in the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare; the Ad-
ministration places both In Natural Re-
sources.

For some years, the argument has been
advanced that the Indian people themselves

refer to work with Interior, and would
therefore choose to be in a Department of
Natural Resources, which is presumably
more like home than HEW or & new Depart-
ment of Human Resources.

A second argument for placing the Indian
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Bureau in DNR is that Indlan lands are im-
portant resources, and I cannot gainsay that.

But good arguments must give way to
better ones. The soil, water, wildlife, and air
of the Indlan lands must, of course, be con-
served, as must all of the physical environ-
ment. And such conservation will be a re-
sponsibilty of the Department of Natural
Resources.

But national policy should be encourage-
ment of the Indian to assume = full citizen's
role, although, for some perlod, an additional
measure of protection is required. The Ad-
ministration's own list of the functions of
the Bureau of Indian Affalrs anc the Office
of Territories shows a preponderance of non-
resource items. This list includes: Natural re-
sources and economic development, educa-
t.on, public health and safety, job training
and placement, and community services and
facllities.

The Washington Evening Star left little
more to be sald when it declared:

“Surely the Indians belong with the rest
of us under g Department of Human Re-
sources."”

The rationale for placing the Office of Ter-
ritories in DNR is, apparently, similar to that
for placing the Indian Bureau there. But the
arguments against such a location prevail
as before. The natural resources of the terri-
tories must receive the attentlon of DNR.
But these possessions should be regarded pri-
marily as living space for people, and they
should be managed by the agency with re-
sponsibility for health, welfare and educa-
tion.

I support the Administration in the posi-
tioning of the Corps of Engineers. Mr, Nixon
would place the planning, project evaluation,
and policy formulation functions of the
corps in Natural Resources. He would fund
the civil works program of the corps through
the DNR. But he would retain construction,
operation, and maintenance of projects un-
der the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the
Army. This is a good solution to the thorny
problem of maintaining a national defense
capabllity In the corps while providing more
highly coordinated water resources planning,
and I am pleased to support it.

I agree also that we should include in
Natural Resources all of the functions now
part of the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, and certain respon-
sibilities now exercised by the Atomic Energy
Commission.

The Administration proposes transferring
from the Department of Agriculture more
functions than my bill originally included,
but my May 14tk amendments adjusted my
proposal so that it now coincides with the
Nixon proposals in all respects—transferring
the Soll Conservation BService, watershed
loans in the Farmers Home Administration,
natural resource economics in the Economic
Research Service, and soil and water con-
servation in the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice Into the new Department of Natural Re-
sources. I go along completely on these
changes.

Mr. Chalirman, if ever there were an idea
whose time had come, it 1s a Department of
Natural Resources and Environment. It
would for the first time make a member of
the President’s Cabinet responsible for for-
mulating and augmenting a program to care
for all of the Nation’s natural resources.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY

I look on the Department of Natural Re-
sources as one of the most needed, and most
attainable of the President’s four major de-
partmental reorganization bills. Thus I am
very pleased indeed that our distinguished
Chairman, Senator McClellan, has asked Sen-
ator Jackson to chair these hearings. Benator
Jackson brings enormous talent and a wealth
of experience to bear on these issues of natu-
ral resource policy, reflecting his work as
Chairman of the Senate Interior Committee.
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I look forward to cooperating very closely
with him on this important legislation.

The need for such a new Department is
truly urgent. A rapidly growing population
demands recreation space. At the same time
the increased use of existing recreation areas
threatens to spoll them, Vastly increased use
of energy of all forms puts heavy demands
on our energy resource utilization, and fur-
ther threatens conservation objectives. These
difficult and wurgent problems cannot be
solved by the confused and fragmented de-
partmental organization that exists now.

For example, responsibility for manage-
ment of onshore Federal lands 1s divided
among at least five agencies. The Bureau of
Land Management has jurisdiction over 475
million acres; the Forest Service, over 187
million acres; the National Park Service, over
30 million acres; the Bureau of Sport Fish-
eries and Wildlife, over 30 million acres; the
Bureau of Reclamation, over 9 million acres;
the Defense Department and other agencies,
over 35 million acres.

The Department of Natural Resources will
bring together into one agency most of the
numerous natural resource and physical en-
vironment programs which currently are
scattered throughout the Federal Establish-
ment. It will provide the essential govern-
mental capabilities required to plan, weigh
alternatives and prioritles, establish poli-
cles, and operate programs to meet our needs
for recreation, environmental protection,
pure water, and abundant energy.

Support for a Department of Natural Re-
sources as proposed in S. 1431, Is impres-
slvely strong. Many conservation and wild-
life organizations have taken positions in
favor of the proposed Department. This dem-
onstration of wide public support, and the
cosponsorship of the bill by Senators Jack-
son, Moss and Anderson, along with 19 Re-
publican Senators, has given this bill an ap-
propriately bipartisan background. In my
view this bill—and the other proposals for
new Departments of Community Develop-
ment, Human Resources, and Economic Af-
fairs—have to do only with the issue of good
government. They are bipartisan, indeed
non-partisan, Good government cannot be

he objective of a single political party—It
is a goal for all Americans.

SraTeMENT oF RoGers C, B. MORTON,
SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman, we are most delighted that
the Committee has chosen to commence
hearings on S, 1413, the proposed Adminis-
tration legislation which would establish a
Department of Natural Resources,

As you know, the idea of establishing a
Department of Natural Resources is not a
new one. Many Senators and Congressmen
over the past several sessions of the Con=-
gress have sponsored similar legislation.
Nearly every advisory body to each President
concerning government reorganization since,
and including, the administration of Frank-
lin D, Roosevelt, has recommended the crea-
tion of a Department with overall responsi-
bility for conservation and natural resources.

The Ash Council under President Nixon,
after careful examination of the previous
studies, also concluded that the creation of
a Department of Natural Resources is neces-
sary and timely, The Ash Report formed the
basls for what was translated into 8. 1431.

You have before you a compilation of the
President’s reorganization proposals which
includes descriptions of how each proposed
new Department would operate; how they
would be structured; what their constituent
elements would be, and other related detalls.

Rather than attempting to duplicate this
information in explicit detail, I would like
to limit my remarks this morning to a philo-
sophical overview regarding the need to cre-
ate a Department of Natural Resources and
bring the Committee up-to-date on the plan-
ning efforts which have taken place since
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the President’s proposal to create a Depart-
ment of Natural Resources was transmitted
to the Congress in March.

Representatives present here today from
the other agencles affected by the proposed
reorganization will also present brief remarks
about how the elements from their organi-
zations will contribute to the development
of a strong and viable new Department. The
representative from the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget is also with us to discuss
the rationale behind the administrative and
management provisions of the bill.

Returning to the philosophical realm,
Thomas Jefferson, one of the most profound
political thinkers our country has ever
known, once commented:

“I am certainly not an advocate for fre-
quent and untried changes in laws and con-
stitutions, but . . . laws and constitutions
must go hand-in-hand with the progress of
the human mind, As that becomes more de-
veloped, more enlightened, as new discoveries
are made, new truths disclosed, and man-
ners and opinions change with the change of
circumstances, Institutions must advance
also, and keep pace with the times.”

This same reasoning provided the impetus
for proposing a Department of Natural Re-
sources. In advancing institutions to keep
pace with the times, we have recognized the
need to deal with three basic objectives:

(1) The management by the Executive
Branch of our natlon’s natural resources as
a whole rather than by the presently frag-
mented system.

(2) The system of management for our
natural resources should be centered around
an organization capable of effective manage-
ment and which would be responsive and
accountable to the President, the Congress
and to the people.

(3) The underlying substantive manage-
ment philosophy of the organization would
be based upon the conviction that the devel-
opment of all natural resources should be
harmonized with the most practicable pos-
sible means’to protect and preserve the en-
vironment, consistent with the social and
economic needs of the Nation.

I am fully persuaded that if these three
objectives are to be realized, the creation of
a Department of Natural Resources, as pro-
vided for in 8. 1431, is absolutely essential.
The legislation was carefully designed to
make the achievement of these objectives
possible.

Under the present Federal structure, the
proper achievement of these objectives is
nearly impossible.

In response to the many questions ralsed
by Members of Congress and interested mem-
bers of the public abou* practical details con~
cerning the functioning of his proposed new
Department of Natural Resources, the Presi-
dent asked me to lead an Interagency task
force to produce such information. We have
been hard at work. We are confident that this
effort will provide answers to many of the
questions you may have about the proposed
new Department.

This morning, however, I would like to pre-
sent to you a preview of some of the high-
lights of our thinking to date.

On page 164 of the gray Reference Com-
pilation before yov, there is included an orga-
nization chart of the Department of Natural
Resources. Detalls concerning the top man-
agement tier are spelled out in that docu-
ment and I need not repeat them here. In-
stead, I would llke to focus on the second
tier—that 1s, the Administrator level—be-
cause these are the principal units in which
the knotty problems regarding policy and
program matters will first be addressed be-
fore being reviewed by the Department’s top
management,

As you see on the chart, there will be five
major Administrations, one each for Land
and Recreation Resources; Water Resources;
Energy and Mineral Resources; Oceanic, At-
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mospheric and Earth Sclences; and Indian
and Territorial Affairs, I will discuss them
one by one.

The Land and Recreation Resources Ad-
ministration would provide a central focus
for managing Federal lands, and for de-
velopment of national land use planning to
assure that planning is done before—not
after—lands are developed. This single ad-
ministration would ensure that such plan-
ning, done in conjunction with regional and
State organizations, will provide optimum
opportunity for developing multiple uses of
our nation's lands.

Land and Recreation Resources would be
composed of the following functions: from
Interior—the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation,
the Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife,
the National Park Service, and the Bureau of
Land Management; and from Agriculture—
the Forest Service, the Natural Resources
Economics Division of the Economic Re-
search Service, and the Soil and Water Con~
servation Research Division of the Agricul-
ture Research Service.

This functional grouping of agencies deal-
ing with land and recreation resources would
place bureaus with Inter-related missions
and programs alongside each other. They
would operate under a single Administrator
and work cooperatively, rather than compet-
itively, toward achieving a desirable balance
in development and preservation of our Na-
tion's land areas.

The Land and Recreation Resources Ad-
ministration would have enormous responsi-
bilities. It would manage 762 million acres—
approximately one-third of the Natlon's
lands, including 476 million acres of BLM
lauds, 187 million acres of Forest Service
lands, and 30 million acres each adminis-
tered by the National Park Service and the
Bureau of Sport Fisherles and Wildlife. It
would also provide technical and financial
assistance to State and local governments in
flelds of forestry, outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife and land use planning. This Ad-
ministration would have a strong research
arm to fully support these action programs
on both private and public lands,

Its specific objectlves would include es-
tablishing a Federal structure that enhances
comprehensive natural resource planning;
developing a national land use policy; as-
sisting with water resource planning; de-
veloping better services to the public; and
improving the management of our public
domain, forests, parks, refuges, wilderness
areas and wild and scenic areas.

In the existing Federal structure numer-
ous inconsistencies and conflicts exist among
our four prinecipal land managing agencies
in such areas as outdoor recreation, streams
and watershed management, timber manage-
ment practices, and those related to grazing
and range lands, wildlife and mineral re-
sources, and land use planning—including
proper emphasis for preservation.

As you know, most of these conflicts and
inconsistencies were identified by the Public
Land Law Review Commission with recom-
mendations for corrective actlion.

The Land and Recreatlon Resources Ad-
ministration will be able to provide more
adequate expertise to assist urban-oriented
agencies in their recreation planning. It will
develop recreation plans in & manner more
responsive to urban and rural aeeds.

Finally, the Land and Recreation Resources
Administration will be able to administer
more efficiently activities which affect all
public lands, such as fire prevention and
suppression and control of forest and plant
diseases and insects.

Turning now to Water Resources, the es-
tablishment of a Department of Natural Re-
sources will serve to provide the first oppor-
tunity to proceed with unified, comprehensive
planning in all major water resource areas
under a single Administration.

Transfers to the DNR Water Resources Ad-
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ministration would include the following
functions: from the Department of the
Interlor—the Bureau of Reclamation, the
Office of Salilne Water, the Office of Water
Resources Research, and the hydro power
marketing agencies; from the Department
of Agriculture—the Soll Conservation Berv-
ice. The planning, project evaluation, policy
formulation and budgeting responsibilities
relating to civil functions would be frans-
ferred from the Department of the Army's
Corps of Engineers. The functions of the
Water Resources Council also would be
transferred.

Water resource supply can then be con-
sidered in the new Department in planning
and developing a national land use policy.
This objective can best be accomplished
through a consolidation of Federal functions
relating to planning, evaluation, and the de-
termination of priorities to assure that spe-
cific water development and related land
uses will serve our regional and natlonal
requirements and objectives. Thus, the Ad-
ministrator for Land and Recreation Re-
sources will work closely with the Adminis-
trator for Water Resources.

The Water Resources Admiristration will
work with government and private groups to
assure the achlevement of such vital ob-
Jectives as adequate water supplies for mu-
nicipal, agricultural and industrial uses;
flood and drought control; improved navi-
gations; sound agricultural water manage-
ment; improved water-oriented recreation,
including that related to preservation of wet-
lands for wildlife; and—the development of
hydro power. Past duplication and competi-
tion between and among agencles involved
with water resource development will be
eliminated.

Turning now to Energy and Minerals, the
new Energy and Minerals Resources Admin-
istration in the Department of Natural Re-
sources will be a great boon for those who
deal in any form of marketable energy, as
well as for consumers across the country.

President Nixon recently stated that the
single authority established in DNR would
be “better able to clarify, express, and exe-
cute Federal energy policy than any unit in
our present structure” and that it would pro-
vide “a focal point where energy policy in
the Executive Branch could be harmonized
and rationalized.”

The Nation needs a strong, unified agency
authority to solve critical and complex prob-
lems that relate to energy exploration, de-
velopment, production, transportation, con-
version, and use. It will also have to face up
to such troublesome situations as supply and
demand, environmental effects in energy and
mineral production, and the disposal of solid
wastes.

Present dispersion of energy responsibili-
ties within the Executive Branch is so exten-
sive that the President has to rely on a special
committee of the Domestic Councll to provide
him with needed energy information.

Here are the functions which would con-
stitute the new Energy and Mineral Re-
sources Administration: from Interior—the
Bureau of Mines, the Office of Minerals and
Solld Fuels, the Office of Oil and Gas, the
Ofl Import Administration, the Office of Coal
Research, the Defense Electric Power Ad-
ministration, and the Underground Electric
Power Transmission Research project; from
the Atomic Energy Commission—Raw Mate-
rials Management, Uranium Enrichment, and
planning and budgeting only for the Civilian
Nuclear Power Development and parts of the
Plowshare program. The functions of ths
Office of Pipeline Safety of the Department
of Transportation also would be transferred.

The new Energy and Mineral Resources Ad-
ministration will be able to deal effectively
with such problems as making adequate
energy avallable; considering the interrela-
tionships of all energy forms for technical
and economic planning; and devising lead-
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times needed for technologlcal developments
related to future needs for clean energy.

This Administration will have responsibil-
ity for a broad range of research and develop-
ment activities, including those that relate
to coal, petroleum and natural gas, oll shale,
nuclear energy, urban refuse, health and
safety, metallurgy, mining and underground
power transmission, among others. A consol-
idated approach to these wvarlous energy
forms seems absolutely necessary to abate the
present crisis, and to provide a planning
focus for our future energy needs.

The responsibility for statisties and in-
formation—always of vital interest to In-
dustry, government and others—will include
collection, compilation, analysis, and pub-
lication of all kinds of energy and mineral
statistics on an integrated basis, heretofore
unattalnable. An urgent need exists today
for an analytical capabllity to develop avail-
able data Into useable reports that have
options and recommendations which Depart-
ment managers and other declslon-makers
can use to make policies and develop pro-
grams.

The Administrator's regulatory and en-
forcement program will be extremely im-
portant because it will have to create a
healthy and safe environment in the mining
and energy industries, At the same time, it
will be utlilized to ensure a balanced supply
and demand pattern for the Natlon's mineral
and energy resources.

The speclal proprietary operations of the
Energy and Minerals Resources Administra-
tion will consist of the uranium enrichment
program, the management of our National
uranium stockpile, and our hellum conserva=-
tion program. Placing those operations under
a single Administrator will offer numerous
opportunities to improve and simplify man-
agement practices.

Thus, by improved information and statis-
tics collection and evaluation, coordinated
program and policy planning, an integrated
energy and mineral research and development
program, a more systematic regulatory effort,
and a more effectlve serles of proprietary
operations, the Administrator for Energy and
Mineral Resources can do much to improve
the outlook for a fuel-and-metal-dependent
soclety.

Turning now to the Oceanic, Atmospheric,
and Earth Sclences Administration, we are
dealing with the major scientific and tech-
nological components of the Department of
Natural Resources.

From the earliest historic times, Man has
been interested in acquiring new knowledge
about his physical environment, not only to
learn more about the forces that affect him,
but also to alter unfavorable natural con-
ditions in order that he might make his
earthly existence safer and happler.

Developing a better understanding of our
earth, waters, atmosphere and the physical
processes that govern our planet is a long
range objective and commitment of the
world’s scientific community’

This goal can be more easlly achieved by
transferring the functions of the Geological
Survey of the Department of the Interlor
and those of the Natlonal Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration of the Depart-
ment of Commerce to the new administration
in the Department of Natural Resources.

In some earthquake, hydrology, and
mapping activities, the two agencles conduct
similar operations. Bringing the two organi-
zations together will strengthen their efforts.

Many opportunities exist for consolidating
related surveying, mapping and charting pro-
grams that exist within these organizations

This Administration will be responsible for
such major functions as national weather
services, resource and environmental remote
sensing studies, operation of environmental
satellites, geologic investigations and surveys,
water data collection and investigations, en-
vironmental data services, earth hazard pro-
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grams, prediction of natural hazards and
warnings for public health and safety, and
topographic and other mapping and charting
services, ocean and lake surveys, fishery re-
sources, research and information services,
and technical and financial assistance to the
States.

The coordinated efforts of this Adminis-
tration can offer greater protection agalnst
those hazards that confront man through
such natural causes as the weather, earth-
quakes, voleanoes, and landslides—and there-
by reduce the consequences of such catas-
trophes.

We can anticipate many other significant
improvements wunder the consolidated
strength of the Geological Survey and NOAA.
Consider environmental Impact analysis.
Typically, environmental problems are com=-
plicated and no single agency now has suffi-
cient expertise to achieve the desired breadth
of perspective and evaluation needed for a
comprehensive environmental analysis.

The Geological Survey recently identified
88 specific physical, biological, cultural and
ecological factors for consideration in mak-
ing an environmental impaect analysis.
Neither the Survey nor NOAA has all the
competence needed, but together they would
have the expertise required to make a more
thorough environmental impact analysis.
Also, they would work closely with other en-
titlea within the DNR possessing environ-
mental expertise.

Closer working relationships will develop
with the other agencies in DNR that now use
the information, data and research collected
and disseminated by the Geologleal Survey
and NOAA. Under DNR management, service
functions of this important scientific com-
ponent can be better tallored to serve major
resource and environmental action agencles
thus saving money, time and effort.

Let me turn briefly to the Administration
for Indian and Territorial Affairs. The Presi-
dent consulted with many American Indian
groups concerning their preference regard-
ing their place within the Federal structure.
They indicated, as they had on previous oc-
casions, that they preferred to remain with
a land resource agency.

This is understandable inasmuch as the
Indians own over 50 million acres of land
that is held in trust for them. This is as
much land as a number of the New England
states combined. Involved is a tremendously
important job of managing natural resources
of all kinds—timber, forage, minerals, water,
agricultural land. The land provides in a
large measure their livelihood, a sense of se-
curity, and, in some cases, 1t is even intimate-
1y a part of their culture and religion.

The Indian programs concerned with re-
source development will benefit from close
association with the other natural resource
programs of the Federal Government within
the Department.

The Important United States territorial
programs will also be a part of the Adminis-
tration for Indian and Territorial Affairs.
This arrangement will assure that terrltorial
policies and programs will receive the high
level leadership and attention they deserve.

Each of the five Administrators will he per-
sonally accountable to the Secretary for the
ultimate success or fallure of the programs
he administers. Within broad guideline and
objectives, each will have considerable free-
dom in managing his organization including
flexibility in organizing his office in the way
he believes most effective. Each Administra-
tor will also be a key member of the top De-
partmental management team, In this role,
he must rise above his primary functional re-
sponsibilities and develop broad perspectives
to give objective advice to the Secretary on
Department-wide matters.

These few highlights of the plans for the
Department of Natural Resources point up
the many practical advantages that can be
expected to be realized at the policy and
working levels of the new Department.
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In closing, let me conclude with a philo-
sophical note. The general welfare of the Na-
tlon requires that its limited natural re-
sources, including energy sources, be con-
served, managed and utilized so as to help
realize a sound balance between preservation
and development. The establishment of the
Department of Natural Resources will pro-
vide the necessary organizational capability
for best achieving these objectives,

This reorganization legislation represents
the thoughtful product of many minds both
within and without the Government. It con-
tains the promise of what is needed to effi-
clently restructure the Federal natural re-
source entities within the Executive Branch
so that they can work more responsibly and
responsively to the American public and its
elected representatives in the Congress.

I am hopeful and expectant that the Con-
gress will give this landmark legislation pri-
ority attention and support.

STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE,
Crrrrorp M. HarDIN

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to meet with
the Committee today, to discuss the func-
tions of the Department of Agriculture that
are proposed for transfer to the new Depart-
ment of Natural Resources under the Presi-
dent's Departmental Reorganization Plan.

First, let me say that I strongly support
the President’s plan to establish four new de-
partments. I encourage you to glve favora=
ble consideration to the entire plan, in order
to obtaln maximum benefits in improved ef-
ficlency, effectiveness, and responsiveness in
providing government services.

I believe that it is equally important that
you support the principle of providing as
much latitude as possible to the Secretaries
of the new departments, so that they can
make adjustments when necessary in the or-
ganizational structures and functions of the
agencles under them, and be equipped with
the full range of management tools needed
to administer the departments effectively.

While the establishment of a new Depart-
ment of Natural Resources is an important
and essential part of the reorganization, the
establishment of only one of the four new
departments would not achleve the full bene-
fits that would result from substantially
streamlining the Federal departments.

From the previous testimony you are aware
of the overall organization plans for the De-
partment of Natural Resources. I will there-
fore confine my remarks to the contribu-
tions of the Department of Agriculture to
this new department.

Of the five Administrations proposed for
the Department of Natural Resources, the
Department of Agriculture will provide a
major input to two of them: the Land and
Recreation Resources Administration and the
Water Resources Administration.

Transfers from the Department of Agricul-
ture to the Department of Natural Resources
would include:

The Forest Service, which administers 187
million acres of public lands, conducts forest-
ry research, and provides assistance to State
and private forest landowners.

The Soll Conservation Bervice which pro-
vides soll and water conservation technical
asslstance to communities and individuals,
plans and constructs water resource develop-
ment projects, and carries out soil and snow
surveys.

The Soil and Water Conservation Research
Division of the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice, which earries out & nationwide program
of soll and water research closely supporting
the activities of the Soll Conservation Serv-
ice.

The Natural Resource Economlics Division
of the Economic Research Service which con-
ducts land and water economic research and
analyses also closely supporting the activi-
tles of the Soill Conservation Service.

These are the basic organizations within
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the Department of Agriculture directly and
primarily engaged in administering natural
resource functions that are closely related
to the basic mission of the proposed Depart-
ment of Natural Resources.

As most members of this Committee know,
the Department of Agriculture is the most
highly decentralized department in the
Government. The Forest Service, operating
through the 154 National Forests and 19 Na-
tional Grasslands, and the Soil Conservation
Service, operating through over 3,000 Soll and
Water Conservation Districts, are among the
most decentralized of Federal agencles.

One of the baslc principles followed in the
proposed reorganization is that existing pro-
grams and dellvery systems will remain in-
tact under the new departments. There would
be no interruption of services at the point of
contact with citizens, communities, farmers,
and ranchers.

The improvements in management and co-
ordination resulting from establishment of
a Department of Natural Resources will be
achleved largely through improved organiza-
tion in Washington and the reglonal offices,
rather than at the local level.

I believe that the reorganization will make
it possible to solve long standing problems of
government in managing our natural re-
sources. It will put all of the major func-
tions involved in land, water, and natural
resource planning and protection into one
coordinated operation.

The overlapping and fragmentation that
now occur in the Federal administration of
laws concerning resource management, own-
ership, research, technical assistance, and
services to local governments and individuals
can be worked out more effectively under
the unified administration of the agencles
concerned.

As you know, the reorganization plans are
part of a coordinated package of reforms de-
signed by the President to correct serious
weaknesses in the way the Federal Govern-
ment works, and the fallure of government
programs to meet the needs of the people.
In addition to the President's Departmental
Reorganization Program, the package of re-
forms includes.

Decentralization to get decisions made out
where the problems are, by people who know
local conditions, rather than in Washington,
D.C., by Federal Officials unfamiliar with local
needs.

Management assistance to State and local
governments to help them improve thelr ad-
ministrative ability to plan and manage
programs,

Farmers and rural residents, as well as
other Americans, will benefit from the re-
organization and other governmental re-
forms proposed by the President,

These reforms will make government at
all levels more responsive to local needs,
better able to provide coordinated solutions
to public problems, and more economical
and efficient In serving citizens.

As citizens and taxpayers, farmers and
rural residents will benefit from the general
improvement in the economy, eficiency, and
effectiveness of government.

Farmers and rural residents also share
with all Americans the desire for better
services, a more attractive environment, im-
proved economlic opportunities, better
schools, and more adequate medical services;
these can only exist In healthy, growing
communities.

The establishment of the new Departments
of Natural Resources, Human Resources,
Community Development, and Economic Af-
falrs will meet these needs better by—

Bringing together the fragmented pro-
grams and uncoordinated activitles now
found in seven separate departments, and
grouping them together according to major
natlonal purposes for more effective manage-
ment;

Eliminating the overlapping and duplica-
tion of services and the complex red tape
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citizens nmow struggle with when dealing
with so many organizations;

Merging in one department, under coordi-
nated management, the many different land
management agencles and programs of the
government;

Assigning to & single department the pri-
mary responsibility for developing our nat-
ural resources and protecting the quality
of our environment;

Making a single department responsible
for coordinated management of all programs
aimed at improving the health, welfare, and
education of our citizens;

Concentrating in one department, under
coordinated management, government pro-
grams for promoting the economic and soclal
development of rural communitles,

Reorganization and decentralization will
bring these programs closer to the people
who live In rural communities, and will give
farmers and rural people more powerful tools
to make their local communities better places
to live and work,

STATEMENT OF THADDEUS BEAL, UNDER SECRE-
TARY OF THE ARMY

In recent years increasing public recogni-
tion has been given to the importance of ac-
complishing comprehensive and innovative
planning for water and related land resources
to meet the full needs of our changing so-
clety. As these public demands grow, we are
faced with the challenge to meet them In
ways that maintain and enhance environ-
mental quality.

To respond to these challenges involving
our natural resources, the President proposes
to give the Department of Natural Resources
overall direction and coordination of Federal
natural resources programs elther by placing
them in that Department or by providing the
Department with the necessary comprehen-
sive planning overview, policy formulation,
project evaluation and budgeting review. As
a result of being assigned this overall re-
sponsibility for shaping environmentally
sound water resource development programs,
the Secretary of Natural Resources can, in
coordination with other agencies, particu-
larly the Environmental Protection Agency,
most effectively respond to our nation's wa-
ter resources problems. There is no question
that the water planning and related efforts
now executed by the Corps of Engineers,
Bureau of Reclamation, Soil Conservation
Service and Water Resources Council will
benefit from the central direction and unity
of purpose provided by the Department of
Natural Resources.

In addition, the President’s proposal for a
Department of Natural Resources will
strengthen regional administration of vir-
tually all Federal natural resource activi-
tles. The reglonal system contemplated by
the Presldent's proposal will permit a high
degree of responsiveness to reglonal needs
by providing more regional declslon-making
authority enabling many of the problems now
settled In Washnigton to be settled In the
fleld. The managerial philosophy of utilizing
a decentralized organization is quite similar
to that presently used by the Corps of En-
gineers.

The main feature of the proposed legisla-
tion relating to the Department of the Army
is Section 301(c)(1). That sectlon transfers
all Civil Works functions of the Department
of the Army to Department of Natural Re-
sources, including all of the Corps’ regula-
tory functions, with the proviso that all
Civil Works construction, operation and
maintenance, flood and coastal emergencies,
and related activities shall be funded
by the Secretary of Natural Resources
end accomplished through the Secretary of
the Army and the Chlef of Engineers. Bection
301(c) (2) of the proposed legislation trans-
fers to the Department of Natural Resources
all functions of the Board of Engineers for
Rivers and Harbors, Coastal Engineering Re-
search Center, Board on Coastal Engineering
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Research, Mississipp! River Commission and
the California Debris Commission; and Sec-
tion 501 would permit the Secretary of Nat-
ural Resources to abolish these Boards and
Commissions. Section 506 authorizes the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget to make such additional incldental
dispositions of functions, personnel and
funds as may be necessary to accomplish the
purpose of the proposed legislation.

This approach has the advantage of achiv-
ing the objective of including in one Depart=
ment responsibility for comprehensive multi-
objective overview of water resource policy
and program, while permitting the effective
and proven organization of the Corps of
Engineers to continue to construct, operate
and maintaln particular approved projects.

The President’s proposal also provides that
natural disaster and emergency activities will
be performed under the direction of the Sec-
retary of the Army and the Chlef of En-
gineers.

A viable engineering construction orga-
nization with planning capablilities is nec-
essary to react effectively in performing this
natural disaster function., It 1s essential to
maintain In the Department of Defense an
organzation In being that is capable of pro-
viding an adequate mobilization base for
times of national emergency. The Corps of
Engineers organization has demonstrated its
flexibility and competence to undertake the
urgent large-scale engineering and construc-
tlon programs involved in the SAFEGUARD
ABM missile systemn, NASA space program,
Alr Force MINUTEMAN System, military
bulldup during the Eorean and Vietnam
wars. In addition, retention of such an orga-
nization in the Department of Defense means
that Corps of Engineers officers will continue
to receive the invaluable training provided
by Civil Works assignments.

In conclusion, I want to state my bellef
that the quality of the Corps of Engineers
performance in water resources matters is
unmatched by any other agency. Neverthe-
less, the challenges of & new era require that
new means be found to fully coordinate
planning and policy for all of our natural
resources, Including water. The President’s
proposal to put direction of water resources
planning in one agency along with othei
planning for natural resources is a major
step In preparing our Federal government to
work effectively with State and local gov-
ernments and with private individuals in
meeting the environmental and resource
management problems that we face today
and in the future. The President’s proposal 18
also advantageous because it would utilize
the speciallzed technical capabilities of the
Corps of Engineers and other existing agen-
cles In performing detalled project planning,
execution, operation and maintenance under
the overall guldance of the Department of
Natural Resources. Moreover, it will preserve
in the Defense Department the standby en-
gineering and construction mobilization ca-
pability that is now more important than
ever as we face a period of declining military
standing forces. For all of these reasons, the
Department of the Army and the Corps of
Engineers support the proposed legislation.

STATEMENT BY CrLARENCE E. LarsoN, CoM-
MISSIONER, U.B. ATroMic ENERGY CoMMIS-
SION
For the last quarter century, the Atomle

Energy Commission has been the Govern-

ment agency responsible for all aspects of the

nation’s nuclear energy program. We feel
that during this crucial period we have suc-
ceeded In bringing this new form of energy
into a beneficial and controllable form for
the American people and that it may now be
considered for administration with the es-
tablished, conventional forms of energy.
The President's reorganization plan comes
at a time when the nation s facing a critical
energy shortage. The energy needs are so
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great that the Government’s role has changed
from . a position of supporting individual en-
ergy sources to determining how the nation’s
needs might best be met from all of the
avallable energy sources. We are projecting a
conslderable shift in generating capacity
among the various energy sources in the next
20 years and a substantial shift in fuel use
by electric utilities during this period. These
forecasts of the relatlve energy mix for
power generation are based on fuel avail-
abllity at the requisite quality level of pre-
scribed environmental standards and at
economically feasible prices.

Consldering the substantial changes that
will be taking place in the energy fleld, it
is logical and important that one Govern-
ment agency have the total picture and be
able to establish policy and to allocate funds
for development of the appropriate and nec-
essary energy resources, The responsible
formulation of national energy policy must
be based on the comprehensive balancing of
all factors aimed at serving the total public
interest.

The President’s plan provides that the
AEC's uranium raw materials and enrich-
ment programs would be transferred to the
new Department of Natural Resources. The
new Department would also provide policy
direction for the development of civilian
nuclear power reactors and the Plowshare
program of peaceful nuclear explosives.
However, the AEC would continue to
conduct the research, development, and
demonstration Iin the Ilatter two pro-
grams because of 1ts expertise, its facll-
ities and the need for close Integration of the
programs with other AEC activitles. While
the functions of planning, budgeting and
funding, coordination, assessment of re-
sources, and establishment of priorities as
related to national energy planning would
be transferred to the new Department, the
reorganization is not intended to preclude
AEC continuance of research and develop-
ment effort In health and safety, reactor and
device technology, fuel reprocessing, waste
management, and other activities that relate
primarily to programs remaining with the
Commission.

We feel certaln that satisfactory arrange-
ments can be worked out in areas of joint
responsibility with the Department of Nat-
ural Resources. As participants in a dynamic
scientific program, we recognize the in-
evitability of change. The AEC has main-
talned In its own organizational philosophy
2 policy of maximum innovation and flex-
ibility to achieve most effectively the ob-
jectives of our program. The President's ob-
jective in reorganizing the Executive Branch
of the Federal Government is to make it a
more effective Instrument Iin serving the
needs of the American people. This 15 a goal
we all can and should support.

STATEMENT BY JaMEeEs T. RaMeEy, CoMMIS-

SIONER, U.S. AroMIc ENERGY COMMISSION

On June 7, 1971, by a letter from Chairman
Seaborg to Chet Holifield, Chalrman of the
House Committee on Government Opera-
tions, the Commission provided its comments
on H.R. 6959 which is the companion bill to
the bill under discussion today.

At my request, the letter included a state-
ment informing the Committee of my be-
llef that the bill was neither desirable nor
workable as it affects the programs and
organization of the Commission. I would like
to take just a few moments this morning to
explain why I belleve this to be the case.

All of the functions proposed for transfer
from the Commission to the Department
are—and I believe should remain—integral
parts of a complex of Interrelated programs
carried out through the Commission's unique
and highly successful system of organiza-
tion and management. This system invloves
utilization of Industrial concerns, universi-
ties and not-for-profit organizations to op-~
erate government-owned plants and labora-
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tories under cost-type contracts and a highly
skilled management team in the Commis-
slon. To alter the existing system, in my
view, will increase the cost of essential gov-
ernment programs, reduce the effectiveness of
the Federal efforts to resolve critical energy
and environmental problems and result in
less-than-optimum utilization of expertise
and facilities within the Commission com-
lex.

e I am particularly concerned regarding the
proposed transfer of the uranium enrich-
ment and nuclear power functions,

The overall approach taken in the uranium
enrichment program has already created
some uncertainty in the nuclear industry
and among our free world friends as to our
long term dependability as a supplier of en-
riching services, To transfer this program
to a new agency at this critical juncture in
the development of nuclear power with all
the problems inevitable in such a change can
do little but aggravate this situation.

Among such problems, I would polnt out
that supervisory management and overall
policy and planning for such an organiza-
tion would be extremely difficult in an agency
with limited prior experience in large scale
industrial management. The various inter-
relationships with AEC research and develop-
ment programs, particularly at Oak Ridge,
could also present difficulties,

What is needed instead is to continue the
enrichment program under experienced Com-
mission management but with greater em-
phasis on conslderation of the various ele-
ments of the program as parts of an integral
enrichment enterprise and within a frame-
work of stable long range planning.

NUCLEAR POWER RESPONSIBILITIES

I also believe transferring to the new De-
partment those AEC civillan nuclear power
development functions involving planning,
budgeting and funding, coordination, assess-
ment of resources, and establishment of
priorities would be very undesirable.

The essential independence of the AEC
from other energy oriented agencies was
deliberately established by the Congress to
assure attention commensurate with its po-
tential as a leading element in the national
energy program. The success of the light
water reactor development program and the
progress on the fast breeder reactor testify to
the wisdom of such a declsion. I might note
in this regard that the President’s Energy
Message of June 4, 1971, gives top priority
to the development of the fast breeder reac-
tor. To now transfer these key reactor devel-
opment functions to a new “super agency”
would run counter to this intent of Congress
and inevitably downgrade the vital breeder
reactor program on which the energy needs
of the nation will depend for the next fifty
years

In this connection, under the proposed re-
organization, energy development is only one
of a number of functions under one of a
number of Administrators In a very large
Department. I hardly think the proposed
organizational locatlon of the energy func-
tlon is commensurate with its significance.
And again, the traditional background and
experience of the Department of Interior
which, as reconstituted, would constitute the
new Department of Natural Resources, has
been in the field of coal and oll development
and hydroelectric power. The Department's
experience in large scale industrial research
and development has been limited.

Coordination between energy development
programs—which I certainly belleve to be
needed—can be more readily achieved with-
out necessarily a complete reorganization of
the involved agencies such as has been pro-
posed by the Reorganization Bills.

In conclusion, I would note that the De-
partment as proposed in the legisiation does
not consolidate in one agency all of the en-
ergy related functions of the Federal gov-
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ernment. A number of key Federal agencies
dealing with energy matters have not been
included—notably the Federal Power Com-
mission, the Rural Electrification Adminis-
tration, and the Tennessee Valley Authority.
In addition, under the Administration plan
there will not even be a unification of en-
ergy related functions within the Depart-
ment itself. For example, the operation of
large hydroelectric facilitles and the mar-
keting of electricity will be under the Water
Resources Administration rather than the
Energy and Mineral Resources Administra-
tion.

STATEMENT OF JamMes T. LYNN, UNDER SEc-
RETARY OF COMMERCE

Mr, Chairman, I am very pleased to be
here to speak on behalf of the Department
of Commerce on 8. 1431. We would like fo
lend support to the President’'s reorganiza-
tion proposal, both as to concept and to the
more detalled realignment of programs. In
particular, we support it as an alternative
to the present structure of the Executive
Branch.

Under the President’s proposals, elements
of the Department of Commerce would be
placed into each of the four proposed new
departments. Most of the present Depart-
ment of Commerce would go into the new De-
partment of Economic Affairs, which would
also include elements of the Department of
Agriculture, Labor, Transportation, the
Small Business Administration and other
executive establishments.

In the reorganization plan, a substantial
portion of the Department of Commerce, the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration (NOAA), would move to the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources. There it would
joln the Department of Interior and elements
of the Department of Agriculture and other
executive agencies concerned with the con-
servation and management of natural re-
sources. Inclusion of NOAA in the Depart-
ment of Natural Resources will permit the
new Department to take a comprehensive
approach to problems of environmental
management.

President Nixon, in his Reorganization
Plan No. 4 of last year, created NOAA as one
of the major institutions for dealilng with
the Nation’s environmental problems. NOAA
resulted from recommendations of the Con-
gressionally chartered Presidential Commis-
slon on Marine Science, Engineering and
Resources. NOAA further consolidated en-
vironmental activities residing in a number
of different agencles. It was placed in the
Department of Commerce by the President
because the great bulk of the activities of
NOAA already resided within our Depart-
ment,

The proposal to place NOAA within the
Department of Natural Resources is viewed
by the Department of Commerce as another
logical step in fully coordinating and inte-
grating the Nation's environmental activi-
ties.

When NOAA s combined with the Geo-
logical Burvey and related science and serv-
ice activities we believe that major advan-
tages would accrue to the Nation. For ex-
ample, the closely related programs of NOAA
and the Geological Survey in hydrology,
mapping and charting, marine resources and
selsmology would be better planned and
managed.

The new unit of DNR would also place
a strong sclentifically and technically ori-
ented organization in the DNR which 1is
expected to carry out resource and environ-
mental management responsibilities. Thus.
a strong sclentific and technical organiza-
tlon would be readily available to support
services and management in the same De-
partment, For example, the marine resources
programs of NOAA are related to Depart-
ment of Natural Resources responsibilities
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for development and use of off-shore oil,
gas, and other mineral resources.

Within the newly proposed mission struc-
ture for cabinet agencies, NOAA's most logi-
cal place falls within the Department of
Natural Resources.

BTATEMENT OF ARNOLD R. WEBER, ASSOCIATE
B, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND

Bubcer

Public concern over the preservation and
utilization of our national heritage of wa-
ter, land, mineral, energy and other natural
resources has risen sharply in recent years—
a concern that gives an increased urgency
to the early establishment of a Natural Re-
sources Department. It is also noteworthy
that such a Department has been recom-
mended by most groups which have studied
the organization of Federal agencies in re-
cent years, ilncluding the Ash Council in
1970 and earlier task forces which submitted
reports to President Johnson in 1964 and
1967. It is also practicable to establish a
Natural Resources Department without fore-
closing the opportunity of the Congress to
take such action as it may desire on the
other departmental bills. In other words the
proposed Department can be established so
as to give recognition to the need for the
integrated conservation and management of
our natural resources without at the same
time unde: the surviving depart-
ments. The Department of the Interior will,
of course, be Incorporated In its entirety
into the new Department.

The concepts underlying the proposed or-
ganigation of this Department are the best
we can draw from our experience. The de-
partmental management system is based on
two principles. First, as noted by Secretary
Morton, there will be administrations to as-
sure that substantive operations are vigor-
ously directed by officials with the authority
needed to bring about a high quality of
management. Second, the BSecretary will
have the means in his office to assure that
matlters cutting across the administrations
are effectively dealt with at the secretarial
level.

The Secretary’s direction of the Depart-
ment will be aided by the important roles
which the Deputy Secretary, the two Un-
der Secretaries, an Assistant Secretary, and
General Counsel will play as officials charged
with assisting in matters of departmental
policy formulation, priority setting, evalua-
tion, and management. Important as these
cross-cutting officials will be in the overall
direction of the Department they are, with
the sole exception of the Deputy Secretary,
expected to serve in primarily staff capaci-
ties, Each administrator will have direct
access to the Secretary and the Deputy Sec-
retary on matters in which they have a
substantive concern.

I should also like to call to the Committee’s
attention that the Secretary will have field
representatives in the form of depart-
mental regional directors. While it is ex-
pected that In most cases the program ad-
ministrations will have their own field re-
glons responsive to the administrators, it is
likewise important that there be a depart-
mental presence in each region. These re-
gional directors will report to the Secretary
and will assist In assuring that matters in-
volving more than one administration are
effectively handled in the fleld. The depart-
mental regional directors will also represent
the Department in dealings with State and
local officials, interpret and communicate
the policies of the Becretary and assist the
Secretary in the evaluation of the field im-
pact of the Department's program.

The bill supplies the Secretary of Natural
Resources with the various authorities and
powers which he needs to effectively manage
the resources of the Department and to take
those actions of an administrative char-
acter which are necessary for the efficlent
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discharge of the program responsibilities
vested in him by the Congress, He will, for
example, be authorized to adjust the or-
ganization of the department, appoint many
of its principal officials, delegate his func-
tions, acquire facilities, establish a working
capital fund, and conduct research and
development.

The Department of Natural Resources 1s
thus designed to draw upon the best experi-
ence which we have had in the management
of departments and large agencies. We are
confident that the Department will make a
major contribution to the vitality of our
democratic institutions.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is concluded.

EXTENSION AND REVISION OF THE
DRAFT ACT AND RELATED LAWS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In ac-
cordance with the previous order, the
Chair lays before the Senate the pend-
ing business, the conference report on
H.R. 6531, the extension of the Military
Selective Service Act, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Report of the committee of conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R, 6631) to amend the Military Selective
Service Act of 1967, to Increase military pay;
to authorize military active duty strengths
for fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the conference report.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator withhold his request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. Mr. President,
I withdraw my request.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I expect
to seek recognition on the pending meas-
ure in just a few minutes. The speech 1
have prepared is off the typewriters and
is on the way over here. I say that for
the information of the leader.

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll

Mr. MANSFIELD. I1ir. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. 1 yield.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senator from Arkansas is recognized.

PRINTING AUTHORIZATION

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I send
to the desk a resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be stated.
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The assistant legislative clerk read as

follows:
S. Res. 167

Resolved, That there be printed for the use
of the Committee on Government Operations
one thousand six hundred additional copies
of Part 2 of the hearings before its Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations during the
Ninety-second Congress, first session, entitled
“Organized Crime.”

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 167) was considered and
agreed to.

EXTENSION AND REVISION OF THE
DRAFT ACT AND RELATED LAWS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 6531) to amend
the Military Selective Service Act of
1967; to increase military pay; to author-
ize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, what is
the pending business before the Senate?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
pending business is the conference re-
port on H.R. 6531.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I propose
to address the Senate on the pending
measure.

For the moment, let me make some
preliminary observations. We have be-
fore us, as the Senate knows, a confer-
ence report on the extension of the draft
act. It also provides a revised, increased
pay schedule for the military, based pri-
marily on the idea that during this 2-
year period we will lead into a volunteer
force for all of the services.

Superimposed is the Mansfield amend-
ment, which relates to the closing down
of the war—the Mansfield amendment,
having passed this body by a very good
vote, puts a definite time limitation on
when the United States would withdraw
from Vietnam.

As T understand it, the present plan is
that a motion will be made tomorrow to
table the conference report. I want to
point out, preliminarily, that this report
was filed just a very few days before we
went into recess. An effort was made to
get a time certain to vote on its adop-
tion before we left. Objection was heard
from the Senator from Alaska.

Now time has moved on, and the facts
and figures on the issues, have at least
partly, gotten out of the minds of the
Members of the Senate. In some ways,
the importance of this bill is overwhelm-
ing. We must get back into the minds of
the membership the implications of a
motion to table and what would happen
if it should be adopted. It would mean
going back into the same arguments
again, the same issues again, which have
been thoroughly debated here, after the
most painstaking effort by the commit-
tee, after 7 weeks of very active, vigorous
debate.

I think there were more than two score
rollcall votes. Some amendments were
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defeated and some were passed. We went
to conference with some 28 major differ-
ences with the House bill. Without try-
ing to give roses to the conferees at all,
there was a real effort, for 5 weeks, to
reach some kind of agreement. We came
back with a bill that went to the House.
The House conferees were able to get the
points of order waived by the Rules Com-
mittee, which meant one Member could
not knock out, on a point of order, one
of the provisions agreed on.

The House adopted that conference re-
port, which included a part—and I re-
spectfully submit it was a substantial
part, in principle—of the Mansfield
amendment, even though it was not ger-
mane under the rules of the House. If
the rules of germaneness had not been
waived by the Rules Committee, one
Member could have knocked it out. That
compromise provision is now before us
as a part of the conference report, 1
have already paid my respects to Sen-
ator MansrFIeELD for his consideration and
his help to me, during those 5 weeks, We
had many communications with each
other. I have already thanked him, and
I thank him again publicly.

So pending here is a part of the con-
ference report is the Mansfield amend-
ment. I appeal to those who voted for
the Mansfield amendment to consider the
fact that it is a part of the conference
report before us, and consider the fact
that other legislative avenues are open.
If they possibly can, they should vote for
the conference report.

I think it is generally understood over
the country that when the time comes to
get any bill passed in a necessary field,
everyone cannot have everything he
wants.

One cannot have everything in it that
he wants and one cannot have everything
kept out that he does not want. I think
people understand that a Senator has to
vote yes or no on a conference report, So
I ask the membership to consider those
facts as far as the Mansfield amendment
is concerned.

No c¢ne is to blame for it, but the
trouble is that since Congress has recon-
vened, other matters have intervened.
One of our fellow members passed away,
and the funeral is taking place today.
Everyone wants to pay utmost respect to
him and his memory. There has been
every effort by the conferees to get the
merits of the conference report and the
conference bill before the membership.
As I have said, I am not blaming anyone;
I am just stating the facts of life.

Let us see if we cannot give a little and
take a little and join hands to pass a bill
in a field where almost everyone thinks
a bill is necessary this year. There were
only 16 votes against this bill on final
passage.

Another assault made on the confer-
ence report is on another subject on
which I have never seen unanimous
agreement. There is always a difference
of opinion about the level of pay scales
for civilian employees and for members
of the military. There is always that dif-
ference of opinion. We will never find a
situation where everyone can completely
agree as to where the pay increases
should go, or how much. I say that from
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experience, We have had pay bills for
some time. I was closely connected with
my first in 1958. There have been
many others. There is always that dif-
ference of opinion. Really, this pay bill
ought not to be passed as a part of the
draft bill, but it was germane, and it was
more or less necessary to do it this time
because of the effort to transfer to what
is hoped will be an all volunteer service.

To show the variety of thought here,
we had different pay scales proposed.
These involved billions of dollars. We had
the Gates Commission Report, which
recommended what I think were lavish
expenditures for the four lower levels.

The raw recruit under that proposal—
and I am referring to that because it is
now in the form of the Allott amend-
ment—would have an annual compen-
sation, leaving out the fringe benefits—
medical care, and PX and commissary
privileges—of $5,320. That is just the
man you pick up on the street. That is
the Allott amendment, but I am using
it just as an illustration of the variety
of opinions. And speaking of differences
of opinion, the President of the United
States turned that down.

That is my point. We will never reach
a point where we will have unanimity,
and I think the Senate ought to realize
that and go along with what we have
here in this conference report. This
$5,300 is the recommendation of the
Gates Commission report for the raw re-
cruit. The President of the United States
who originally recommended the volun-
teer army, would not go that far on the
pay scale, so he turned it down and put
in a recommendation that, in round
numbers, carried about a $1 billion pay
increase, with a great deal of it to those
lower groups.

The House of Representatives then
passed that part plus another part, which
was supposed to be the increment for
fiscal 1973, next year's increase. The
matter came on over here, and the
Senate committee stuck with the budget
figures. It came to the floor of the
Senate, and the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HucHEs) offered an amendment to put
back in the House amount. It was re-
jected by a fairly close vote. Then the
Allott amendment was agreed to which
put the sum back at the amount of the
Gates Commission report—that $5,300-
plus for the raw recruit—and we went
to conference on that basis.

I shall go into details on that in a
minute. But in a broad sense, we com-
promised the categories of differences
around that table and in the House bill
and the Senate bill. It has been argued
here that we ignored this raw recruit.
We brought back in a bill that will ac-
tually provide for an E-1 recruit an an-
nual compensation of $4,872, meaning
basic pay, subsistence, housing allow-
ances, and Federal tax advantage. This
sum, I emphaosize, does not include any
special payments, or the fringe benefits,
including medical care and PX and com-
missary privileges.

Mr. President, $4,872, now—for what?
For this raw recruit. And, Mr. President,
the record will show that many of them—
we have the actual flgures on this—
who are now coming into the Army are
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within what they call category 4. Around
35 percent, over one-third, are in cate-
gory 4, which means they have about the
equivalent of a fourth-grade education.
That is unfortunate, but it is a fact of
life. We are going to be paying such a
man, from the beginning, $4,872, plus
commissary and PX privileges and medi-
cal care.

Unfortunately, many of those men will
not be kept. They will not be able to car-
ry on the training. They will not be eligi-
ble for reenlistment, because the serv-
ices will not be able to use them. I know
this is at a time when it is said the dol-
lar does not mean anything, it does not
amount to anything. But for a man who
is going to be kept and cared for and
given medical atiention, the privileges
of the post exchange, and commissary
privileges, $4,872 a year is not small
money, I do not care who he is, and it is
more than the average that our high
school graduates get. By comparison, the
average civilian pay of high school grad-
uates under age 20 is about $4,289 per
year, which is lower than any figure being
recommended.

So those are the facts of life. Let us
not close our eyes. Let us not say, “Well,
it is not enough, the conference bill is not
enough,” and just send it back. If we
do that, what is going to happen? We
are going to be faced here with the prop-
osition that the President of the United
States has recommended a deferral of
the civilian pay increase that would au-
tomatically come up in January, and he
has recommended the deferral of the
military pay increase that automatically
comes up in January. There is going to be
a so-called veto resolution—I know there
will; it is within reason—considered in
Congress to veto his proposal to defer
those payments.

So we will be confronted with the prop-
osition of voting yes or no on sustaining
the President about deferring these pay-
ments, after we have come in here and
pushed aside this conference report that
sets this pay as high as I have said, and
then we say that it is not enough, we are
going to make it more.

Well, I just tell you, there is going to
be confusion compounded, and I do not
know what the taxpayers are going to
think about it. Understand, we are pay-
ing this raw recruit—he is cared for, he
is looked after, he has all kinds of pro-
tection in every way, and the benefits of
training and schooling, and maybe the
first discipline he ever had in his life—
these sums of money, as I have stated.
And we are asked, now, to reject this
conference report, not by saying it is not
worthy, but by a holding, delaying pro-
cedure of tabling it. My goodness, when
is the time coming when we will be will-
ing to face up to the issue here, and vote
yes or no?

It may be a hard vote. I am not mini-
mizing the problem any Senator has. But
that is what we came here for, to try to
cast the hard votes. Anybody can cast the
easy, popular votes, But let us stand up
and face these hard ones.

If this report is rejected, we are going
back and go over all these arguments
again about this bill—pay, the draft as
such, the Mansfield amendment. Already
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a Senator has served notice on us that
this end-the-war matiter and the POW
guestion are going to be offered as
amendments on the military procure-
ment bill, which is the next pending busi-
ness. I am sure there will be other
amendments about military aid in South-
east Asia, our expenditures of money
there for the South Vietnamese and
allied forces. We will be going over the
same ground again on the procurement
bill, and I do not know but that they
could offer the Mansfield amendment, I
do not complain about people offering
amendments. My point now is that there
just has to be a judgment day, when we
finally say, “That’s enough on this bill,
we are going to pass it and move to the
next one.”

So all these amendments will be com-
ing back in, on top of these real argu-
ments on the draft bill, And that is not
all. On top of that are coming the rec-
ommendations of the President of the
United States about this freeze, tax re-
ductions, and investment credits, and
stepping up income tax deductions for
the individual taxpayer. All of that is
coming in on top of this. I speak with
all deference, of course, of the Allott
amendment, but I am old fashioned
enough to raise the point: Where are we
going to get the money? Where are we
going to get the money to pay this extra
$300 million for this military pay?

This bill already is $1.4 billion
more than the budget recommendation
and the budget recommendation for fis-
cal 1972. Now we want to make it nearly
$400 million more. So I ask: Where
are we going to get the money? I espe-
cially ask that question when my best
information is that our current budget
for 1972, following a $23 billion deficit
last year, is running at the rate of ap-
proximately $30 billion a year. Still, we
have the arguments on the floor of the
Senate that this conference report, which
gives an increase of more than 54 per-
cent to the E-4, the raw recruit, is not
enough. We want to put in more. Nobody
thinks about, or talks about, offering
an amendment to a tax bill to provide
the money.

Again, I am old fashioned enough to
believe that Judgment Day comes some-
time. I do not know when, But I believe
that if a family goes on year after year
spending more than they take in, some-
where down the highway of life there is
going to be a wreck of some kind. If we
drive recklessly down the highway of
fiscal affairs, with billions and billions
and billions of dollars in deficits year
after year, this Nation is riding toward
a wreck of some kind. In fact, there is
blenty of evidence that our fiscal affairs
are already in a jam, a national jam.

I am not given to looking at the dark
side of life, but it is just commonsense.
I know that we are going to have to pay.
Someone will have to pay the deficit we
have already incurred. Last year it was
$23 billion; this year the estimate is $30
billion. If we passed every recommenda-
tion made on this floor from now on dur-
ing this fiscal year, there would be a defi-
cit of $50 or $60 billion. Somewhere, we
are going to have to close ranks.

With reference to the pay schedule in
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the conference report, that was a com-
promise around the table with respect to
the different categories of pay—an ad-
justment of those pay scales. The Senate
had to give somewhat. Has anyone here
ever been at a major conference in which
he did not have to give anything to any-
one but just had his own way with re-
spect to everything? Has any Senator
here—has any Senator not present, but
who may read my remarks—done so? If
so, I wish he would come here and iden-
tify himself—anyone who never had to
yield anything in any way at a confer-
ence. Either he has not been to any con-
ferences or it was not a bill related to
war, to the draft, to pay scales, to consci-
entious objectors, and to the subject
matter we had in this bill.

Incidentally, many features of this
bill are great steps forward, so far as the
draft is concerned. This bill contains a
tremendous amount of draft reform. I
will go over that briefly later. It is not
in controversy. This is progress of a very
pronounced kind, based on experience
and adjustments, some recommended by
the President, some recommended by our
committee, some recommended by the
individual Members of the Senate. It is
asked that that all go down the drain.

T make this flat statement. This is not
a threat: it is the opposite of & threat. In
my opinion—I speak as one who has had
a chance to have a firm opinion about
this—the pay bill before the Senate is
the only military pay bill that has a
chance to pass in this calendar year. I
think I am familiar with the facts about
this matter. I believe it is the only pay
bill that has a chance to pass in this

ear.

2 I do not see how the President can
recommend any other bill, when he has
said he is going to defer the other in-
creases in the military and the civilian
pay, and he is talking about freezing the
salaries and wages of the taxpayers. I do
not see how he can come in here now and
give his support to any other military
pay bill this year.

Many Members of this body and the
other body will have to pass on plenty
of problems in this field. I do not_ think
they will be happy about jumping in and
voting for a military pay bill that is
higher than the one now before the
Senate.

As I have sald, I do not use that as
a threat; not at all. It would be out of
order. It would be an extremely poor
ar, t if it contained a threat. I
am talking about the facts of life.

With respect to the other controversy,
with the greatest deference, I do not
believe there is any chance for the Mans-
field amendment to be made any stronger
through the vehicle of this bill. I have
great respect for those who voted for the
Mansfield amendment. But I appeal to
them now—and to the author of that
amendment who knows the situation—to
consider the primary problem we have
before us, the problem of getting a neces-
sary bill passed for our national security;
I ask them to let their vote for the
Mansfield amendment, which has already
been adopted by the Senate, stand as a
part of their record; to let their vote for
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this conference report stand as a second
step on the Mansfield amendment.

The conference report gives a congres-
sional determination—the amendment
was just the Senate speaking—the con-
ference report gives a congressional man-
date, as far as it goes, about winding
down of the war and taking out of the
POW’s. It ties together the closing of
the war and the POW’'s—those two and
no more, It talks about the POW’s and
the closing down of the war and with-
drawing our troops, and Congress is
saying that we want that to be it. That
is a congressional resolution or declara-
tion of policy. That is what the New
York Times said about it as soon as it
came out—that it is a step forward. The
New York Times does not ordinarily back
up positions I have here, and I do not
blame them. I point to the Washington
Post, too. They agreed, as soon as this
conference report came out, that it is a
step forward for the Mansfield amend-
ment.

Some of the friends of that amendment
are now trying to defeat the conference
report, but not on a direct vote up or
down. I would feel much better if it
were just “yes” or “no.” Say what you
want, a tabling motion is a deferring ac-
tion and a putting off of the ultimate
decision.

I have tried to emphasize what I think
to be the situation with reference to the
main points.

I appeal to the membership of this
body for an independent judgment on
the vital points I have indicated—not to
please me, because I am not asking for
any favors—but to get the country lined
up where it cdn protect itself; not to
fight a war in Vietnam, not to fight a
war in Europe. I am not thinking of that
primarily. But I am thinking about the
protection of this country at home. The
step we will be taking, if we turn down
this draft bill, will be a step toward
unilateral disarmament. If we do not
realize that, then I think we are the only
parliamentary body in the world, the
only informed government in the world,
that does not realize it. Because other
countries will say very quickly, “Well,
if they are not going to supply themselves
with the necessary manpower, we have
nothing to fear from their military
power.u

Mr. President, I expect to repeat these
preliminary remarks tomorrow because
of attendance in the Chamber today I
do not say that critically, as many Sen-
ators have gone to the funeral of our
late friend Winston Prouty. I wish I
could have gone but I am glad they did.
My point is that we have not had the
opportunity to get the hard facts before
the Senators. We do get them, theoret-
ically, before all Senators, by means of
the ConNGREsSsSIONAL REecorp, but not be-
fore the Senators themselves.

Now, Mr. President, the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr., HRUSKA)
wishes me to yield to him and I am glad
to do so briefly, if I may say briefly.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, first of
all, generally speaking, I wish to com-
pliment the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi on the stand he has taken
and the arguments he has advanced.
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The Senator from Mississippi is con-
sidered to be one of the eminent author-
ities not only on strategic military mat-
ters but also on tactical matters, our de-
fense posture, the subject of armaments
and all other related subjects pertaining
thereto.

I should like to suggest a couple of
points and then ask a question or two
with reference to those points.

The Senator from Mississippi has
pointed out that the impact of further
delay in getting an extension of the
draft at an early date will bring the
defense posture of this country to a
perilous point—and very, very soon.

Already, some of the adverse effects of
the delay have been listed, and they are
notable. So we already have in this phase
one potential bad effect which will flow
from a rejection of the conference report.

Another potential bad effect in reject-
ing the conference report will be the in-
adequacy of military pay, as alleged by
some, provided for some ranks in the
military service. Assuming that this op-
position is of substance and merit, that
argument would bring about a second
potential bad effect.

I should like to pose this question to
the Senator from Mississippi: Is it not
true that we are at a point where we must
make an assignment of priorities? In that
search for the most desirable priority,
would there not be considerable logic to
try to avoid that potential bad effect,
which is irrecoverable and which cannot
be corrected or restored and, maybe,
could not be cured at all except at the
expense of a great threat to the defense
posture of this Nation, as opposed to try-
ing to avoid a second potential bad effect
which, even granting the merit of the
cause, is something that would not be
permanent but could be corrected in a
short interval of time, and at a time when
recovery could be effected with the least
possible detrimental effect upon the na-
tional defense posture.

Mr., STENNIS. The Senator has ex-
pressed it so well. If it should prove that
it takes an increase in the military pay
bill, we could remedy that, but the trag-
edy is the time that would be lost in
letting the trained submarine crews, the
ICBM crews and all the other crews that
go to make up the necessary weapons—
letting them move on out and leave with-
out having any replacements trained to
take their place. That would be unilateral
disarmament. The Senator has put it
well.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is a scar that
would be most difficult to erase, would it
not?

Mr. STENNIS. If could not be erased
except by having to wait it out or sweat
it out in the time that we would have.

Mr. HRUSKA. The same argument
could be made to the points of difference
that we had in the conference that were
resolved one way or the other. The Sen-
ator has pointed out the situation in re-
gard to the Mansfield amendment. That
can be taken up at a later time in an-
other bill and with great promptness, in
the event of the persistence being aft-
tached to it that some of its advocates
have already indicated, But it need not
be done now in this conference report.
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If it is not done now, it does not result
in any great prejudice to its later con-
sideration, does it?

Mr, STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
Yes, sir. There are many other avenues
that the Senator from Montana has open
to him. I am not trying to suggest what
he should do.

Mr, HRUSEKA, And promptly?

Mr, STENNIS. Oh, yes. Within a mat-
ter of days. Certainly within the next 2
oy 3 weeks. Those avenues are open and
he is capable of pursuing them vigorously,
too. Of course he knows that. I imagine
he has considered it.

Mr. HRUSKA., At any rate?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct.
He has peointed it out very clearly.

Mr, HRUSKA. I want to assure the
Senator from Mississippi that this Sen-
ator proposes to support his position and
to do so by a proper vote at the proper
time, I am very grateful to the Senator
for the fashion in which he has analyzed
this bill and presented it to the Senate.
So there is a clear and full understanding
of the real and fundamental issues in-
volved.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much for his contribution to the
debate and for his support. I hope that
his thoughts and facts will come through
to his colleagues. I thank him again.

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. GRAVEL. I am grateful to the
Senator from Mississippi. I should like to
ask a question.

It has been repeatedly stated that the
nonexistence of the draft today poses a
threat to our military and to our defense
posture. Other than the fact that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi has
stated that, and now the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. HRUSKA)
has stated it, and the Secretary of De-
fense has stated it, I placed in the Rec-
ORD yesterday figures that adequately
demonstrate that no threat is involved.
So perhaps we could get down to some
specifics as to where the threat might be,
so that we could evaluate this contention.

I am not persuaded by the general
statement that we are losing men from
the Poseidons or the submarines, because
I happen to know the figure. Many Sena-
tors do not. The figure for the personnel
in the whole strategic force of this coun-
try is 134,000.

We have 2.7 million men in the Armed
Forces today. So I think there is a little
slack between 134,000 men and 2.7 mil-
lion men.

I think that that slack could very
easily be taken up over a period of 10
yvears without the draft. So rather than
merely take the loosely made statements
of the Secretary of Defense and of the
Chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services that we are about to be visited
by more cataclysmic occurrence, I
should like to have more specifics. Per-
haps I could be persuaded that there is a
danger, but I should like to have the
specific figures.

Mr. STENNIS. I shall respond briefly
to the Senator. I have additional ma-
terial on that question. I have data and
material on that in another speech.

The Senator and I have argued these
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things many times on the floor. And
the Senator is a very fine speaker and
presents his facts well and very force-
fully. I am going to make a speech based
upon the conference that was held on
yesterday at my request with these men
that know more about the matter than
I know or than the Senator from Alaska
knows.

The Senator from Alaska is very firmly
convineced that we do not need any draft.
He has said repeatedly that he would
filibuster this bill, if possible, to its death.
I will ask the Senator to wait until he
hears my other speech. I am under the
gun, time-wise, in trying to get this mat-
ter back in the minds of the Senators.

This shot from the side has been
threatened to be fired tomorrow—it is
not from the back, but from the side—
contained in a motion to table,

So I am determined that everyone will
have a chance to get the facts as I see
them. It is a very grave situation with
reference to a manpower shortage that
we are threatened with.

I thank the Senator for waiting until
we get back to this matter at another
time.

Mr. President, in an effort to get the
facts to the Member's of the Senate, I am
mailing this morning a letter dated today
to each of my colleagues in the Senate
regarding the pay raise matter set forth
in the conference report. In order to
further spread these facts, and so that
they will be available to any staff mem-
ber who wants to read them, I ask unani-
mous consent that a copy of the letter
be printed in the REcoORD.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washington, D.C., September 15, 1971.

Dear CoLLEAGUE: The Benate is being
urged to reject the Selective Service Confer-
ence Report on the basis that the pay in-
creases being recommended are insufficlent.
This charge will not stand any reasonable
test.

The $2.4 billion proposed increase is the
most costly military pay bill ever recoms-
mended—nearly two and a half times the
amount originally requested by the Pres-
ident for this year.

Let me point out the increases being rec-
ommended for the lower enlisted grades since
this gquestion is the primary issue. For the
E-1 raw recrult, annual compensation would
be increased to $4872, from $3165, a 64%
increase. This sum, I emphasize, does not
include any special pays and the fringe ben-
efits including medical care, PX and com-
missary privileges. For the E-2, the amount
goes to 85311, from $3345, a 599 increase; the
E-3 to $5663, from $3931, a 44% Increase;
the E-4 to $6189, from $5253, an 18% Iin-
crease. The average recruit reaches E-3 in
9 or 10 months. By comparison the average
civilian pay of high school graduates under
age 20 is about $4289 per year, which is lower
than any figure being recommended.

This bill provides ample money for the
volunteer force. A 2-year draft extension,
however, is essential to give the volunteer
force a chance. It should be crystal clear that
enlisted personnel with under 2 years' serv-
ice are not being shortchanged. With this
bill, the under 2 basic pay rates will have
been increased by 189% since 1952, as com-
pared to 151% for all the over 2 rates. Over
T71% of the increases in the bill would go to
those with under 2 years' service (compared
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to 64% in the House bill and 74% in the
Senate bill), At the same time the Confer-
ence Report recognizes the career force, with-
out which the Services cannot survive, in
the form of the increased housing allow-
ances urged by the House.

The Report reverses this division since un-
der present rates these cumulative increases
since 1952 have been only 79.5% for the un-
der 2 and 144% for the over 2.

You are being urged to send the pay in-
crease back to Conference and adopt an-
other proposal adding $381 million in annual
cost to the bill. There can be endless pref-
erences on any Conference Report and on
this premise every conference agreement
could be rejected, not only in the Senate,
but in the House. The Senate should not
attempt to override President Nixon's wage
stabilization policy by adding another $381
million in annual military pay costs. To re-
ject the Conference Report and thereby re-
open all conference issues will jeopardize any
pay raise at all and serves to create the man-
power crisis due to the absence of the draft.

The Conference Report needs no apology,
is a fair legislative compromise, and I urge
you to vote to support it.

Sincerely,
JOHN C. STENNIS.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, return-
ing to my more formal remarks, the
cornerstone of the legislative process is
the acceptance of a reasonable compro-
mise of differences between the member-
ship, in the beginning, of each branch of
Congress and then the acceptance of a
reasonable compromise of differences
between the House and Senate as ex-
pressed in a conference bill.

On a major matter, and this goes from
the smallest item regarding military pay
of personnel to the settlement of the war
in Vietnam, anyone would know that
there has got to be some compromise in
a settlement of a bill that touches on
that subject matter.

If either body refuses to operate on
this premise, the Congress will cease to
effectively function as a legislative body.
It can continue to function as a talking
body, but it will not continue as a legis-
lative body to pass bills unless there is
some compromise.

Mr. President, I submit that this con-
ference bill is a reasonable compromise
of these various differences. As I indi-
cated in my remarks on yesterday, the
Senate prevailed on a number of issues,
including a numerical induction ceiling,
revised authorized strength ceiling, reg-
istrant procedural rights, and others.
Many of those provisions were written
in here in the Senate at the insistence
of very sincere and able Members of this
body who, I understand, now plan to
turn around and vote against the con-
ference report just because it did not
have something else in it that they
wanted.

Members of this body can use any
number of reasons for voting against the
conference report—they think the pay
provisions are either too large or too
small, that the Mansfield amendment is
not strong enough in its present form,
that the various selective service adjust-
ments did not include a sufficient num-
ber of the changes voted on by the Sen-
ate, or for other reasons. However, Mr.
President, there is one overriding reason
why Senators should vote for this con-
ference report. And that is the defense of
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the United States, the necessity to pro-
vide a draft law for 2 years. Without it,
we will face a most serious crisis. I ap-
peal now, as I shall appeal again to-
morrow, to the Senate to support the
President of the United States. I am not
talking about Richard Nixon. I am talk-
ing about the President of the United
States, our supreme constitutionally
elected executive authority. We should
support him to provide the needed man-
power with which®o defend this country,
to man our Polaris crews at sea, our B-52
crews in the air and on the ground, the
forces with which to defend this country
from obliteration from a nuclear attack.
We hope to have a volunteer force in the
future. But we do not have it and we can-
not have it as of this date. There has got
to bealaw.

The idea of going into a volunteer
army now, all of a sudden, just by putting
in a little extra money, is like a man who
says that he wants an education and he
wants to get it by 11 o'clock tomorrow
morning. It just will not happen in that
way.

If we ever have an effective, worthy
all-volunteer military service, it is going
to have to be built from the ground up,
and gradually.

Mr. President, aside from the merits of
the pay matter, let me point out a serious
parliamentary situation confronting
another conference on this bill, especially
as it relates to the House Members.

As this bill was amended and passed by
the Senate, it was determined that seven
of the Senate-passed provisions, not
contained in the House version, were sub-
ject to a point of order on the fioor of the
House under the new House germane-
ness rule, pursuant to the new reorgani-
zation act of last year.

I emphasize that, because the new
House rule is not ordinarily understood
over here because it is new. The matter
is not as it was when the Senator from
West Virginia was a Member of the
House. It is not as it was last year. This
is a new rule, and I want to emphasize
that.

Mr. President, in order to carry out the
spirit of the adjustments that we made at
the conference table, in order to carry out
their promise of what they would try to
do to get the bill passed in the House, and
in order to have the widest possible lati-
tude in considering the differences at the
conference table, Chairman HEBERT said
he would go before the House Rules Com-
mittee in an effort to get the rule of ger-
maneness waived so that the Mansfield
amendment could be passed upon in the
House. Otherwise, one Member of the
House could have knocked it out on the
floor of the House and end the matter.
One Member of the House could make a
point of order, and if the point of order
was sustained by the Chair, that would
have ended the Mansfield amendment.

After some difficulty, the House Rules
Committee late last July agreed that
points of order will be waived. That
meant that a Member of the House could
not make that point of order.

As the Senate well knows, the House is
reluctant to waive points of order, and it
was only after some persuasion that they
were waived in the case of this bill.
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Mr. President, the Senate should un-
derstand that, if a point of order is raised
by a House Member and is sustained by
the House Parliamentarian, the item at
issue is automatically ruled out of order
from being considered. Further, the rec-
ord should show that one of the provi-
sions which would have been subject to a
point of order in the House, had it not
been waived, was the so-called Mansfield
resolution, dealing with the termination
of hostilities in Indochina.

It is an open question, Mr. President, as
to whether the House committee would
be successful once again in waiving all
such points of order, or even whether the
House conferees would be willing to at-
tempt to repeat the process in view of the
obvious difficulty of trying it the second
time.

By way of emphasis, as I have already
indicated, every Senate-House difference
except those which might be ruled out on
a point of order would again be at issue in
a new conference—not just the pay mat-
ter discussed by Senator ALLOTT.

The primary attack on this conference
report has been that it leaves out too
much of the Mansfield amendment.

No one who voted for the Mansfield
amendment has been willing to discuss
what is left of the Mansfield amendment,
and there is very definitely something
left.

In each House each Member has to
follow his own judgment. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, do not let anyone sell you on the
idea that we can object to this confer-
ence report on the grounds of the Allott
amendment and the Mansfield amend-
ment and send it back to conference and
that those matters would be the only
things in issue. Everything that was in
issue before will be in issue again. The
House will even have to appoint conferees
again because they have already passed
the conference report and discharged
their conferees. I think the Senate would
again have to go through the process of
appointing conferees. Anyway, it would
be a new start with respect to everything
in conference; it would be everything all
over again with no holds barred.

Mr. President, I repeat the challenge
I made a few minutes ago. If any Sen-
ator knows how he can make a House
Member do something or force a House
Member to sign a conference report I
wish that Senator would get up and tell
us how to do it. I do not think that any-
one who has ever been to a conference
on a bill that is controversial can tell
us how to make a person do something
he does not want to do. The same is true
on the floor of the Senate. This is not
that kind of body and neither is the
House. Members cannot be made to do
anything. I emphasize that we went over
every single part and parcel of this bill;
we went over and over the bill for 5
weeks,

Mr, President, I turn now to the speech
of the senior Senator from Colorado. As
I interpret his remarks, he makes three
points with respect to the conference
report.

First. He feels that the report should
have provided for an annual pay ex-
penditure of about $300 million more
than the $2.4 billion being recommended
in the report.
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Second. In what he referred to as tra-
ditional injustices, he criticizes the con-
ference report’s reduction in the pay for
the lowest enlisted grades, as compared
to the Gates 1ates passed by the Senate.

Third. The Senator from Colorado also
takes issue with housing allowance in-
creases but acknowledges that these are
subject to compromise.

NEW PAY PROPOSALS BY BENATOR ALLOTT

Mr. President, Senator Arrorr has
urged the Senate to reject the conference
report because of its pay provisions and
consider a new pay proposal. In effect,
he urges that all of the increases recom-
mended in the conference report be
adopted including the housing allowance
for the career forces. In addition, he pro-
poses a slight increase in the quarters
allowances of $5 and $9 a month for cer-
tain lower enlisted grades with a total
cost of $18 million. Moreover, he pro-
poses that the basic pay rates for the
lower enlisted grades be increased, at an
annual cost of $360 million, over the rec-
ommendation by the conferees. The total
annual cost of his proposal is $381 mil-
lion over the annual cost of the confer-
ence report.

Mr. President, the Senator from Colo-
rado proposes that the basic pay rates
for the lower enlisted grades be in-
creased by an annual cost of $360 mil-
lion over a recommendation by the con-
ferees. The total annual cost of this pro-
posal is $381 million over the annual cost
in the conference report.

I will not repeat at length what I said
a minute ago about these bills running
up. I point out that $381 million is a good
deal of money. We have just closed a
year where we were $23 billion in the
hole, and we are now running a def-
icit, I understand, of $30 billion, and we
are talking about decreasing taxes, if
the President’s recommendation is
passed.

We already have in the conference re-
port more than $1.5 billion above the
budget. The Allott amendment would add
$381 million on top of that, beyond the
budget. No provision is made anywhere
to pay for it. There is no talk about in-
creasing taxes; the talk is about decreas-
ing taxes.

I will not go over my concern about
pay day coming some day. I covered that
a few moments ago to these virtually
empty chairs. But it is a fact of life, and
I think it has a place in the considera-
tion of this matter.

DISCUSSION OF THE CONFERENCE REPORT
GENERAL COMMENTS

Mr. President, the pay raises in this
conference report need no apology. This
pay bill, of $2.4 billion, is the largest
military pay proposal in the history of
this country.

President Nixon is seeking the coop-
eration of all the country including the
Congress in frying to stabilize pay rates.
Yet, the Senate is being urged to reject
the conference report’'s rates as insuf-
ficient and adopt a new proposal of add-
ing $381 million in annual costs to mili-
tary pay.

Mr. President, the charge has been
made that the conferees should have in-
creased pay costs by another $300 mil-
lion above the $2.4 billion recommended,
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in view of the levels approved by the two
bodies.

Let me emphasize that the conferees
were not attempting to come up with a
particular annual dollar cost total. Each
of the seven pay elements was considered
separately and judged on its own merits.

In addition, I would like to answer in
some detail the criticism of the confer-
ence report.

LOWER ENLISTED PAY RATES

The basic pay issue is the sufficiency
of the pay increases for the lower en-
listed grades. Mr. President, we are faced
with the old question of how much is
enough. I would like to make the follow-
ing points in this regard: There was a
time when the charge could be accurate-
ly made that pay rates for those with
under 2 years of service were not suffi-
cient. These rates were not increased be-
tween 1952 and 1965. At present, under
existing rates since 1952, the under 2
enlisted pay rates have been increased
79.5 percent as compared to 144 percent
in basic pay for enlisted people with over
2 years of service.

With the adoption of the conference
report, however, the cumulative increase
since 1952 for enlisted men and women
with under 2 years of service would be 189
percent compared to 151 percent with
those of over 2 years of service. In other
words, the under 2 go ahead after this
bill is adopted.

Under the Gates rates passed by the
Senate the under 2 would have been in-
creased by 216 percent as compared to
161 percent for the over 2.

I repeat, Mr. President, for the period
since 1952, this conference report recog-
nizes the under 2 enlisted pay grades
with a proposed cumulative increase of
189 percent as compared to the 151 per-
cent for those with under 2.

DISCUSSION OF COMPENSATION LEVELS BETWEEN

THE PRESENT AND THE CONFERENCE PRO-

POSAL

The next question, Mr. President, is
whether overall compensation levels for
these lower grades, established by the
conference report, are sufficient.

Mr. President, I would like to compare
the present and the proposed compensa-
tion levels as provided for these lower
grades in the report. I refer now, as
Senator ArrorT did, to regular military
compensation, which includes basic pay,
quarters allowance, subsistence, and tax
advantage. For the E-1 grade, the annual
figure will be $4,872, a 54-percent in-
crease from the present annual total of
$3,165; for the E-2, an annual level of
$5,311 is proposed, a 59-percent increase
over the present $3,345 total; for the E-3,
$5,663 would be provided, a 44-percent
increase over the present $£3,931; for the
E-4, $6,189, 18-percent over the present
$5,2563. In terms of basic pay only, Mr.
President, under the conference report
the E-1 recruit is increased 99.8 per-
cent—from $134.40 to $268.50, plus
$134.10; the E-1 over 4 months is in-
creased B6.8B percent—$143.70 to $268.50,
plus $124.80; the E-2, 100.6 percent—
from $149.10 to $299.10, plus $150; the
E-3, 72 percent—from $180.90 to $311.10,
plus $140.20; the E-4, 29.4 percent—from
$249.90 to $323.40, plus §73.50. All of these
flgures reflect the under 2 rates for these

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

grades. None of these compensation
totals, Mr. President, include any of the
special pays or fringe benefits, such as
medical care, commissary, and PX privi-
leges.

These figures as I have already pointed
out, run considerably above the average
high school graduate compensation for
the first year that a young man is em-
ployed in the civilian forces.

I point ouft again for emphasis that
some of the raw recruits that we take
in have only a fourth grade level educa-
tion, and they will receive $4,872 per
year. This does not include any special
pays and fringe benefits, including medi-
cal care, PX, and commissary privileges.

By comparison, the average civilian
high school graduate under age 21 re-
ceives pay of $4,280 per year, which is
lower than any figure being recom-
mended.

I think that is a very liberal sum,
frankly, for an uniried man who may
have an education level of as low as
fourth grade or not a very high grade
of intelligence. Before he is trained one
day, he starts receiving pay at this rate
and has all this medical care and dental
care, and PX and commissary privileges,
drawing 34,872 a year.

Some of them will not prove to be
worthy and will not be capable of taking
the training, and some of them will be,
and they will become very valuable men
and will go on up the ladder and will be
worth that money, some of them many
times over. But 1 tell you right now, Mr.
President, we are going a long, long way
in taxing people who do not make that
much money after they have been on
a job for years and having a part of
their pay taken away by a tax bill to pay
salaries this high for men who are
beginners.

I think it is a very liberal and very
fair compensation. I do not know any-
where in government or out of govern-
ment where a man has a better chance
to go forward, and rapidly for a while,
than he does in the military service, and
the other benefits they will get, if they
will take them, over and beyond money
value, because the money value cannot
be arrived at,

COMPARISON OF LEVELS WITH COMPENSATION OF
CIVILIAN HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

Mr. President, how do these compensa-
tion levels proposed in the report com-
pare to comparable earnings in the civil-
ian economy? I think an accurate com-
parison would match the average pay of
high school graduates under 20 years of
age. Census Bureau data, adjusted Oc-
tober 1, 1971, indicate that the average
annual pay for such a graduate in the
civilian economy is $4,289 per year. This
sum I should emphasize, Mr, President,
is less than the lowest level being recom-
mended by the conference report, which
is $4,872 for the E-1 as I have already
indicated.

Mr. President, comparisons are sel-
dom in order, but I just do not know of
any place where the pay is as liberal to a
person with as little training and as lit-
tle experience and with as low a level of
intelligence—and I say that with all re-
spect—and with as low a level of edu-
cational training.
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RAPID ENLISTED FROMOTION

Mr. President, I would like to remove
any impression that enlisted men lan-
guish for any long period of time in these
lower enlisted grades. Within 4 months
after induction, the average recruit will
become an E-2 and, under this report will
be entitled to annual compensation of
$5,311—an increase of almost $2,000 over
the existing level. Practically all military
personnel entering the military service
attain the grade of E-3 within 9 or 10
months and thereby become entitied to
annual compensation of $5,603.

With the other benefits that go with
that pay, it is not just small change to
receive an attainment of pay like that
within 9 or 10 months after they come
into the service. That is the pay scale
under the proposed bill, the conference
report bill.

Mr. President, during the long debate
on the pay question, much has been said
about the number of military families
below the poverty line. Some of the con-
clusions were speculative. At my request,
the military services made a survey to
determine the number of military fami-
lies that would actually be in this situa-
tion if the conference report is agreed fo.

In order to come within the so-called
presidential poverty guidelines under the
terms of the conference report, a man
must be an E-1—that is, just entering
the service—and have at least five de-
pendents. I think it is very obvious that
he should not be taken in anyway if he
already has five dependents. There is
something else he can do to help the
country along, and that is to take care of
his five dependents.

Our survey determined that there were
only 14 men, out of a total of 133,000 men
in the grade of E-1, recruit, who would
be eligible for assistance under the
President’'s family assistance plan, which
calls for an annual compensation of
$5,190 for this category. But, of these 14
men, five were in the E-1 grade because
of a reduction in rank, meaning due to
mistonduct. We cannot underwrite
everybody, everywhere, all of the time,
especially a man who loses a part of his
pay and rank because of loose conduct.

The remaining nine would not be under
the poverty level on an annual basis,
since they would normally be promoted
in 4 months.

Even for this minor group, if any
value is placed on the fringe benefits, all
would be clearly above the poverty line.

I hope that these facts, determined by
an analysis, will lay to rest, once and for
all, the so-called poverty question as it
applies to this report. During the debate
on this report, charges of the existence
of poverty have bounded arocund the
Chamber like a basketball bouncing up
and down a basketball court. But lo and
behold, when we get down to the facts of
life and analyze the real situation about
the so-called poverty families in the
military, we find the situation I have just
related. It was found that out of all this
group, only 14 men out of a total of 133,-
000 in the E-1 class would be eligible for
assistance under the President’s family
plan.

But of those 14, Mr. President, five
were in the E-1 grade because of reduc-
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tion in rank, meaning misconduct. I re-
peat that for the benefit of those who
might have come in.

Mr. President, I am about to conclude
this part of the formal portion of my
remarks. I wish to summarize and repeat
some points for the benefit of Senators
who have come in.

As Senators know, this matter is now
back before us on the bill as recom-
mended by the conferees of tl}e two
Houses. It is attacked on two principal
grounds, even though, if the conference
report is rejected, it will then be opén
for further conference on all grounds.
But the attack made on it and the
threatened attack of making a motion to
table sometime tomorrow, are based on
two principal grounds. One of them re-
lates to the Mansfield amendment. ‘I
have covered that in considerable detail,
always in a deferential way. I have great
respect for those who voted for the
Mansfield amendment. But I ask them
again to consider the point that that
matter about ending the war at a certain
time, with a certain timetable on it, ad-
vanced a great step forward wrgen the
Mansfield amendment passed this quy
by a handsome vote. This is step 1, which
all those who are interested in it have
taken: and it was a long stride.

But after all, that was just a Senate-
passed amendment. Now, though, this
conference report, which some propose
to just scuttle, certainly has within it a
part of the Mansfield amendment, not

just a Senate expression this time, but as
an expression of Congress, which has al-
ready been adopted by the Hquse of
Representatives, where the opposition to

1t was severe. That was done over there
by getting the Rules Committee, under
their new rules, to waive points of order.
Otherwise, as I understand t,het_r new
rules, one Member, by merely objecting
to the Mansfield amendment part of the
conference report, could have had it
knocked out if the Parliamentarian
agreed that it was not germane, and my
information is that it would have been
ruled that way. I have not talked to'the
Parliamentarian, but that is my
information.

Anyway, they waived the rules of order
to get a bill passed, and it did pass over
there.

The New York Times has said that the
conference report bill is a step forward,
in that it is the first legislative declara-
tion about winding down this war and
coming on out of there with our men, and
tied onto it is the POW release, not tied
to all these points we went in there with,
about making accommodations with
South Vietnam or anyone else. It is a
legislative determination to get out. It
does not set a date; we could not get that.
We are not going to get that in this way
on this bill, I do not think. But it says
the policy is to come on out, and it is
tied to the POW question.

With great deference, and in behalf of
all the membership of this committee
who are interested in the Mansfield
amendment, I counsel the Senate, do not
scuttle that step forward—and it is a
step forward. Do not kill that with this
bill. Keep it alive, and let us let it pass.
Then there are other avenues open. We
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have a bill right here following this one,
military procurement. I am not suggest-
ing that it be offered as an amendment
to that, but I am talking about open
avenues, now. We are going to have de-
bate on many of these kindred matters,
which is another reason for adopting
this conference report now, and at least
getting it behind us. We have been served
with notice that someone is going to
offer an amendment about POW’s on the
military procurement bill. There are
other methods, such as a resolution
which would not go to either of the mili-
tary committees. That avenue is open. 1
am not advocating that, but I am sug-
gesting it as a reason and a ground to go
on and pass this legislation, which almost
all of us think is necessary. Everyone here
except 16 voted for the bill when it
passed. That is an extraordinary situa-
tion. All Senators except 16, and the Sen-
ator from Montana, was one of those 16,
voted for this bill, and it comes back, not
with all the provisions, but most of the
provisions, as to pay that the Senate had
in it. It has many other provisions, leav-
ing out, now, for the moment, the Mans-
field amendment, that the Senate passed,
and we vigorously urged them in confer-
ence. I have been over them once; I shall
go over them again before the debate is
over. Many so-called reforms, over and
beyond the House bill, are in this confer-
ence report, and as I say, a sizable rem-
nant of the Mansfield amendment is in
this bill.

That is what the New York Times and
the Washington Post said. They do not
ordinarily stand with me, and I do not
ordinarily quote them, perhaps, but that
is their version of it. And they are in-
formed; their men know.

So I appeal to all Senators who are
holding back here—and there are some
very fine ones, including the author of
the Mansfield amendment—to come on
and close ranks, now, and pass this bill,
and get rid of that much, and then other
avenues are open for the others who wish
to try again.

Otherwise, I do not believe we will get
a military pay bill this year, and I want
to repeat that in the presence of the
Senators who are now present.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I am very glad to yield
to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I was
interested in what the distinguished
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee had to say about the Senate
amendment having to do with termina-
tion of hostilities in Indochina.

May I say that I, of course—as I have
stated many times—will not vote for a
draft bill under any circumstances, nor
will I vote for a draft conference report.
My reason primarily is that the draft law
is inadequate and unfair. I would be not
at all averse to considering universal
military service, which would affect ev-
eryone, but not a system which is so in-
equitable, unfair, and has so many loop-
holes. So much for that.

So far as the Senate amendment on the
termination of hostilities in Indochina is
concerned, what the distinguished chair-
man of the committee has said is cor-
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rect. He has worked long and hard to
keep as much of the Senate amendment
as possible. I would also agree with him
that the amendment as agreed to in con-
ference goes a long way in the direction
which I am sure all of us seek—that is,
to become a full partner with the Pres-
ident in trying to bring this tragic and
wasteful war to an ultimate conclusion.

But I still do not think—speaking per-
sonally—that it goes far enough. It is not
that I am in love with the language
which the Senate has agreed to. But I
cannot reconcile myself to the disposi-
tion of the word “policy"” of the United
States and the replacement with “sense
of Congress.” To me, “policy” has more
strength than “sense,” and is more de-
terminative, and should be more effec-
tive.

Nevertheless, I agree with the chair-
man of the committee that the fact that
the House and the Senate did get to-
gether on this in conference is a long
step forward—and for the first time. The
two Houses of Congress, at least, are
acting together in urging the President
to take the initiative to achieve a cease-
fire, a practicable date for the with-
drawal—and note this—of all, repeat,
all, military forces of the United States,
contingent only upon the release of all
American prisoners of war held by the
Government of North Vietnam, and so
forth. The word “all” is very important;
because if this is carried through, it will
mean that no residual force will be there,
so to speak, and I want to see this coun-
try withdraw—Ilock, stock, and barrel.

(Applause in the Visitors’' Galleries.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be no more demonstrations in the
galleries.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Chair.

That is along the order that Gen.
Matthew Ridgway, for example, one of
the real soldier-statesmen this Republic
has produced in modern times, advocated,
if I recall correctly, in Foreign Affairs
Quarterly—he called for a 9-month
termination date and then a withdrawal
of all our armed personnel, leaving only
the Marine guards at the Embassy to
take care of the security situation there.

As to the third factor, which the dis-
tinguished Senator and I have discussed,
frankly, I would be more than willing if
an agreement could be reached to have
an up and down vote on the conference
report. But if what I hear is correct, if
we attempt to operate on that basis, we
will be confronted with a talkathon.
For my part, I do not want to see the
consideration of this conference report
delayed any longer than necessary.

Because of my desire—and the desire
of others, I assume—it is quite possible
that a tabling motion will be made to-
morrow. That at least, if it is made, will
give the Senate an indication of the dif-
ference in feeling and view in this body.
If it is agreed to—I do not know whether
or not it will; I have not taken a poll and
do not intend to—then, of course, we get
to the question of going back to confer-
ence with instructions. B

It would be my intention in that case
to try to get the Senate to agree to in-
structions relative to the Senate amend-
ment as it was adopted by the Senate 215
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months ago, with the proviso that the
9-month period be shortened by the 214
months which have elapsed. If the ta-
bling motion is not agreed to, then, of
course, we are open to continued debate,
and the only procedure to be followed
then would be to invoke cloture. I do not
know whether that could be achieved, but
my guess is that it would not be achieved
immediately.

I do not intend to filibuster, any more
than, as stated, I do not intend to vote
for the conference report. But, so far as
the Senator from Montana is concerned,
the situation in Vietnam is not going to
be placed on the back burner as long as
that conflict exists and as long as I am a
Member of this body.

I cannot reconcile myself to the fact
that as of September 9, 1971—these are
figures released by the Department of
Defense—301,504 Americans have been
wounded, 45,487 Americans have been
killed in combat, 9,757 Americans have
died from noncombat injuries. The total
casualties as of September 9, less than
a week ago, were 356,784 Americans. Too
many, too much, too long.

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

Mr, MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I greatly
appreciate the remarks of the Senator
from Montana, but I ask the Senator
this question: Is it not true, talking
about finding out the sentiment of the
Senate, that if the motion to table should
prevail, that would mean that the con-
ference report is dead? Is that not cor-
rect?

Mr., MANSFIELD. For the time being.

Mr. STENNIS. The conference report,
as such, is dead.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. It is a new start.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. It is further true that
then we would be back to the point
where we passed the bill on the rolleall
vote on June 29 or 27, whatever the date
was. We would be back to that point,
would we not?

Mr. MANSFIELD, That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. As to instructions the
Senate might give, none of that, of
course, would be binding on the House.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator would
propose to instruct only in the limited
field that he mentioned. So the Senate
conferees would go back and confront a
group that had no instructions on their
part, and the Senate conferees would be
morally bound only to the degree of the
instructions on those two subjects. That
is correct, is it not?

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senate conferees
would have no control over what would
be brought up at the conference table,
because the House conferees would be
footloose and fancy free, unless the
House limited its conferees.

It is true, as the Senator knows, that
the House already has discharged its
conferees and it would be a new start for
them, too. I appreciate, though, the Sen-
ator's remarks.
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I understand the Senator now wishes
to take a recess.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted that
the Senator has laid out the steps, be-
cause I must repeat, regardless of the
outcome, I want action. I do not want
this matter dragged out, because we
have other business to attend to. Every
Senator will vote as he sees fit, because
what any Senator does is that Senator’s
responsibility.

I hope that I have made my position
clear. I do not wish to repeat it. I do
not intend to make a speech tomorrow,
because the facts are there for all to see.

I would, though, express this hope,
that if the motion to table is made to-
morrow, we lay aside at least 4 hours for
that motion, to be equally divided.

I would hope that the distinguished
chairman of the committee would agree
with me in that contention.

Mr. STENNIS. I indicated in my open-
ing remarks that I was very much ~on-
cerned that a bill which has taken 7
months, with so much work on it by the
membership, and so many decisions hav-
ing been made, and then having it go to
conference, and now to have it shot
down, not in the back, but from the side,
with a motion to table that does not
decide anything, merely compounds the
confusion.

I want a decision like the Senator
from Montana, except I want a different
decision.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say that we
are basically not in disagreement. One
way is to get quick action, and the other
may be weeks away from action. The best
thing to do is to try to determine what
the sentiment is in the Senate at this
time.

Now, Mr. President, I yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SparkMAN), and when the Senator from
Alabama has completed his remarks, I
would suggest that he ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in recess
until 2:30 p.m. today as a further mark
of respect to our late departed colleague,
Senator Winston L. Prouty of Vermont.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will
yvield, at the termination of that recess,
then we will go back on the draft confer-
ence report.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator,

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY A DELE-
GATION FROM THE SENATE OF
THE REPUBLIC OF FRANCE

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, we are
honored today by the presence of three
distinguished Senators from the friendly
country of France.

They are in this country studying pri-
marily civil aviation and problems re-
lated thereto.

We have just been favored with the
presence of these distinguished gentle-
men at a luncheon given in their honor
by the Committee on Foreign Relations.

It has been good to have them here. I
should like at this time to present the
three Senators who are here:

Marcel Fortier, Senator of Indre-et-
Loire, Union of Democrats for the Repub-
lic, Chairman of the Delegation,
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Henry Henneguelle, Senator of Pas-de-
Calais (Socialist).

Yves Durand, Senator Vendée (un-
affiliated) .

We are delighted to have these dis-
tinguished Senators with us, and very
glad they could be here—even for this
brief time—on the floor of the Senate.

[Avplause, Senators rising.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ALLEN). On behalf of the Senate, the
Chair welcomes the three distinguished
Senators from the Republic of France.

RECESS AS A MARK OF RESPECT

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, in
keeping with the suggestion of the dis-
tinguished majority leader, I now move
that the Senate stand in recess until
2:30 p.m. today, as a further mark of
respect to the memory of our departed
colleague, Winston L. Prouty, of Ver-
mont; and that when the Senate re-
convenes at 2:30 p.m. today, it resume
consideration of the conference report on
the extension and revision of the draft
act and related laws.

The motion was agreed to; and—at
2:03 p.m.—the Senate took a recess until
2:30 pm.

On the expiration of the recess, the
Senate reassembled and was called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
BEALL) .

EXTENSION AND REVISION OF THE
DRAFT ACT AND RELATED LAWS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment
nf the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6531) to
amend the Military Selective Service Act
of 1967; to increase military pay; to au-
thorize military active duty strengths
for fiscal year 1972; and for other pur-
poSses.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I rise in op-
position to the conference report on HR.
6531, which emasculates the substance of
the Mansfield amendment. I voted for
the original McGovern-Hatfield provi-
sion calling for a date certain to end the
war as of December 31, 1971. When this
measure failed, I then voted for the
Mansfield amendment calling for a
9-month deadline for withdrawal of all
American forces from Indochina subject
to the release of all American prisoners
of war.

I believe this war will not be termi-
nated unless Congress sets a policy for
a specific deadline as articulated in the
Mansfield amendment. The conference
revision expresses the provision as “the
sense of Congress” rather than “the
policy of the United States,” thereby de-
stroying the binding effect of the Mans-
field amendment. Moreover, the con-
ferees have eliminated the 8-month
deadline and substituted a “date certain
to be negotiated” rather than the Mans-
field requirement that the President es-
tablish a final date for withdrawal “not
later than 9 months after enactment.”

In light of President Nixon’s recent
statements, his policy of Vietnamization,
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and his failure to respond to the NLF
peace proposal of July 1, it is clear to me
that he is unwilling to set a date certain
to end the war.

The Congress, therefore, must insist
that the President not conduct this out-
rageous war any longer without provid-
ing a firm war policy calling for specific
plans to end it.

Congress has the power to declare war
and the power to undeclare war. The
repeal of the Tonkin Gulf resolution ter-
minated any congressional authority
ever granted the Executive Office to wage
war in Indochina. The President’s con-
stitutional authority is thus limited to
expediting the withdrawal of American
forces with all deliberate speed.

Firm congressional action to end the
war becomes even more imperative as
the administration’s failure to intervene
to assure the people of South Vietnam
an opportunity for a political choice
undermines the moral basis for claims by
four American Presidents to justify inter-
vention in Vietnam. Rather than demon-
strating responsible competitive democ-
racy, the Bouth Vietnamese -election
travesty has shredded hopes that 45,000
Americans have died to win for the
people of South Vietnam an opportunity
to choose their own government.

This denial of a meaningful political
contest is all the more reason for an im-
mediate withdrawal of troops and ter-
mination of further economic or military
aid to Saigon.

Frequently in recent weeks, I have
urged the President also to test the July 1
National Liberation Front peace initia-
tive and actively to explore the possibil-
ity of a settlement based on this new con-
cession. The President, however, appar-
ently is using his proposed visit to China
as an excuse for failure to respond.

I am convinced that Hanoi’s seven
point peace proposal holds the key to
peace and talks with Communist China.
There can be no substitute for direct
negotiations with Hanoi by a construc-
tive response to the unanswered seven-
point proposal that lies on the table in
Paris. It is dificult for me to believe that
Peking ean force Hanoi to yield in light of
recent disclosures that the Soviet Union
supplies North Vietnam with some $500
million in military aid per year or 65 per-
cent of North Vietnam'’s total foreigm
military aid.

Because the administration has re-
sisted a specific withdrawal timetable
and cease-fire arrangement; because the
administration has failed to assure the
people of South Vietnam an opportunity
to choose their own government; and be-
cause the administration has failed to
respond positively and creatively to the
NLF peace initiative, it is imperative that
the Congress set a clear date for termina-
tion of this shameful chapter in our his-
tory by adoption of the original Mans-
fileld amendment.

This bloody war in Indochina has
taken its toll in American lives and
American dollars. Even on a reduced
scale, the war has a planned expenditure
of $14 billion in fiscal 1972. This se-
verely shortchanges our ability to fund
domestic human needs. The Congress
must set a date certain for the termina-
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tion of this tragic war. The President is
unlikely to defy the clear mandate of the
Congress.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the
business before the Senate, the exten-
sion of the draft act, selective service
legislation, has, as my colleagues well
know, precipitated a very serious con-
troversy.

The chairman of the Armed Services
Committee is now extremely disturbed
about the strength of our armed services.
All of us are very disturbed about the
stories which have been appearing in a
local newspaper, and in some other pa-
pers, about the demoralization of our
Armed Forces, especially those now sta-
tioned in Germany.

It is not news that our armed services
are scattered about in stations in some
30-odd countries, ranging all the way
from a couple of hundred thousand in
Vietnam and Germany down to small
bases.

The circumstances in which we find
ourselves, it seems to me, are such that
it justifies reviewing some of the inci-
dents, some of the history, that have
led up to the situation which has neces-
sitated continuation of the draft act
throughout these many years, and with
which we are now confronted in the bill
before the Senate.

Just a little over a week ago, Mr. Nikita
Ehrushchev, former Chairman of the
Council of Ministers and First Secretary
of the Communist Party, passed away.
In 1959 he came to this country and
there was a meeting. I think what he had
to say is not only interesting historically,
but it is relevant to some of the prob-
lems that confront us here today. I
believe it will be appropriate to recall
to the Members of this body and to the
press the meeting of the Committee on
Foreign Relations and some invited
guests. It was not a formal meeting of the
committee as such, but it was sponsored
by the Foreign Relations Committee, It
was held on September 16, 1959, and I
think would be of interest to recall now.

Chairman Khrushchev was invited to
meet informally for a cup of tea at 5
p.m. in room F-53 in the Capitol. The
reason for this meeting was that the
responsible authorities had declined to
invite Chairman Ehrushchev to a joint
session of the Congress, a practice there-
tofore customary in the case of visiting
Heads of State of important nations.
Several Members of the Senate outside
of the committee were invited to the
meeting, along with other guests. Ac-
cording to my best memory and the in-
formal notes made after the meeting,
the following were present: Senator
AkEN, Senator Long, Senator SPARK-
maN, Senator EKuchel,” the late Senator
Green, the late Senator Dirksen, Sen-
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ator Hayden, the then Senator Lyndon
B. Johnson, the l1ate Senator Wiley, Sen-
ator MansrieLp, the late Senator Russell,
Senator Morse, the late former Senator
John F. Kennedy, Senator Gore, Senator
ELLENDER, Senator CHURCH, Senator
Bush, Senator HarTKE, Senator Carroll,
Senator J. Clark, the late Senator Dwor-
shak, Senator Eugene McCarthy, Sena-
tor McGee, and Senator JACKSON.

I am not sure that is a complete list,
but I believe they were all present.

Chairman Khrushchev had appeared
at a luncheon with the National Press
Club for approximately 2% hours just
prior to the meeting in the Capitol. I
recall that the Chairman arrived 5 min-
utes early, much to my surprise as he
had a most vigorous and lively discus-
sion with the members of the press at the
luncheon meeting. This was further
evidence of his enormous physical and
psycholegical stamina.

For the following synopsis of the dis-
cussion, I have omitted the comments
and questions of the individual Senators
inasmuch as it ir impracticable and in
some cases impossible to obtain their
approval within a reasonable time. Also,
some remarks by Mr. Khrushchev’s col-
leagues have been omitted.

As chairman of the committee, I made
a few introductory remarks, approxi-
mately as follows:

On behalf of the Members of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations and other Mem-
bers of the Senate of the United States, I
welcome you to this informal meeting in this
historic Committee room.

Under our Constitutional system, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations has a particular
responsibility regarding our relations with
the Soviet Union and all other forelgn coun-
tries.

I have long believed that meetings between
people who have different views about im-
portant matters is an appropriate way to
proceed. We are glad to have you here today,
and I am glad you and our President are to
have conversations about our relations,

Your country and our country are power-
ful communities with vast natural resources
and with energetic and talented people. It
would be difficult to put a limit upon what
either of our countries individually can ac-
complish, given the desire to do it.

By working together, the prineipal afflic-
tlons of the people of the world might well be
eliminated.

Even competitive coexistence, with sig-
nificant mutual reduction of armaments, will
give the world an opportunity to make vast
strides in raising the living standards of
people everywhere.

A nuclear war between our countries can
bring only universal devastation and abject
misery to all mankind.

I believe you, Mr. Chalrman, when you say
you do not wish to settle our differences by
nuclear warfare. I can assure you this coun-
try doesn't wish to, either,

The problem, Mr. Chalrman, as I see it, 15—
do you and do we have enough wisdom and
patience to find the means to avold war; to
engage in peaceful competition in such a
manner as to avold bringing about a war, even
inadvertently or by adventurous third
parties?

Mr. Chairman, many of us observed you on
television as you addressed the Press Club
and answered questions a couple of hours
ago. We are glad that, In a sense, we are now
to continue that conversation, and now we
await with much interest whatever you care
to say to us.
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Mr. Ehrushchev opened his remarks as
follows:

It is difficult to drink and talk at the same
time. As a matter of fact, we have seen
speakers who managed to drink and speak at
the same time. But, in general, I am In favor
of tea.

I replied that we might find some
vodka, or some bcourbon, if he preferred,
to which Mr. Khrushchev replied:

It is a misconception to think that the
Russlans have such a proclivity for vodka,
because if they only drink vodka, they would
not have time to launch rockets to the moon.
Drunkards can’t do that—but that is a joke,

After this opening aside, Chairman
Khrushchev continued on a more serious
note as follows:

I would like to express my sincere appre-
ciation for this honor which has been render-
ed me of meeting you. You are the people
on whom, in a large measure, depends the
direction of the policles of this great country
of the United States. Therefore, it is a pleas-
ure for me to meet you and to try to answer
your questions, as far as my strength and
wisdom permits me, the more so since I feel
that I have known practically all of you a
long time but up to now you have been sort
of ethereal beings to me; now, you have ap-
peared in flesh.

There s hardly a Senator present here
whose statements and speeches I have not
read. You will not be surprised If I say that
I do not agree with much of what you say in
the Senate, but even though I do not share
your beliefs here, I should speak the truth
in that. It is no good recollecting what Sena-
tor said something bad or something good in
the past. That is a matter of the past. We
must face the future more and have wisdom
enough to secure peace for our countries and
for the whole world. We have always had
great respect for the American people. We
have also been somewhat envious of your
achievements in the economic field, and for
that reason, we are doing our best to try
to catch up with you in that field, to compete
with you, and when we do catch up, to move
further ahead. I should say that future gen-
erations would be grateful to us if we man-
aged to switch our efforts from stockpiling
and perfecting weapons and concentrate
those efforts fully on competition in the eco-
nomic fleld. We are prepared for such com-
petition. I should say that that is possible
only under one condition.

I don't consider myself to be a young per-
son, and being elderly, I can say that elderly
people like old things. When a man buys a
new pair of shoes, he does not feel comfort-
able in them, often, and throws them off
sometimes and takes back the old pair of
worn out shoes, to feel more comfortable.
Things like that happen in a wider fleld, too.
When something new is born, it takes time
for people to get used to it.

Or, to take another example, who of us has
not been disappointed sometimes In life when
a daughter was born instead of a son, or a
granddaughter instead of a grandson, but
sometimes nature provides a different result
from what a man would want—a result which
is not dependent upon the wishes of the
person concerned. People have always fought
for progress. In the past when there was a
change-over from feudalism to capitalism,
for instance, there have been revolutions in
many countries.

When you fought your war of independence
agalnst the British, I am sure the King of
England sent no messages of greeting to you,
but irrespective of that, you struggled on
until you achieved your aims. Your Civil War
also was a progressive event, a struggle for
the dignity of man, and the name of Lincoln
as the leader of that struggle will live for-
ever In the minds of men. He was a most
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human person who gave his life up for the
dignity of man.

Now a new kind of society—a socialist so-
ciety—has given birth, first In one country,
and now In others—12 or 13. You do not ac-
cept that new form of society, but the ap-
pearance of a new society in some particular
country cannot be controlled from outside by
other countries—no more than can the birth
of a granddaughter Instead of a grandson.
And, therefore, if we recognize that fact—
that is to say, to recognize the right of any
people to choose the kind of soclety that they
want—if that fact alone is recognized, we
should be able to secure peace on this earth.
We want nothing from any other country. We
have everything we need for the development
of our economy. We have demonstrated this
by the progress made in our country. The
developments in other sociallst countries we
think have always confirmed that. We think
that the practice in our country has con-
firmed our communist theories. We think
that the soclal system we have is best fitted
for our country. You must accept that. We
do not ask approval from you. But this fact—
the fact of the existence of a new soclety in
some countries—must be accepted like, for
example, I have come to accept this thing
that I have on my face, It has bothered me
and I can do without It, so must the fact
that a new soclety exists be recognized. That
in fact is the main thing. There is no other
problem, and if that is recognized, we should
be able to secure firm and lasting peace. If,
however, that fact is not recognized, we would
hardly be able to avoid a conflict. That would
mean that you would be trying to bring
about a change in the social systems of the
countries which have chosen a socialist way
of life, and the peoples concerned would cer-
tainly defend themselves, which would bring
about a confiict.

If T may be allowed to say a few critical
remarks, gentlemen, I would say this. For
instance, appropriation by the Congress of
funds for subversive activities in other coun-
tries is an act which can hardly be conducive
to peace and peaceful coexistence. I look upon
that as an unreasonable act, and speaking in
terms of a businessman, that is an enterprise
which yields no profit. The capital appro-
priated yields no profit, and therefore the
appropriations are unreasonable. I do not
want to preach to you. You are responsible
for your own political actions. I do not know
what the custom s here—how you look upon
guests who make statements that do not
coincide with the views of the hosts—but in
our country when guests come we welcome
such statements.

My remarks have been rather lengthy, but
I want to once agaln express my appreciation
for having been invited here and to repeat
that the only purpose we have in mind is to
bring about peace and friendship with other
countries—yours included. We bear heavy re-
sponsibility before the people and we must
do our best to meet the aspirations of the
people and the main thing to which the peo-
ple aspire today ls peace. No doubt you prefer
your own social system. We have nothing to
say against that. Live under that system as
long as you like, but recognize the fact that
we prefer a different one and want to live
under that. There was a time when people
were burned for saying that the earth ro-
tates. But there is no simpleton today who
does not belleve in that. Can you not recog-
nize the possibility that opinions about social
systems may not be entirely correct? But that
is your business.

What is needed is to recognize the status
quo, meaning that there exist two different
social systems on this earth today. and that
we must learn to live bearing that fact in
mind; namely, the existence of two different
systems in a world divided thus.

Since I have permitted myself to make
some critical remarks in my statement, I
have created the conditions for you to act
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similarly. T am prepared to listen to them
and to reply. Thank you.

That statement of the then Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet
Union, I think, warrants very serious
consideration today. At that time, the
mood of this country and of the world
generally, was such that the statements
made by Mr. Khrushchev were not taken
as seriously as they should have been
taken. No one knows the alternatives of
history, of course, but it is remarkable to
me how similar some of the statements
made at that time by the head of the
Government of Russia were to some
statements that are often made in this
and other countries with regard to their
own systems, their own aspirations, and
their own views about their own coun-
tries.

In other words, there is a certain uni-
versality about some of the statements
that he made in this opening informal
and spontaneous statement. His state-
ment was not prepared. It was not writ-
ten, certainly; whether it had been re-
hearsed or not is another matter. But I
think it has some very interesting points,
and I do not think this whole exchange is
unrelated to the problem which we face in
Congress today, one aspect of which is
the bill now under consideration.

Following this exchange, Chairman
Khrushchev was asked if he would be in
favor of expanding the scope of inter-
national educational exchanges, to
which he answered:

Yes, we are In favor of widening these con-
tacts, but I have been told by our Mr, Zhu-
kov, Chalrman of our Committee on Cultural
Relatlons with other countries, that the
Amerlcan side has now provided us with their
draft of a new agreement for 1960 for cultu-
ral relations, and the draft provides for
some curtailment of our contacts as com-
pared to this year.

He was then asked about his attitude
regarding a joint exploration of outer
space and if he were willing to exchange
scientists to engage in joint projects, to
which he replied in the affirmative.
When asked why he had not participated
in the United Nations Ad Hoc Commit-
tee, his reply was as follows:

I belleve you know the reply to that. Be-
cause an attempt was made to place us in the
position of a poor relation in that Commit-
tes and we wanted to have parity with you.
Since you would not do so, we sald we would
not take part. For the time being, in practice
only you and we can do anything about outer
space. If that fact 1s recognized, we could
find the organizational forms. We would not
want to take part in a Committee to listen
to the preaching of others while we would
be in a position of poor relations there. You
must not try to do harm to our self-esteem.
We won’t do 1t either. We can cooperate If
that is understood.

When asked about censorship in the
Soviet Union as compared to the United
States, he commented as follows:

You see, each of our countries has its own
traditions and constitutions. For instance, a
person can print practically anything he
wants in your press. In our country, if some=
one were to suggest an article for a newspaper
containing appeals to war, that article would
be turned down and the person would be
put under trial because we have a law pro-
hibiting any war-like appeals. But every-
thing that is conducive to better relations
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between countries and to the consolidation
of people can be free to be sent out.

I must say that I read rather closely the
dispatches sent by many American corre-
spondents from our country and I find many
of them very reasonable. As a matter of fact,
there have been many occasions when I
have thought them so good that I have asked
our people to republish them in our news-
papers. As for Tass, I might say that if a
Tass correspondent were to send dispatches
from this country which are mendacious in
character, he would be recalled by the
agency—recalled back home by the agency.
But, for instance, if some correspondent were
to send from Moscow a dispatch of the na-
ture something like the first question which
was offered to me at the Press Conference
today, I am afrald our telegraph girls who
send them over—our cablegrams—would re-
fuse to them over themselves, Therefore, as
I can, we have certain rules at the present
time In our country in that respect and we
have no intention of changing them.

In reply to a question about restric-
tion of travel in the Soviet Union and
involving similar restrictions in this
country, Chairman EKhrushchev's com-
ment was:

You want to travel anywhere you want in
our country. If we abolish military bases on
foreign territory, withdraw foreign troops
to within their national frontier—If that is
done, you would get permission to go any-
where you like in our country. But when our
country is surrounded and circled by your
military bases, and you want to have your
correspondents or people under the guise of
correspondents go to places where we do
not want them to go, we would regard that
as military intelligence. And for that reason,
we have closed up to forelgn travel certain
parts of our country which are particularly
important for the country's defense.

When asked about what measures he
had in mind as a possible contribution
to peace, such as free elections in Ger-
many or in Eastern countries, the Chair-
man replied rather forcefully:

This gquestion has been formulated In a
somewhat different manner than it was pre-
viously, and because you and we were powers
which fought together agalnst Germany, I
consider it appropriate to reply to this
question. I know about our position in this
respect. We have expounded it—repeated
it—several times. Our position Is that two
independent German states have been set up
in Western and Eastern Germany. And we
think that the Germans themselves should
decide themselves on the question of reuni-
fication; otherwise, we would be prepared
to accept their position. But I cannot speak
to reply in full to that question. I would have
to speak no% only for Grotewohl but for
Adenauer, too, and it would be best for those
two to come together and decide that for
themselves.

Further pursuing this, he was asked
about universal suffrage in Russia and
whether or not election is limited to one
party and one candidate. He replied:

That 1s not quite exact, because in our
parliament there are 40% of the members
who are non-party—do not belong to any
party. It is a fact, however, that they vote
for only one candidate in a particular in-
stance. I am not sure that you will under-
stand my explanation of this, and I am sure
that you do not agree with me on this
matter.

Our explanation of this is that after the
revolution in our country—after the great
changes tcok place—there are no classes In
our country, and since parties represent dif-
ferent classes, we have only one party, repre-
senting the working people of the country as
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& whole. But several candidates are usually
put up at a preliminary stage In our country.
And under our constitution, an unlimited
number of candidates can be put up in any
one constituency; and at the preliminary
stage in some constituencles as many as five
or six candidates are first put up, and a cam-
palgn is conducted for those candidates. But
then before the elections, the representa-
tives of the groups—the factories, plants
which had put up these candidates—come
together to decide and discuss and decide
which one of these candidates is most appro-
priate, and they usually come to an agree-
ment among themselves on some one can-
didacy, and he is put up to be voted upon.
We think that system is a democratic one.
You have a different one—okay, But each
people have their own system—their own
customs.

Finally, when asked about the real
purpose in his coming to this country
and what he thought about the arms race,
the Chairman replied as follows:

I might address the question in a large
measure to you, too, as members of this
Commitiee, because the results of any dis-
cussion we have in a large measure depend
upon your slde, on the President and on this
Committee. We, for our part, are prepared to
go very far in the field of disarmament. Our
positions on thesz matters have been ex-
plained rather clearly.

For instance, we are prepared to come to
terms on the liquidation of forelgn military
bases and con the withdrawal of foreign
troops to their national territories. The ques-
tion is whether you would be willing to come
to terms on that problem, If you are, that's
fine. There has been thought by some peo-
ple in this country that systems existing in
Poland, and In Hungary, and in other coun-
tries where there would be Soviet troops, are
kept on because of the presence of Soviet
troops in these countries. Or that the matter
should be tested by withdrawing all foreign
troops from foreign territorles and having
the peoples of those countries prove the fact
that the people of these countries have them-
selves chosen the form of government which
they now have. There has becn talk that the
regime In Eastern Germany is kept only by
Soviet bayonets. Well, our reply to that Is
that foreign troops should he withdrawn
both from Eastern and Western Cermany to
see how things would work out. Would you
agree to that? If so, we would come to terms.
You hesitate to reply. Well, I hesitate also
to reply as to what results our discussions
might yield, because the results depend not
only upon our desires and wishes but on the
plans of the United States. You might say
that I am skillful of polemics, but this is not
a matter of polemics but a matter of fact.
It would be well if we could come to terms
on the withdrawal of foreign troops and have
all the soldiers return home. The mothers
and the flancés would be very glad when
their dear ones come home.

When one of the Senators suggested
that we should compliment Mr. Khru-
shchev’s interpreter, Mr. Troyanovsky,
for the excellent job he had done, and
that we would all agree that he should be
given a raise, Mr. Khrushchev quickly
replied,

Since Mr. Troyanovsky has lived here quite
& few years and is practically half-American,
you must pay part of the ralse.

On this light note, the meeting ended.

Mr. President, in the Washington Post
of September 12 appeared an arti-
cle by Mr. Edward Crankshaw, one of
the leading authorities on the Soviet
Union, entitled “An Appraisal: Marked
by a Streak of Reckless Courage.” In the
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same issue of the Post, was an article by
Chalmers M. Roberts, entitled “The
Rages, Charms of EKhrushchev.” I ask
unanimous consent that both these ar-
ticles be printed in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In reviewing the
events during and since the period of Mr.
Khrushchev’s dominant influence in the
Soviet Union, it is my own view that the
Western countries were mistaken in not
being more responsive to his efforts to
begin negotiations in the field of arms
control and what he called peaceful co-
existence. His manners were unorthodox
and startling, and many people did not
take him as seriously as they should have.
In any case, he made a contribution to
the relaxation of the extreme tyranny of
the Stalinist period, and in many respects
was a man of unusual ability and vigor.
He was the product of a harsh period in
his country and reflected the character-
istics of his time, but beyond the usual
qualities of the leaders of his era he pos-
sessed a ready wit and a colorful and ex-
uberant personality. As his son said at
his funeral a few days ago, some hated
him, some loved him, but everyone was
aware of him.

Mr. President, this account of an ex-
change and discussion engaged in by the
then leader of the Russian nation and
Members of this body is quite relevant, I
think, to the discussion here today. It is
quite true that he, like all other leaders,
could be guilty, I suppose, of overstating
his country’s good intentions. We are all
subject to a degree of chauvinism, more
or less. But the issues he raised in 1959
are involved in the matter before the
Senate today, especially on two counts.

The Mansfield amendment, with regard
to withdrawal of troops from Germany,
while it has not yet been offered on this
bill, is closely related to ending the war
in Vietnam. The amendment and the bill
itself are all part and parcel of a foreign
policy which has enabled us to intervene
in many countries and to place troops all
around the world. During the late 1940’s
and 1950’s, we believed and honestly be-
lieved—I certainly shared in that belief
at that time—there was necessity for the
actions which we were then taking. To-
day, I am not disposed to say that there
was no justification for it. What I do
think is that it would be helpful for us to
review the statements and actions over
the past 20 years, especially such state-
ments and actions as were made by Mr.
Khrushehev, and test them against the
events which subsequently occurred. In
that way we might see whether our judg-
ment was valid on those occasions and
whether, today, it is not proper and ap-
propriate that we reassess and examine
most carefully our present judgments
about the necessity for the continuation
of policies which have resulted in such
grave difficulty to our country.

I am not prepared, as I am sure none of
my colleagues are, to say that all our
policies should be changed, that every-
thing we did was wrong. I do not mean
that at all.
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I do mean to suggest that the necessity
for the extension of the draft and espe-
cially with the emasculation of the Mans-
field amendment relating to Vietnam
and, I hope, also, with the opportunity
possibly to inject into the matter the
Mansfield amendment on troops in Eu-
rope, can all be reconsidered, reassessed,
and reevaluated in the light of what we
are beginning to know about our past
and also about what is developing today.

We hear reports in various quarters
that progress is being made in the SALT
talks. Whether there is any validity to
those reports at all, I do not know; but
there are signs, and hopeful signs, about
our relations with China.

I feel, on the one hand, that we have
these reports, but, on the other hand,
we are confronted with demands for the
extension of the draft with demands for
very large appropriations for military
procurement, which will be the bill im-
mediately to follow this conference re-
port and, overall, for an extremely large
military budget as a whole—almost in
the neighborhood of $80 billion.

I have found a review of the remarks of
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers
of Soviet Russia extremely interesting.
I am always intrigued by the possibility
that at some time we might take some
initiative such as taking a man like this
at his word—or making a move to with-
draw troops from Europe, or some ini-
tiative with regard to disarmament be-
yond what we have thus far done. Such
initiative at that time might have pro-
duced results—though it is vain to look
upon it in that light now. But it is not
vain to apply the same lessons to the
facts which face us today on the in-
ternational scene.

I am inclined to think that the oppor-
tunities to deal with Mr. Khrushchev
were probably greater than we realized
at the time. This does not mean that he
did not engage—as I have said and others
have said—in overstating his case. It
might have been that he would not have
been disposed to make any concessions
whatever with regard to troops or dis-
armament. However, the facts, such as
they were, and are, would seem to me to
lead possibly to the other conclusion, be-
cause in the light of history it obviously
was in the interests not only of the
United States but also of the Soviet
Union to have done that 12 years ago in-
stead of now—although we have done it
very little up to now. In other words, the
self-interest of the two countries clearly
indicated that it be done at that time.
Whether either country was as forthcom-
ing as it should have been, is a matter for
the historians to assess; but I personally
feel that we were not so forthcoming as
we should have been.

I also feel about the present situation
and the present conference report that
in view of the actions which have been
taken by the conference with regard
especially to the Mansfield amendment,
it will be extremely difficult for me to
support it.

Mr. President, I thought it was worth-
while to recall this little bit of history
because it is, in effect, relevant to the
kind of question that the Senate will be
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called upon and is being called upon, to
decide nearly every day.
I yield the floor.
ExHisrT 1

AN APPRAISAL: MARKED BY A STREAK OF
RECKLESS COURAGE

(By Edward Crankshaw)

If Ehrushchev had died when he was 60, in
1854, he would have passed into deserved and
unlamented oblivion. He would have been no
more than one of Stalin's bully boys whose
total obedlence and lack of scruples made
possible the destruction of the old Leninist
party and the subjection of a cowed and
broken people to a tyranny of the bloodiest
kind.

During the active years of his life, from his
joining of the Bolshevik Party in 1918 at the
age of 24, through his rapid ascent of the
party ladder until the final scramble that
brought him into Stalin’s immediate en-
tourage over the dead bodies of his comrades,
right up to his master’s death, he had held
his own through the exercise of that unpleas-
ant combination of sycophancy and violence
that he shared with all his colleagues: the
only visible distinguishing mark was a streak
of reckless courage that drove him to expose
himself in difficult assignments and to win
through by boldness of attack while his rivals
were counting on his fall.

Two or three times under Stalin he nearly
came to grief. He was lucky agaln to survive
in high office when his chief rival, Malenkov,
backed at first by Beria and others, took over
when Stalin died. But within four years, with
the exercise of consummate political skill,
based in peasant cunning, he had more or
less painlessly destroyed the entrenched and
formidable opposition.

He emerged, for all practical purposes, as
master of a refurbished Soviet Union—hav-
ing, in the course of the struggle, risked shat-
tering the whole fabric of the Communist
world by his exposure of some of Stalin’s
crimes.

From then on, for the next seven years, he
grew and expanded at a dizzy rate to estab-
lish himself as an International statesman
able to lead the Soviet Union out of the
Stalinist wilderness and into some sort of
communion with the world outside.

If he could have brought to bear on inter-
nal Soviet problems the relative freshness
and openness of mind with which he faced
the complex challenge of a global society of
which he had known next to nothing for the
first 60 years of his life, he would have been
a very great statesman.

If he could have combined his dynamism
and courage with steadiness and a methodl-
cal approach he would have kept his power
until he died.

This was too much to ask. The very quali-
ties that enabled him to break out of the
Stalinist paralysis called for a recklessness, a
refusal or Inability to think a problem
through that did not go with steadiness. He
was able to approach the outer world with a
fresh eye precisely because, when he first en-
countered it (at Belgrade in 1854) he quickly
realized he knew nothing about it and had
everything to learn.

He was unable to bring an equivalent
curiosity to his contemplation of the Soviet
Union because he had inhabited that closed
system all his life and thought he had noth-
ing to learn.

His achievement, great as {t was, was also,
of course, severely limited by the evil nature
of his climb to power. Born the poorest of the
poor, and having escaped from his peasant
home to better himself as a mechanie in the
mines of the Donbas, he had next to no
formal education. After the Revolution the
simple certitudes of elementary Leninism or
anticapitalism were enough for him. Here was
a gospel. This was the way the world went.
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And it was a gospel that was to suffice him
until the end of his life. He was never to seek
to expand it or deepen it, much less question
it. His later development, when he amended
the Leninist canon to exclude war as a nec-
essary stage in the progress towards world
revolution and to allow the possibility that
revolutions might be achieved elsewhere by
peaceful means, was a pragmatic response to
certain new facts of life—above all the atom
bomb.

It is very much to be doubted if he ever
reallized the radical importance of these
amendments, or that he fully appreclated
the inevitably explosive consequences of his
denunciation of Stalin. He was concerned
above all not with any theory, but with
clearing away certain physical obstacles to
the security and physical development of the
Soviet Union—with himself very firmly at
the helm.

It is hard to see how such a man could have
been otherwise. Impatient of intellectuals,
including revolutionary intellectuals, he was
a born man of action, priding himself on his
grasp of the practical, a sort of human bull-
dozer with a delicate eye for the main chance,
He did not begin to find himself until the
civil war when, sent back to the Donbas to
help get the mines working again, he emerged
as a man with a will and great driving force.
He was precisely the sort of unquestioning
man with an iron fist that Stalln and those
close to him were looking for in thelr drive
to capture the party from the emigre In-
tellectuals.

It was to Kaganovich, whom he was much
later to vilify and ruin, that Ehrushchev
owed his swift promotion from the lowest
level of the party apparatus—first to Klev,
then to Moscow in 1929, and very soon to the
summit of the Moscow party apparatus,

Now it was his task not only to put a de-
crepit capital into some sort of shape (in-
cluding the rushed building of the Moscow
Subway) but also to make the whole Moscow
region safe for Stalin during the great purges
of the 1930s. It was now that he came to
work closely with Bulganin, at the head of
the Moscow Soviet, with Malenkov and with
the villainous Yezhov, who was to become
head of the secret police when the purges
began to run wild.

In a word, Khrushchev was In the thick of
things throughout this terrible epoch. He
survived and had his reward. His reward
turned out to be the making of him, per-
haps also his salvatlon.

In 1938, he was made a candidate member
of the Politburo and was sent off to be Sta-
lin’s viceroy in the Ukraine. Such an exalted
position would never have come his way at
that time but for the fact that virtually the
whole of the Ukrainian party apparatus, led
by men very senior to Ehrushchev, had been
shot. He grasped his opportunity with both
hands.

Now he was on his own, away from the
demoralizing atmosphere that surrounded
his Moscow colleagues strutting about in Sta-
lin's shadow. His essentlally self-reliant
spirit had a chance to develop. He became a
boss in his own right—boss of 40 million
souls.

Further, because the Ukraine bore the
brunt of the German assault in 1941, he was
caught up with the Army machine as none
of his Moscow colleagues were. He was at the
terrible encirclement at Eharkov, at Stalln-
grad, at the great battle of the Eursk Sal-
ient that tore the heart out of the German
armies, He got on well with the marshals
and took their part against interference
from Moscow, and this was to stand him
later in good stead. He saw with his own
eyes the sufferings of ordinary people and
learned more about their lives than any of
his Moscow colleagues ever knew.

By the time he was called back to Moscow
in the winter of 1949 he had been on his
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own for 11 years; he had a more independent
view and a greater confidence in his own
powers than any of the men who had stayed
close to Stalin and been overshadowed by
him. He started throwing his weight about
and speaking off the cuff as nobody under
Stalin had ever spoken. Sooner or later he
would have gone too far and ruined himself;
but Stalin had only three more years to live
and died in time.

This was the background, essentially
parochial though on a vast scale, of the
man who was to emerge in late middle life in
all his ignorance onto the world stage and
use every weapon of cajolery, threat, decep-
tion, flattery, reason and blackmail to ad-
vance the cause of the Soviet Union; to talk
to Eisenhower as an equal, patronize
MacMillan, enchant Nehru, anathematize
Mao Tse-tung. This was the man, also, who
more than any other achieved some sort of
constructive working relationships between
two hostile worlds.

He never, of course, broke away from his
past. He never saw that in condemning Stalin
for his crimes against the party he was
really condemning the party for its crimes
against the people. Even while he was gen-
uinely seeking coexistence he thought until
it was too late (until after the Cuban fiasco,
that is) that he could have things both ways:
that he could achleve a military detente
while pursuing bitter ideological warfare.

He still 1apsed into bullying when crossed.
Nevertheless, this little man, who had no
feel for personal dignity, achieved dignity on
occasion by his very passion to uphold the
dignity of his country—and once, over Cuba,
by his readiness to suffer humiliation in the
cause of peace.

He pushed the guarrel with China (inevita-
ble as it was to some degree) too hard and
too fast, with ruinous consequences to the
Communist cause. He brought new ideas to
Soviet domestic problems, seeing the need to
break the Soviet Union out of Stalin’s repres-
sive bonds and release initiative. But he was
incapable of working out a considered, artic-
ulated plan—thus rushing from one badly-
thought out panacea to another and un-
settling the economy, in some aspects quite
disastrously.

Yet, when all is sald, with all his plunging
he did no more harm to the economy than
his successors have done with all their cau-
tion—and he did much more good for the
spirit of his people. He opened windows (or
broke them) to let in more light than in fact
he knew how to bear.

He was, that is to say, an anti-Stalinist
who nevertheless accepted the premises on
which the Stalinist regime had been based.
He was part of that regime. He wanted
Stalinlsm without tears. Russla needed the
sort of explosion he alone dared invite,

It was easy enough to see why, in the end,
his Inferior colleagues ganged up against him.
One hoped that after a pause for breath they
would set to work to bring order into a house
with open windows. Instead they started
closing windows, and instead of order they
contrived stagnation. Khrushchev’'s achieve-
ment may be measured in part by the failure
of his successors to bring forward new ideas.
Another measure is that coexistence, no
longer a favorite word, is still a firm reality.

THE RAGES, CHARMS oF KHRUSHCHEV
(By Chalmers M. Roberts)

(Note:—Roberts retired earlier this year as
; diplomatic reporter for The Washington

ost) .

On the evening of Sept. 19, 1959, I went up
to the head table to ask Nikita Khrushchev
for his autograph. It was the Los Angeles
World Affairs Councll dinner for the Soviet
premier, and his ambassador, “Smiling Mike"
Menshikov, did the interpreting.

Nikita Sergeovich turned over the dinner
ticket I had proffered for his signature. “It's
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not a blank check,” I sald, “you don't have
to worry,” Quick as ever he replied: “I'm not
worrying; I have nothing: I'm a poor man.”
He scrawled his signature on the back of the
late ticket.

A few minutes later Khrushchev’s memorial
nature produced a quite different result, Los
Angeles mayor Norris Poulson stood up to
publicly chide Khrushchev for his earller
statement that “we will bury you.”

EKhrushchev reacted with rage. He already
had explained that remark, he said, and it
referred to economic competition, not to a
military strike, “I am deeply concerned over
these consclous distortions of my thoughts,”
he shouted at the stunned audience. “T've
never mentioned any rockets.”

“Tet's not try to bury one another,”
EKhrushchev declared. We are the two most
powerful nations and “the consequences of
a play on words can be too sad for our peo-
ples. Our rockets are on the assembly line”
but “I have come with serious intentions
and you try to reduce the matter to simply
a joke.” And: “If you want to compete in a
cold war, go ahead but think what it means
with modern weapons.”

Khrushchev worked himself into a fury. It
had taken him 12 hours to fly to Amerlca,
he sald, but it would take “even less" to
return. He turned on Poulson, shouting
agaln: “I trust that even the mayor reads
the press. In my country the chalrman of
the City Council reads the press or he isn't
elected the next time he runs. If you want
to insist on this cold war line, then there
can be no thought of disarmament.”

The dinner ended in a shambles. Ambas-
sador Llewellyn E. Thompson, back from
Moscow for EKhrushchev's American tour,
thought he might very well head for home
the next day. Ehrushchev already was out of
sorts over the refusal of the Amerlcans to
let him visit Disneyland.

Next morning Khrushchev was glowering as
we boarded the special train for S8an PFran-
clsco. But the friendly crowd at Santa Bar-
bara warmed him up. During an incredible
roving press conference he held as he walked
through the jammed press cars, Ehrushchev
was back to his old self.

“The people are wonderful,” he told us.
“The people want peace. There must be peace
in the whole world.” After the crowd at the
San Luis Obispo stop he was on top agaln
but still needling about Disneyland: “I'm
especially glad that the house arrest I was
placed under has been lifted and they al-
lowed me to approach the people and to look
them in the eye.”

“I'm a political leader,” he said. “My
strength is my tie with the people. To lose
the tie is to lose all influence.”

A most extraordinary political leader, he
was, indeed, one of the most amagzing and
unusual of this turbulent century. He had
been invited to America by President Elsen-
hower as a way out of an impasse over Ber-
lin and he was all eyes and ears to see and
know about this epitome of capitallsm and
imperialism. Nikita Ehrushchev was a Com-
munist by faith, as ardent as any religionist
has ever been.

But 1t was Khrushchev who was the first
Boviet leader to sense that nuclear weapons
had changed the ways of International
politics and to act upon it. He found a sim-
llar sense in Eisenhower and together, de-
spite the almost immeasurable gulf that
separated them, they began to take the first
steps until Francis Gary Power's U-2 was
shot down over the Soviet Union.

In 1960 at Paris, after the U-2 he raged
and he did so again that fall with his shoe
pounding at the United Nations. It was a
rage induced no doubt by the fact that the
U-2 incident had gravely impaired his power
as he subsequently was to tell an American
visltor.

No one who was there will ever forget the
grim looks on the faces of Premier EKhru-
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shchev and President Eennedy as they came
out of their last meeting Iin Vienna in 1961.
Khrushchev had judged Kennedy a patsy for
his debacle at the Bay of Pigs, a judgment
that I am sure had much to do with his
emplacement of missiles in Cuba in 1962.
Yet the two leaders managed to step back
from the brink of disaster in time to save us
all.

Khrushchev was, as we all wrote, beady-
eyed. He was a master of theatrics, turning
rage or laughter or charm on or off at will
and always to a purpose. He was a Russian
peasant, a Communist apparatchik, a totall-
tarian. He never forgot his past or Russia’s
past.

In Los Angeles that day before the dinner
he indulged in an amazing verbal match
with another poor-boy-made-good, film
magnate Spyros Skouras. They kept inter-
rupting each other, shouting out fragments
of thelr life historles to prove that a man
could make it better under one system than
the other.

Skouras, an Immigrant from Greece, told
how he had gone to work at 12. Khrushchev
shouted back that "until the age of 12 I
worked as a shepherd for a capitalist.”

Then he “worked at a factory for a Ger-
man,” “in a French-owned mine” and “at
a Belglan-owned chemical factory.” Then
he topped Skouras for good: “And I am the
Prime Minister for the Great Soviet Statel”

The American visit of Nikita Khrushchev
was one of the most profoundly important
trips ever taken by a leading statesman.
Ehrushchev would never admit it but the
sight of America altered his view of this
country and its power and potential.

Still, he could never believe that Americans
also had will and so he took us to the brink
over Cuba, not to mention his Berlin ulti-
matum, to test it.

The szad fact today is that Ehrushchev's
successor in power, Leonid Brezhnev, has
never been to the United States nor have
many of his compatriots at the top of power
with the major exception of Premier Alexel
Kosygin.

Ehrushchev once said that “the continu-
ing wunprecedented arms race” presents
“gerlous danger that even a small blunder
on the part of the statesmen of this or that
country might trigger off a new war.” So
great a truth; so hard for statesmen to act
upon.

Perhaps the gray men who followed him
to power in the Kremlin have done better in
acting upon the truth. Part of Ehrushchev’'s
row with Mao Tse-tung was over the mean-
ing of that truth.

Somehow, looking back, one must give this
peasant from the Ukraine an Immense
amount of credit, both for his own success
despite the bodies he crawled over on the
way to the top and for bringing the Soviet
Union to a realization that in the nuclear
age weapons of total destruction are ideo-
logically blind.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF VOTING POSI-
TION OF SENATOR MAGNUSON ON
S.2007 ON SEPTEMBER 9, 1971

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Pres-
ident, on September 9, 1971, there was a
rolleall vote on the question of agreeing
to the motion of the Senator from Ohio
(Mr. TarT) to recommit the bill 8. 2007,
to provide for the continuation of pro-
grams authorized under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964, and for other
purposes,

The distinguished senior Senator from
Washington (Mr. Mascnuson) had want-
ed to be announced with respect to the
voting on that bill, but inadvertently his
position was not announced. The Sena-




September 15, 1971

tor from Washington wanted to be an-
nounced as being in opposition to the
motion of the Senator from Ohio.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
that the permanent Recorp be corrected
to show that the Senator from Washing-
ton (Mr. MacNusoN), had he been pres-
ent, would have voted “nay” on legis-
lative rollcall No. 218, on the question
of agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Ohio (Mr, Tarr) to recommit the
bill, S. 2007.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Bearr)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF
SENATOR BAYH TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that, on
tomorrow, immediately following the
recognition of the two leaders under the
standing order, the distinguished Sena-
tor from Indiana (Mr. Bays) be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BrarLr)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR HUGHES ON FRIDAY NEXT

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I ask unanimous consent that on
Friday next, immediately following the
recognition of the two leaders under the
standing order, the able Senator from
Jowa (Mr. HugHES) be recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BeaLn). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

EXTENSION AND REVISION OF THE
DRAFT ACT AND RELATED LAWS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the report of the commit-
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 6531) to
amend the Military Selective Service Act
of 1967; to increase military pay; to au-
thorize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in con-
clusion, with reference to this subject
matter, I reminded the Senate yesterday
that the conferees had already approved
the $2.4 billion conference report on Aug-
ust 15 when President Nixon ordered his
wage-price freeze. In those remarks, I
suggested that for Congress to reconvene
its conferees now and increase that sum
would appear to be driving a $300 million
bulldozer through Mr. Nixon’s fence of
economic restraints.

Having now analyzed the proposal of-
fered by the Senator from Colorado, 1
find that I had not correctly stated the
amount involved. Actually, the Senator
from Colorado is attempting to drive a
$381 million bulldozer through Mr. Nix-
on's fence.

My point is the same; however, Mr.
President, the Senator should not be the
first to block or the first to disrupt the
President’s new economic plan.
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It means, I again emphasize, that fail-
ure to approve the conference report
would create a manpower crisis which
could seriously impair our national de-
fense, And that is exactly what we will
have, a manpower crisis, as I shall ex-
plain in detail and cite some illustrations
in subsequent remarks.

Mr. President, in attempting to get be-
fore the membership of this body the full
meaning of this conference report, which
was filed just before we left for the Au-
gust recess, I have written two letters to
each of my colleagues. The letters are to
be mailed this afternoon.

I wish to have one of these letters ap-
pear in the REecorp at this point. How-
ever, I will read it into the REcorp, if I
may. It explains the high points of what
is involved in the supposed motion to ta-
ble, which I hope after all will not be
made. It is so much more acceptable to
have a direct vote up or down on a con-
ference report rather than a motion to
table prevailing which decides nothing
and postpones everything. It is just a re-
hash and a rerun of what we have been
discussing here, in the committee, and
on the floor for 7 months.

The letter reads as follows:

SepTEMBER 15, 1971.

Dear CorrLeEacueE: I have written to you
separately regarding the pay provisions of
the Conference Report on Selective Service
and Military Pay.

I want to point out as well that tabling or
rejecting this Conference Report will, at
best, mean significant delays before the draft
can be renewed and pay provisions approved;
at worst such a vote would mean that there
will be no draft bill or military pay increases
during this session of Congress.

I have good reason to believe that we will
not be able to obtain as favorable a com-
promise on many aspects of this bill if we
must begin anew with a House/Senate con-
ference. As part of the understanding on this
Conference Report the House conferees
agreed to seek, and obtained, from the House
Rules Committee a walver on the points of
order which could be raised against this bill
in the House of Representatives. This prob-
lem arose because at least seven items In the
Conference Report were not germane under
House rules,

These non-germane items included the
Mansfield amendment itself, which was
tabled by the House 219-176. During a new
Conference all matters would be again open
for resolution.

Although the version of the Mansfield
amendment approved by the Conference
Committee does not include the 9-month
deadline for withdrawal from Vietnam, the
principle of a withdrawal tied only to the re-
lease of US prisoners-of-war is clearly the
focus and meaning of the modified amend-
ment.

In my opinion the most important reason
why the Conference Report must be ap-
proved is that we will begin soon to face
serious manpower gaps in the military serv-
ices if the draft is not renewed. I am not
speaking about the war In Vietnam but
rather about the crews for our aircraft car-
riers and submarines and for our strategic
bombers and anti-submarine warfare forces.
Failure to provide these crews would amount
to unilateral disarmament of these forces.

The men who enlist in these forces which
protect our own shores are largely motivated
to do so by the drait—42% of the Navy and
479 of the Air Force enlistees are so moti-
vated. I urge all Senators very strongly not
to let their legltimate dissatisfaction with
the war in Vietnam lead them to throw away
the important two years of transition, rely-
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ing partly on the draft, which are needed to
give us the opportunity to develop a volun-
tary system for our military forces.
Sincerely,
JoHN C. STENNIS.

Mr. President, that is the entire text of
the letter. Since it has been written, the
Senator from Montana (Mr. MANSFIELD)
has very candidly stated here, as is char-
acteristic of him, that this conference
report has a part of the Mansfield
amendment left in it which is a step for-
ward, and a meaningful step forward,
in that the Mansfield amendment sub-
ject matter converts a Senate resolution
into a congressional declaration that the
war should be wound down and the
troops withdrawn. And that is tied only
to the proposition involving the release
of our prisoners of war.

I think that is a very strong point that
the Senator from Montana (Mr. Mans-
FIELD) has made with reference to the
Mansfield amendment. I was not sur-
prised at all because the Senator is al-
ways frank and fair in his evaluations.
However, I do think that since the author
of the amendment and the news media,
and most everyone else, think that this
is a step forward for the Mansfield
amendment idea, it ought not to be scut-
tled and shot down from the side by a
motion to table which, as I have said,
does not decide anything. It just puts
everything off and says we will have a
rerun.

Mr. President, in support of the se-
lective service conference report bill, I
have on a couple of occasions used the
word “crisis” to describe the manpower
situation which is being created by the
absence of any draft. By contrast, some
opponents have suggested that the ab-
sence of a draft has done no harm and
that no harm would be done by further
delay.

On Tuesday, September 14, the Sena-
tor from Maine (Mrs. Smita) in her
capacity as ranking minority member of
the Armed Services Committee, and I as
chairman, met with the Secretaries and
Chiefs of Staff or their deputies from
each of the armed services.

We asked them about the impact
caused by being without a draft for 60
days. We also asked them about the im-
pact caused by further delay.

It gives me no pleasure to report, Mr.
President, that the spokesmen agreed
without exception that they have al-
ready been harmed by the absence of a
draft law not only with respect to the
loss of available manpower, but also, and
very importantly, with respect to the
quality of men now entering the service.

With regard to the original concept
of an all-volunteer force, all representa-
tives were agreed that the draft is still
vital for preparedness.

In that context, the Air Force, Navy,
and Marine spokesmen said that they
will need draft-induced enlistments for
some time to come to man and maintain
their advanced weapon systems. They
were also agreed that the Reserve force—
the National Guard and Reserve com-
ponents—have also suffered a decline in
availability of quality Reserve enlist-
ments, as a result of this unintended
2-month experiment with a zero draft.

The Senator from Maine and I asked
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spokesmen to go back to the Pentagon
and supply further details, in addition
to the information they quoted to us.
Here are some of the high points made in
our meeting and in the supplemental ma-
terial which was submitted to us.

Mr. President, I emphasize that this
meeting was at the request of the Senator
from Maine and me. When I say these
gentlemen agreed to certain things, I
meant that their testimony was not in
conflict. We asked these pointed ques-
tions, and we gave them some idea about
the nature of the questions before they
came and told them to be prepared to
answer those questions. Then, when we
asked them we told them to please send
us over written memoranda giving the
substance of what they said and includ-
ing some of those figures. I have here, as
I have said, some of this supplemental
material, as well as some of the points of
our discussion.

I continue now with the general state-
ment on the Department of Defense data.

In the face of larger monthly require-
ments in Army and lessening recruiting po-
tential, the Department of Defense does not
expect to be able to meet the requirements
for October-December and thereafter unless
the draft authority is renewed early enough
in October to permit dellvery of Inductees to
start by November 1, 1971.

That is in the face of the fact that the
Army is being drawn down to a smaller
number by general orders; and still the
quota cannot be met.

Further delays In enactment of the exten-
slon of induction authority would result in
a fall off of draft-motivated enlistments in
all Services.

Incidentally, they do have true and
accurate records as to the history of
these enlistments and whether or not
they are draft motivated.

The number of true volunteers available,
if the draft-motivated supply ends, would
not be sufficlent to meet fiscal year 1972 re-
quirements for about 465,000 new men.
Shortages would not be confined to the Army
but would also exist in the Navy, Alr Force,
and Marine Corps and would occur most
heavily among personnel of higher mental
abilities and aptitudes. There is no question
that such shortages would adversely affect
the readiness and capabilities of all Services.

These are statements made by respon-
sible people, both civilian and military,
in response to direct inquiries by the
committee that has jurisdiction over
their activities.

Of course, these men were attempting
to give us their best thoughts on the sub-
ject, and these are figures they found.

Now, with respect to the question of
quality of new recruits. I know there
have been statements made on the floor
quoting figures during this 60-day period
about the number of so-called enlist-
ments; but when we get down to the very
nub of things those figures were partly
misleading. These men are going to the
source of those enlistees and making
judgments down the line for the next 6
months.

With respect to the question of the
quality of new recruits:

Although the Military Services recruited
the total number of men needed in August,
the proportion of high school graduates en-
tering Service was below the August 1970
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level, In the Army only 50.9% of August en-
listees were high school graduates compared
to a 62.5% figure in August 1970. Each of the
other Services had a lower proportion of
high school graduates this year compared
with last year's entries.

I wish to emphasize the key word
is “quality.” We found in all four serv-
ices that in this 60-day period, which isa
very short period, the quality had con-
sistently gone down and that is one of
the things that many of us close to this
problem felt all the time.

Mr, President, you cannot measure
strength in the military services by the
number of men; you have to measure the
strength of military services by the
quality. We felt enough quality weould
not be voluntary. We felt we knew a
great part of the talented men that are
trusted with the more complicated as
well as the most critical functions in the
Air Force, Navy, Army, and Marine
Corps were men of a type that was be-
yond the average that would be gotten
from men who are volunteers.

To carry on complicated avionies and
technology with which all the services
operate, more men will be needed than
they can get under a voluntary system.
This is already showing up.

In connection with the Air Force, they
need 113,000 recruits and they expect to
get about one-half of that number from
true volunteers. This is in response to
a direct question. If the bill is delayed
another 6 to 8 weeks the Air Force would
be short 5,000 recruits and the quality
decline would continue.

The Air Force high school graduate
rate, which was 93 percent in 1970, was
83 percent for enlistments in July and
August. There is a falling off of 10 per-
cent in the very brief period of 60 days
in the Air Force

The Air Force, because of the color
and many other things that go with it,
is considered to have a high attractive-
ness for the average person who may
want to volunteer or a person who is vol-
unteering under the pressure of the draft.
But even in the highest category we had
that certain and immediate decline, In
my opinion if there were no draft bill
passed there would be rapid continuation
of that decline.

Mr. President, continuing along the
same line, the Navy reported that they
need about 90,000 recruits for the fiscal
year 1972, and they expect now to get
56,000 through volunteers not draft-mo-
tivated. Again, with all the varieties the
Navy has to offer, they have a very at-
tractive program and it is a popular
service,

They have been under the influence of
the draft and they have been getting
their reeruits, but there is what has al-
ready happened. They are running now,
and the indications are that this is what
the number will be, at a rate of 56,000
true volunteers rather than the 90,000
recruits they will need for the fiscal year.
Furthermore, they predict that the en-
listments will decline as the economy im-
proves.

These gentlemen do not overlook
things. They and their staff are very alert
and very complete in their consideration
of facts, especially including their own
business, and they do not overlook any-
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thing. I am not surprised by what they
say. They say the decline in these enlist-
ments will continue to go on even faster
as the economy improves.

Here is an important point. The Polaris
and nuclear power ratings are about 50
percent draft motivated. Absence of the
draft would also produce only about one-
half of the men required for engineer-
ing ratings, aircraft maintenance, and
so forth,

There is a strong feeling about the
necessity of having these quality men of
talent in all the services for aircraft
maintenance. It is a highly essential mat-
ter. If they do not have those mainte-
nance crews, it just means those air-
craft will not operate. If that happens
our Air Force will be decimated and, to
that extent, it will be unilateral dis-
armament.

No one wants that to happen. We may
wish ourselves into believing this will
not happen, but here are the figures that
show that even in the short period of 60
days it is already beginning to happen.

The Army will need 212,000 to 240,000
new recruits to meet overseas replace-
ments and at the same time maintain
trained strength level in this fiscal year.

Under the present situation, with no
draft in effect, they expect to get only
85,000 to 100,000 true volunteers—I be-
lieve they are rather optimistic in their
figures—that is volunteers, who are not
influenced by the draft. Selective Service,
directly and indirectly, supplies balance,

The impact of no draft through No-
vember is that a peak shortage of about
13,000 trained men—about one divi-
sion—is already projected this winter.
Delaying the draft will extend that
shortage.

Continuing draft physical examina-
tions, and the draft lottery, have con-
tinued to exert draft pressure on young
men.

In other words, they are continuing
these physical examinations and running
these lotteries, and, of course, they con-
tinue to exert draft pressure on the men.
I am not happy to even talk about these
things, but it is necessary in connection
with our national security at this time.

I know that while I was at home, many
young men, some of whom I personally
know, came to me in my office in Missis-
sippi to talk about the situation with ref-
erence to the draft. Of course, they are
motivated by the prospects of the draft
bill continuing. That is their thought,
because their actions are based upon that
motivation.

As far as the Marine Corps is con-
cerned, they need 55,200 men and wom-
en to meet current force levels. They ex-
pect no more than 55 percent will be
true volunteers. If draft is deferred an-
other 6 weeks—through November—re-
cruiting will fall short by 4,500 to 6,000
marines.

As to these special men with this spe-
cial talent that I have already described,
the crews that man our missiles, main-
tain our planes, man and maintain our
submarines underseas, man our carriers
on the seas, and perform a whole host of
duties related thereto, they are talented
men., So very many of them come in
through the inducement of the draft.
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Many of them are drafted directly, but
s0 many more of them come in through
the inducement of the draft. That is no
reflection on them. That is the Govern-
ment’s way of letting a man know that
his services are needed and are expected.

But here, after all the talk about the
volunteers, and so forth, this is what the
record shows and here is the opinion
testing these facts further by men who
are qualified and in these services.

Mr. President, that is the sort of ma-
ferial we have been receiving, and I
repeat: Failure to act on this conference
report will push us to the edge of a mili-
tary manpower crisis.

In fact, Mr. President, failure to act
will involve the United States in a kind
of creeping disarmament—a unilateral
disarmament and decline in military
preparedness.

I ask unanimous consent that a fact
sheet prepared by the Department of De-
fense be inserted in the Recorp at this
point. I may want to supply additional
material later.

There being no objection, the fact
sheet was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

Fact SHEET: NEED FOR RENEWAL OF THE
INDUCTION AUTHORITY

It would be erroneous to assume that the
draft is no longer needed because of the
favorable recruiting results during July and
August. During July and August all Services,
except the Marine Corps, met their recruit-
ing objectives. These months are historically
among the best recruiting months of the
year; many young men completing their
schooling in June decide to enlist during the
summer months.

A substantial number of July and August
enlistments were draft motivated. Many men
with low draft sequence numbers assumed
that the absence of the draft authority was
only temporary; therefore, to discharge their
anticipated military obligation they enlisted.
Analysis of the July enlistments shows that
12,600 draft motivated men entered active
duty—about the same proportion as in July
of last year. If the draft authority is not
extended promptly, draft motivated enlist-
ments will soon “dry up”.

In the face of larger monthly requirements
in Army and lessening recruiting potential,
the Department of Defense does not expect
to be able to meet the requirements for
October-December and thereafter unless the
draft authority is renewed early enough in
October to permit the delivery of inductees
to start by November 1, 1871,

Army's total accession requirements for
new enlisted personnel for the October-
Decmber 1971 quarter are estimated to be
52,000 compared to 42,000 in the July-Sep-
tember period. Normally, enlistments during
the October-December quarter are 20%
below those during the seasonally good re-
cruiting months of July-September.

While entries into immediate active service
held up during July and August, the number
of young men committing themselves to
future entry through Delay Enlistment Pools
declined 13% from the same period in 1970.
In the Navy the decline was nearly 50%.
This decline indicates a potentially serious
reduction in late fall enlistments in the
absence of the draft.

Further delay in enactment of the exten-
sion of induction authority would result in
a fall-off of draft motivated enlistments in all
Services. The number of true volunteers
available, if the draft motivated supply ends,
would not be sufficlent to meet FY 1972 re-
quirements for about 465,000 new men.
Shortages would not be confined to the Army
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but would also exist in the Navy, Air Force
and Marine Corps and would occur most
heavily among personnel of higher mental
abilities and aptitudes. There is no question
that such shortages would adversely affect
the readiness and capabilities of all Services.

Because of the training period required
for new recruits, failure to meet require-
ments for new enlisted personnel in the
immediate future will have an adverse effect
on the Services' ability to meet requirements
in the spring and summer of 1972. The Army
would experience shortages of trained per-
sonnel which would become critical after the
first of the year. The effect would be wvery
severe in the capability to fill units in all
Services which require higher mental groups
for operation and maintenance of highly
technical equipment. Although the Military
Services recruited the total number of men
needed in August, the proportion of high
school graduates entering Service was below
the August 1970 level. In the Army only
50.99; of August enlistees were high school
graduates compared to a 62.5% figure in Au-
gust 1970. Each of the other Services had a
lower proportion of high school graduates
this year compared with last year's entries.

The ability to meet Reserve and National
Guard requirements for new enlisted man-
power will be serlously jeopardized if the
draft authority does not become available
soon. Experience has shown that three quar-
ters of all non-prior service enlistments are
draft motivated. The long waiting lists of
persons wanting to enlist, which have been
in existence for years, have disappeared in
many states. Further, the Air National Guard
is below its mandated strength and the
Marine Corps Reserve is not meeting the
recrult quotas required to maintain their
strength. Unless the draft authority and
pay increases are restored, Guard and Re-
serve strengths can be expected to deterio-
rate further. This deterioration would be
hazardous at a time when we are increasing
reliance on and readiness of the National
Guard and Reserves as part of the Total
Force Concept.

Immediate reinstatement of the induction
authority is needed despite the Army’s early
release of a number of inductees during the
winter months. The early releases are nec-
essary to accommodate the 50,000 man-year
reduction in Army strength contained in the
pending draft extension bill. The early re-
leases will go to men who cannot be deployed
overseas because their remaining time in
service is too short. Draftees entering the
Army in the November-January period will
complete their training during April-June
1972. The requirement for these trained per-
sonnel is determined by the number of in-
ductees being released early because of the
Army strength reduction in the pending leg-
islation.

It is estimated that draft ecalls for the
balance of FY 1972, if the draft authority is
promptly renewed, would not exceed 80,000-
100,000. Total calls of this magnitude would
continue the decline which started in FY
1969. By fiscal years the total draft calls
were:

Fiscal year 1968, 343,300.

Fiscal year 1068, 266,900.

Fiscal year 1970, 209,300.

Fiscal year 1971, 152,000.

Fiscal year 1972 (est.), 80,000 to 100,000.

If enlistments increase significantly as a
result of enactment of the pay provisions of
H.R. 6531, the total draft call for F¥ 1972
may be even lower.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I judge
that the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javits) wants the fioor.

Mr, JAVITS. Yes, for a few minutes.

Mr. STENNIS. I will want to come
back.

Mr. JAVITS. I will take 5 or 6 minutes.
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator from Mississippi may
yield to me.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
the floor. I can get the floor back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York.

MOMENT OF TRUTH ON INTERNA-
TIONAL MONETARY SYSTEM

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the nego-
tiators for the United States are enter-
ing into the first step of what one of our
major newspapers calls an economic
poker game in negotiating for a new
international policy. This very day the
U.S. representatives are meeting with the
10 principal industrial nations of the
world, whose decisions will pretty much
make or break the new economic policy
in its international phases and the new
international monetary policy for the
world. The U.S. representation will be by
Secretary of the Treasury Connally and
Federal Reserve Chairman Arthur Burns.

I thought it might be useful, as I have
been very close to the development of the
whole situation, to put on record, for the
interest of my colleagues and the coun-
try, some observations upon this situa-
tion.

In addition, Mr. President, I have just
spent some time in Europe only as re-
cently as last week and have a fairly
good concept of the reaction of Europe
to our proposals.

There is no question about the fact
that we acted as we thought we had to
act without necessary relation to the
situation of other countries, in order to
compel what we considered to be essential
to avoid severe economic difficulties for
the United States. I am in agreement
that we had to act and that on the
whole—I may differ with some things in
the package—we did what had to be
done.

But, Mr. President, it is obvious, and
the President himself has made it clear,
that just as he is going to end the freeze
in 90 days, and succeed it with a new and,
we hope, effective wage-price policy and
machinery to implement it, so we will
have to, within a very measurable period
of time, move similarly in the interna-
tional field. Simply slapping on the 10
percent surcharge and cutting the link
between the dollar and gold are strictly
temporary Phase I operations. The Pres-
ident himself, when he presented the
matter to the country on August 15,
stated that he called for and looked to-
ward the establishment of a new interna-
tional monetary system.

Mr. President, I would like to discuss
the key problem which we face in Europe
in this regard—and that is the home of
the principal financial nations of the
world, other than Japan and Canada, and
Japan and Canada are very much a part
of the group that begins to meet today,
the so-called Group of Ten. The prin-
cipal thing that bothers them is that they
took the United States action to be strict-
ly unilateral, with the United States sort
of turning to Europe, Japan, and Canada
and saying to them, “You are on your
own, whatever you do to counter this is
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your responsibility, and if you have any
propositions, make them and we will lis-
ten.”

I think, Mr. President, the time has
come to change that, by taking the posi-
tion, first, that we will ourselves make a
proposal for a new international mone-
tary system; and, second, that we are
ready to negotiate our proposal. I believe
that these two declarations will represent
such a healthy development in making
the other nations feel that these meas-
ures are temporary, and that we are
ready to negotiate on a multilateral basis
in order to replace them with a more per-
manent system, that we ought immedi-
ately to take this particular step.

A satisfactory realinement of curren-
cies is the major short-term objective of
the United States. I accept the argu-
ments that retention of the surcharge
makes a satisfactory realinement of cur-
rencies difficult and feel that disposition
of the import surcharge will have to be
part of a package settlement which would
see a substantial realinement of major
currencies against the dollar.

Over the short-run, I also feel that a
widening of the permitted bands of cur-
rency fluctuations, say from 1 to 3 per-
cent against the other should be im-
plemented.

An emerging major issue is the Euro-
pean request, which the Common Market
countries just made, and in which it is
reported that Britain and Japan have
joined is for a devaluation of the dollar.
This is totally unrealistic over the short
run for, even from the purely mechanical
point of view, Congress could not act on
it in time to tie it to early disposition of
the import surcharge. This cannot how-
ever, be ruled out in terms of the long
run and may become a key part of the
phase IT negotiations.

Therefore, I believe, Mr. President,
that the twin propositions which I have
recommended, first that the United
States make its own proposal of what it
would like to see as a new international
monetary system, and second, that it
offer to negotiate with the other mem-
bers of the Group of Ten on the basis of
that proposal, represent the soundest
course.

The short-run problems can best be
handled that way, as I have described;
and it is impractical and unrealistic for
Europe to believe that the United States
will devalue absolutely or devalue by
changing the price of gold in terms of
dollars in the immediate future.

The long-term problems are more dif-
ficult even if one can assume that the
short-term goal of a satisfactory realine-
ment of currencies will be achieved—
meaning by the end of this year, which I
believe is thoroughly possible in the way
I have suggested. The long-term prob-
lems, in my view, include the future role
of gold in the international monetary
system; the future role of the dollar as a
reserve currency; the parity relationship
between the dollar and gold; and the
need to create an international reserve
standard independent of any national
currency.

That is generally associated with the
idea of an international reserve system
under the auspices of the International
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Monetary Fund, in which large parts of
the world’s existing gold and currency
reserves will be Adeposited and a new
amplitude will be developed in the is-
suance of the so-called special drawing
rights—paper gold.

So we need, first, to prepare an agenda
for negotiating all these questions on a
longer range basis in international
forums. In the trade area, negotiations
leading to a definition of the future re-
lationship between an expanded Com-
mon Market, which will include the
United Kingdom and certain other Euro-
pean countries, and the United States,
likewise are essential, as are continuing
trade negotiations with Japan. In turn,
the granting of generalized tariff pref-
erences to the less developed countries
of the world remains an unfinished item
on the U.S, trade agenda.

That a more equitable sharing of our
overseas defense costs will be an increas-
ingly important area of negotiations now
has been signaled by both the executive
and legislative branches. Senator Mans-
FIELD stated only yesterday his intention
to push for the gradual reduction of U.S.
troops in Europe—which is a form of
burden sharing—and I note that Senator
FuLeriGHT addressed himself to this
issue during his outstanding interview
with Elizabeth Drew of WETA: last night.

In conclusion, Mr. President, with the
President’s announcement of August 14,
the United States entered a new ers in
its international relations. We now have
the potential to build a new and equi-
table world econcmic order that would
contribute to the peace and security of
our Nation for the rest of this eentury.
Likewise, the potential also exists—if
negotiations fail and if any country or
group of countries overplays its hand—
to move the world backward into ramp-
ant nationalism, trade war between re-
gional competing blocs, and economic
stagnation.

Mr. President, there is no doubt about
the fact that the United States can hold
its own in any of this, but we are not
interested, either economically, politi-
cally, or militarily, in a “Fortress U.S.A.”
This is hardly the way in which our peo-
ple expect to develop and carry out the
destiny of the United States in respect to
world improvement and world peace. So,
Mr, President, there is no question about
the fact that the next stage is the ne-
gotiation stage in the international field
with respect to a new international
monetary system, and I believe that the
proper first step toward that end should
and can be taken now by our represent-
atives meeting with the Group of Ten
which opens today. That should consist
of the United States putting forward its
program by which currencies can be re-
aligned as a condition of removing the
surcharge, assuming that an agreement
can be reached. The next step would be
a more permanent realinement of the
international monetary system. But all
of this requires, first, a proposal by us,
and, second, an expression clearly, dis-
tinctly, and most authoritatively of our
willingness to negotiate.

That does not seem to have gotten
across as yet to our prinecipal trading
partners in the world. I urge it very
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strongly upon the President and upon
our delegation which has now gone to
these meetings.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excellent inter-
pretive article entitled “Economic Poker
Game,” written by Leonard Silk and pub-
lished in today’s New York Times.

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

[From the New York Times, Sept. 15, 1971]
EconomIc POKER GAME—AMERICANS PLAYING
For MAJoR STARKES As GrouP oF 10 ConN-

VENES IN LONDON

(By Leonard Silk)

Secretary of the Treasury John B. Con-
nally, the take-charge guy of President Nix-
on’s New Economic Pollicy, has his work cut
out for him in facing angry foreign critics at
the monetary and trade conference of the
Group of Ten nations that starts in London
today. The United States intends to keep
the heat on the other rich capitalist coun-
tries—Britain, Japan, Canada, West Germany,
France, Italy, Belgilum, the Netherlands,
Sweden and Switzerland as an chserver—to
take steps that will enable this country to
swing from a huge balance-of-payments de-
ficit to a surplus position,

STEPS ARE UNCERTAIN

Undersecretary of the Treasury Paul V.
Volcker has told Congress that the United
States basic payments deficit ran at a $9-bil-
lion annual rate in the first half of 1971; on
an official settlements basis, the United
States deficit ran at an annual rate of $22-
billion in this year's first quarter.

At least for public and Congressional con-
sumption, Messrs. Connally, Volcker and their
assoclates are refusing to make clear exactly
what steps they want other nations to take
to help the United States wipe out 1its
deficits, Nor will they say when or under
what conditions the United States will drop
the Iimport surcharge or discrimination
against foreign capital goods.

The Administration recognizes that it is
asking for “a lot,” including a realignment
of exchange rates by other countries to make
their money more expensive In terms of the
dollar, a major reduction of trade barriers
against American goods, and an increase In
military burden-sharing by others.

FORCE OF WILL

The European Common Market countries
have insisted that the United States must be
prepared to devalue the dollar in terms of
gold if it expects to get a realignment of ex-
change rates, but the United States is against
changing the gold price of the dollar for
several reasons. One is simply prestige; the
Administration thinks that for this country
overtly to devalue the dollar in terms of gold
would be a sign of weakness,

While some economists regard this as na-
tionalistic nonsense, Administration officials
appear determined to demonstrate the force
of thelr will by refusing to devalue the dol-
lar—though a major goal of the NEP. is in
fact a dollar devaluation.

However, the Administration thinks that
the 1ssue of who devalues and who upvalues
is more than a matter of mere semantics or
empty prestige. If the dollar looks weak, be-
cause the United States ylelds, 1t is feared
that other nations will be less willing to hold
dollars or use them as international money.

SBome foreign representatives talk as
though they are In fact determined to de-
throne the dollar and make it subfect to
the same rules and limits as other currencles.
But the United States position is based on
the assumption that most nations will rec-
ognige that 1t is in their own Interest to
make the dollar strong so that the world
does not lack a readily usable international
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currency and relatively stable exchange
rates,

There are real economic gains and losses
depending on who devalues and who up-
values. If, say, Japan or France upvalues,
their goods would be more expensive in all
world markets; if the United States devalues,
then Japan and France would give up some
trading advantages in relation to American
goods but not to those of other countries.

The Nixon Administration does not be-
lieve, however, that even a major revaluation
of currencies in favor of the dollar would
in itself produce the big swing 1t seeks from
payments deficit to surplus. It wants major
trade concessions as well.,

The Administration contends that the
United States has held the dirty end of the
stick despite reciprocal trade agreements
over the years and that the United States
started bargaining from a more liberal posi-
tion than foreign countries.

This is a view that many economists—and
some political officers in the State Depart-
ment—would deny. But the Administration’s
economic policy-makers think the State De-
partment has been a haven of soft-bargain-
ers where United States business interests
have been concerned.

GATT VIOLATION FOUND

It is worth noting that the baslc United
States trade legislation Is still the highly
protectionist Smoot-Hawley Act of 1930,
which made it possible for Mr. Nixon to im-
pose the 10 per cent import surtax without
golng to Congress.

In imposing the surtax on imports not al-
ready subject to quota—of which there are
more than 50 items, headed by oil, without
counting some important items that are on
informal “voluntary” quotas, such as steel—
Mr. Nixon stunned foreigners by wiping out
all tariff cuts reciprocally negotiated by the
United States since the end of World War IIL

The United States has now been declared
to be In violation of the General Agreement
on Tariffs and Trade; other GATT members
have the right to retaliate.

Nevertheless, the Administration 1s In no
hurry to surrender the bargaining weapon of
the 10 percent import surtax. Nor is it in a
hurry to give up the discriminatory clause
of the proposed 10 percent investment tax
credit, which limits the tax break to Ameri-
can-made capital goods while the import
surtax is in force.

Even if the 10 percent import surtax were
to be dropped Immediately, the Administra-
tion still would grant an investment tax
credit of only 5 percent to foreign-made ca-
pital goods rather than the 10 percent credit
American goods would get in the first year.

The combination of the import surcharge
and Investment tax credit create a 22 per-
cent price barrier for other nations seeking
to sell capital goods to American companies
to surmount. In addition, prices of foreign-
made capital goods have been further in-
creased in some cases by the upward valua-
tion of national currencies.

Forelgners accuse the United States of
adopting beggar-my-neighbor policies; they
say the United States now proposes, in ef-
fect, to export its unemployment to them.

They insist that the United States drop
the import surcharge as a condition for a
realignment of exchange rates.

President Nizon suggests that the United
States Is now in a poker game and must play
the best it can to win.

He told Congress that after World War II,
the United States had all the poker chips
and “we had to spread them around so that
others could play.”

That was true in the 1940s, he sald, and
partially true in the 50's and even the early
60's, but “it is no longer true today."” Now,
sald the President, “the time is past for the
United States to compete with one hand tied
behind her back.”
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Whether a hand tled behind your back in
a poker game matters much 1s moot. But the
game of poker, which the British historian
D. W. Brogan regards as the true clue to the
American character, is fundamentally based
on blufing—or, to put it more accurately,
on skill in leveling threats that are difficult
to distinguish from bluffs.

Mr. Nixon and Mr. Connally are advertising
their belief that they have the cards to beat
their opponents in the poker game. They
hear the threats of retaliation—in the politi-
cal as well as the economic area—and think
it is the foreigners who are bluffing.

Some officlals within the Administration
are .appalled at having the whole money and
trade problem cast in terms of the poker
analogy, with its implications of threats,
bluffs, big winners and big losers.

Nevertheless, the Administration’s leaders
warn that if foreign governments do not do
for the United States what they earlier were
prepared to do for Britaln, Canada, Italy and
others when they were in serious balance-of-
payments deficit, the United States is
ready to limit their access to the big Ameri-
can market and pursue its own economic and
forelgn-policy aims as it sees fit.

Critics fear that the new Nixon policy
marks a decislve turn away from the for-
eign economic and political line backed since
the end of World War II by the so-called
American Establishment, which included the
Eisenhower Administration as well as the
Democratic Administrations that preceded
and followed fit.

NIXON'S MOVES SCORED

Mr. Nixon’s critics contend that the Presi-
dent's forelgn economic moves will under-
mine his domestic moves to stop inflation.

In the celebrated Pepperdine College ad-
dress, Arthur F, Burns, chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board, called for trade liberaliza-
tion as a means of helping to check infiation-
ary pressures at home,

The Nixon Administration now is presently
heading in the opposite direction; protection
of American producers from foreign competi-
tion could ultimately intensify inflation.

However, the Nixon foreign economic policy
is still ambiguous. The President and Secre-
tary Connally are prepared to stay with the
aggressive, natlonalistic line until foreigners
adjust but to moderate it If and when other
countries move to help the United States re-
gain international balance.

Worries are spreading throughout the
world that helghtened nationalism in the
United States—a reaction to the long and
bitter Vietnam war—and growing support for
economic protectionism—a reaction to in-
tense foreign competition, domestic inflation
and unemployment—will ultimately force
the Nixon Administration to resolve its am-
biguities on the side of an aggressive
jingoism.,

This could breed similar reactions abroad
and split the non-Communist world into
largely isolated blocs.

This is the hazard that confronts the
Group of Ten nations now meeting in London
and will face the annual conference of the
International Monetary Fund in Washington
later this month.

EXTENSION AND REVISION OF THE
DRAFT ACT AND RELATED LAWS—
CONFERENCE REPORT

The Senate continued with the consid-
eration of the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 6531) to amend
the Military Selective Service Act of
1967; to increase military pay; to au-
thorize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes.
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I want to
join in urging the Senate to approve the
pending conference report. I think it is a
good conference report, and its subject
matter has been given long—and perhaps
over-long—consideration. I urge the Sen-
ate to reject the proposed tabling
maneuver and any other attempts to
sidetrack the bill.

I believe that the long and somewhat
stormy conference on this measure pro-
duced a reasonable compromise in all
respects, and I do include the controversy
over the so-called Mansfield amendment.
I do not think House conferees would—
or will, if the conference is reconvened—
go beyond their present commitments.

Two major issues are involved, other
than the Mansfield amendment. There is
a 2-year extension of the draft. I think
it is needed. There are pay provisions to
benefit the military. I think they are
needed, also.

I am afraid, Mr. President, that the
hopes of some people, in and out of the
Senate, for an all-volunteer force have
tended to obscure the need for a continu-
ing draft. No competent authority be-
lieves that an all-volunteer force can be
brought into being now, so a draft ex-
tension is needed in any case. Indeed, the
military services say they have already
been hurt by the 2-month draft holiday.

As to the question of military pay, the
increase provided in the conference re-
port will provide the necessary incentives
to give the volunteer force concept a fair
test.

It has been charged that the confer-
ence report gives unfair treatment to
men in the low enlisted pay grades. On
the contrary, I believe that it is clear
that the conference report will redress
inequities which have existed in the mili-
fary pay structure since 1952.

Over 71 percent of the pay and allow-
ance increases in the conference report
go to individuals with under 2 years
service. The figure for the House bill was
64 percent. For the Senate, it was 74 per-
cent.

Once the conference report’s pay scales
are in effect, basic pay rates for indi-
viduals with less than 2 years' service
will have been increased 189 percent
since 1952, as compared with 151 per-
cent for all the over 2-year rates.

Mr. President, I find it hard to under-
stand newspaper accounts which indicate
that a “coalition” has formed to reject
this conference report by one parliamen-
tary device or another. It would seem to
me that a strong coalition should be
pushing to speed passage.

The conference bill provides a draft
extension which is necessary even if it is
viewed as a transitional step toward an
all-volunteer force. The bill includes pay
increases which are deserved by the mili-
tary and can provide incentives if the
volunteer force is to be formed. It would
seem to me that the justification for the
conference report is overwhelming,

I urge the Senate to reject the tabling
motion and, then, to approve the confer-
ence report, so that this 7-month cliff-
hanger can be ended and the military
can be assured of manpower necessary
for the Nation’s defense.

Mr. President, in light of the present
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action on the wage-price freeze and
what is likely to occur afterward, it is
probable that this is the only military
bill that will come before the Senate in
this session. The military are long over-
due in their need for a pay raise, to make
their pay comparable to that of others
throughout the country. I think they are
hurt as badly as anyone by reason of the
freeze that is in effect at this time.

So I urge Senators to vote for the con-
ference report and to give the military a
pay raise, when it can be granted. That,
of course, will be after the freeze has
been lifted. It is a pay raize for which
they are long overdue.

Mr, STENNIS, Mr. President, I thank
the Senator for his remarks. No one is
better qualified than he to pass on a
set of complicated facts such as presented
here.

I know that the Senator from Nevada
has been concerned all year about this
bill and about the draft. He knows the
necessity for it. He knows the need for
an equitable pay raise. Although the
Senator from Nevada was not a member
of the conference, he was of great as-
sistance in helping solve some of the
problems there. He had a very urgent
and demanding assignment in another
committee at that time, in connection
with hearings, but we had the benefit of
his constant counsel and advice. I thank
him for that. I know of his continued
interest in the subject matter as well
as in this bill.

Mr. President, I do not have any other
remarks at this time. I might want to
make some remarks later, before the
Senate adjourns. For the time being, I
yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

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

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

Mr. THURMOND. Mr President, the
most damaging legislative blow to our
national security in years could come
tomorrow if the Senate votes in favor
of tabling the conference report on the
draft extension bill.

If this report is tabled, the chances of
extending the draft another 2 years
will be placed in serious jeopardy. With-
out the draft a military manpower crisis
of serious proportions will result and
those who favor an all-volunteer force
may see their hopes vanish.

An orderly, phased transition to an
all-volunteer armed force is necessary
if this goal is to be achieved. At present
few of the inducements and changes
needed to attract volunteers to either
the regular forces or the reserves have
been enacted.

While I remained unconvinced that
a1 all-volunteer force of the necessary
quantity and guality can be obtained to
assure our national security, I do see
how delay or elimination of the draft
would wreck the chances of this concept
succeeding.
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The Members of this body should also
weigh carefully the warning of Chair-
man Joun SteENNIs that if this report
is tabled he doubts a new compromise
can be reached. If the draft is killed in
this manner, then the military pay raise
and other important provisions of this
act will die also.

Some in the Senate say they favor ex-
tension of the draft but dislike the de-
cisions of the conference. They want the
bill returned to conference so that their
ideas can be written into a new bill. If
the draft is killed by this action, and
our military forces disintegrate, those
who voted to table must bear the re-
sponsibility.

Mr. President, the Senate must real-
ize we have been working on this hill
since hearings began in February. De-
bate on the Senate floor began May 5
and lasted until June 24 after over 50
amendments had been considered.

The conference between the House and
Senate deliberated well over a month
trying to write a compromise bill suit-
able to both Houses. The House prompt-
ly passed the compromise version. The
Senate should now pass it.

It is serious business to reject a con-
ference report on any bill. Enactment
of legislation involves compromise. We
cannot each have our own way. The
conference members on the draft exten-
sion worked long and hard to come up
with the best bill possible. The con-
ferees were the senior men from both
committees.

The Senate must realize that if to-
morrow’s effort to table the report is
successful it will nullify the agreement
on the 28 differences in the Senate and
House bills. Old issues, once settled, will
be reopened.

Two issues in the draft extension bill
seem to be on the minds of the members
of this body—the Mansfield amendment
and the pay proposals.

First, on the Mansfield amendment it
can be said without fear of contradiction
that the reason for the long conference
between the House and Senate was due
to the Senate’s effort to get the best pos-
sible compromise on this amendment. If
we are forced back to conference I see
little hope of obtaining any wording
which would come closer to the original
amendment.

Second, the pay proposals. There are
some who are leading the fight to return
the bill to the conference on the ground
that the pay compromise falls short of
properly rewarding the first-term soldier.

The Senate must bear in mind that
while the first termer is important and
should be fully compensated it is the ca-
reer soldier who holds the services to-
gether. If we are to encourage men to
make a career of the service then the
higher grades must also be made more
attractive.

The annual cost of this pay bill is §2.4
billion. It exceeds by over $1 billion the
next highest pay raise which was enacted
in 1963. It would be unwise to pass a pay
bill of this size and not recognize in some
way the needs of our career military
personnel.

Mr. President, as I stated on the floor
Tuesday we are racing head on into a
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military personnel crisis if we continue
delay of the draft. I cited many statistics
to support that position.

Yesterday, the service Secretaries and
the Joint Chiefs of Staff appeared before
the Senate Armed Services Committee
and expressed their grave concern if the
draft bill is tabled in the Senate.

I would like to cite for the Senate some
of the points made in this highly unusual
committee session.

First, the Army represented by Secre-
tary Robert Froehike and Gen. Bruce
Palmer made these points:

1. Army enlisted personnel strength will
fall below needed levels if the draft is delayed
past September.

2. The all-volunteer force concept will be
imperiled if the draft is not continued dur-
ing the next 2 years.,

3. The quality type Army soldier able to
perform duty on complex Army systems is not
being obtained through enlistments and can
be obtalned only through the draft at this
time.

4. In July 36% of the men enlisted were in
the lowest acceptable qualification category
and 47% of those enlisting were not high
school graduates.

Navy representatives at the meeting
included Secretary John Chafee and
Adm. Elmo Zumwalt., They said:

1. Without the draft the Navy will be able
to obtain only 62% of the high-guality-type
enlistees and only 85% of the needed officer
force.

2. Naval Reserve forces will be able to
meet only two-thirds of personnel require-
ments as many reservists are draft-induced.

3. The Navy manpower pool of likely en-
listees has dropped 35% in the past 2 months.

4. The Marines estimate they can get
only one-half to two-thirds of the numbers
they need If the draft expires.

5. Marine Reserve strength will drop to
50% of requirement without the draft.

The Air Force, represented by Secre-
tary Robert Seamans, Jr., and Gen. John
Ryan made these points:

1. The Air Force was 1,800 short in the
4th Quarter of FY 1971 and estimated a short-
age of 7,000 airmen for the lst Quarter of
FY 1872 since the draft has been shut down.

2, In the past some 94% of enlistees were
high school graduates while in August this
figure fell to 84%.

3. ROTC enroliments in August and Sep-
tember are down and reports from the field
indicate the draft shutdown is the main
cause.

4. In filling reserve slots last year only 3
interviews were necessary to get 1 man, but
this summer it required 7 interviews to get
1 man. Men on waiting lists told the Reserve
recruiters they were no longer interested.

Mr. President, Admiral Zumwalt also
made an interesting point that would
have an impact on all services. He noted
that, if the economy picked up, as we all
hope it will, then service enlistments
would decrease.

In summary, it should be noted that
the personnel shortfall in our Regular
Forces and the marked downtrend in Re-
serves will accelerate if word goes out
Thursday that the draft bill has been
tabled by the Senate.

Our Army is already short of trained
personnel in certain positions and fight-
ing serious morale and discipline prob-
lems due to the drug culture, racial prob-
lems, and the mismanagement of the
Vietnam war.
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The Senate must refuse this bid to
deal the Army and the other services an-
other blow by placing in jeopardy the
draft extension. I urge my colleagues to
reject the motion to table the draft ex-
tension conference report. We must get
on with the business of meeting this issue
head on, an up or down vote cn the draft
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report, so other important problems of
the Nation may be considered.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, at this
point the sole surviving “argument”
against tabling the draft bill conference
report is the implausible motion that any
delay—any delay at all—in approving the
report will cause a calamitous erosion of
our national security.

1970-71 DRAFT CALLS AND ACCESSIONS COMPARED
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Rather than allow this assertion to
collapse from under its own burden of in-
credibility, I want to share some facts
with the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
table printed in the REcorbD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

1970 draft
calls

1970 DOD
total volunteers

1570 Army
volunteers

1871 poD
tolal volunteers

1971 draft
calls

1971 Army
volunieers

17, 000
15, 000
10, 000

Mr. CRANSTON. These figures de-
molish the argument that instant adop-
tion of this conference report is all that
stands between the Republic and catas-
trophe. Specifically, these figures clearly
establish three things:

First, that monthly accessions are even
higher than last year, although the army
is now dropping its force levels;

Second, that even without the draft,
July and August, that total accessions
are higher than those figures for the
same months last year; and

Third, that the training establishment
cannot be lying fallow, as total acces-
sions are up to comparable months last
year,

Note that Army figures for April
year's figures, as distinguished from total
DOD—military.

Mr. President, the Pentagon has issued
a formal statement predicting needed
draft calls of 80,000 to 100,000 for the
remainder of fiscal year 1972.

Taking the most conservative fisure—
100,000—and placing that number
needed from December through next
June, the monthly draft call will be only
14,300—a figure very comparable to the
monthly calls of last year. That level can
in no way be a burden on the Defense
Establishment, including the training
establishment.

Finally, Mr. President, I want to share
with the Senate this table concerning
the various services’ own auotas, and
their commendable success in meeting
them, which I ask to have printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REecorbp,
as follows:

Actual

Quola enlistmenis

July

August July August

9,500
8,623

13, 500
9,439

14,800
8,677
5,256
8,177

AT e 14, 900

Air Foree........
Marines. . 5, 500 5, 600
Navy_._.. 8,300 10,300

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, these
facts should lay to rest the notion that
the Nation cannot afford to have the
Senate work its true will on the draft
bill.

CXVII——2010—Part 24

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS TO-
MORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
tomorrow, immediately following the re-
marks of the distinguished Senator from
Indiana (Mr, Bavm), there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, for not to exceed 15 minutes,
with statements therein limited to 3 min-
utes.

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

ORDER FOR CONFERENCE REPORT
ON EXTENSION OF THE DRAFT TO
BE LAID BEFORE THE SENATE
TOMORROW

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, at
the close of the routine morning busi-
ness on tomorrow, the Senate turn to the
consideration of the conference report
on the extension of the draft, which is a
privileged matter.

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

ORDER FOR PERIOD FOR TRANS-
ACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS ON FRIDAY

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that on
Friday, immediately following the re-
marks of the able Senator from Iowa (Mr,
HucHES), there be a period for the trans-
action of routine morning business for
not to exceed 15 minutes, with state-
ments therein limited to 3 minutes.

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

QUORUM CALL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
I assume and hope that this will be the
final quorum call today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

PROGRAM

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr, Presi-
dent, the program for tomorrow, as near-
1y as it can now be seen, is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 10 o’clock
tomorrow morning.

Immediately following the recognition
of the two leaders under the standing
order, the distinguished junior Senator
from Indiana (Mr. Bayn) will be recog-
nized for not to exceed 15 minutes. At
the conclusion of the remarks of the
junior Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH),
there will be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business for not to
exceed 15 minutes, with statements
therein limited to 3 minutes.

At the conclusion of the routine
morning business on tomorrow, the Sen-
ate will return to the consideration of
the conference report on the extension
and revision of the Draft Aect.

There are indications that there may
be a motion to table the conference re-
port on tomorrow. If such a motion is of-
fered, that motion will not be debatable
unless a unanimous-consent order is en-
tered, and agreed to, allowing time for
debate on such tabling motion.

Senators are therefore on notice that
there may be a rollcall vote or rolleall
votes on tomorrow and that there may
be a rolleall vote or rclicall votes on Fri-
day. In accordance with the statement
made by the distinguished majority
leader some time ago, moreover, the
Senate may hold Saturday meetings at
any time during the remainder of the
session if it appears to be necessary.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10 AM.

Mr, BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi-
dent, if there be no further business to
come before the Senate, I move, in ac-
cordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until 10
o'clocz tomorrow morning.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
4 o'clock and 16 minufes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday,
September 16, 1971, at 10 a.m.
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate September 15, 1971:
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Richard J. Grunewald, of Connecticut, to
be an Assistant Secretary of Labor, vice Je-
rome M., Rosow, resigned.

NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE

The following-named persons to be Mem-
bers of the Board of Regents, National Li-
brary of Medicine, Public Health Service, for
the terms Indicated:

For the remainder of the term expiring
August 3, 1974:

J. Stanley Marshall, of Florida, vice James
Chipman Fletcher, resigned.

For a term of 4 years from August 3, 1971:

Susan N. Crawford, of Illinois, vice Fred-
erick Herbert Wagman, term expired,

Bernice M. Hetzner, of Nebraska, vice Rob~
ert Higgins Ebert, term expired.

Angelo M. May, of California, vice Bruno
W. Augensteln, term explred.

DrrLoMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

John E. Reinhardt, of Maryland, a For-
eign Service information officer of class 1,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Flenl-
potentiary of the United States of America
to the Federal Republic of Nigeria.

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Herbert J. Stern, of New Jersey, to be U.8,
attorney for the district of New Jersey for
the term of 4 years, vice Frederick B. Lacey,
resigned,

U.S. MarRINE CorP3

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the

grade of lleutenant colonel:

Louis R. Abraham
John B. Acey
John A. Adams
Richard J. Adams
Thomas G, Adams
Mars M. Adkins
Francis R. Allen
Jesse L. Altman, Jr.
Dennis N. Anderson
Ira C. Anderson
Thomas C. Andrew,
Jr.
Harold L. Angle
Phillip T. Arman
B. L. Avera, Jr.
Robert L. Baggett
George L. Balley
George N. Bailey, Jr.
Richard A. Balley
Harry H. Balr
George A. Baker ITI
Terrance P. Baker
Wililam R. Ball
William H. Barnard
John A, Barry
Earlton L. Batt
Andrew F. Bauer
Robert C. Baughman
Peter 8. Beck
Raymond A. Becker
Pierre H. Begnaud
Daniel T. Benn
Arthur A. Bergman
Herbert T. Berwald,
Jr.
Donald C. Bickel
Donald C. Bieger
Richard K. Blel
Edward A. Birzer
Carl E. Black
George M. Blackburn
Clay D. Blackwell
Ronald E. Blanchard
William A. Bloomer
George F. Boemerman
George J. Bollard
James L. Bolton
Royce L. Bond
Willlam Boone

Jerry T. Bowlin
Charles K. Breslauer
Clyde W. Brewer, Jr.
Lawrence J. Briggs
Robert O. Broad, Jr.
Earl E. Brown
Desmond F. Browne
Ralph E. Brubaker
Samuel P. Brutcher
John J, Burke, Jr.
Mervyn J, Burns
Marion G. Busby
Peter M. Busch
John W. Butler
Richard D, Buttolph
Joseph C. Byram, Jr.
Pasquale L. Cacace
Michsael P. Cady
John J. Caldas, Jr.
Robert C. Caldwell
Dougal A. Cameron IIT
Peter J. Canzano
Richard P. Capatosto
Ronald E. Cardwell
John D. Carlton
Robert T. Carney
Donald S. Carr
Richard W. Carr
Daniel I, Carroll
Edward P. Carroll
John E. Carroll, Jr.
Brendan J. Cassldy
James E. Cassity
Donald E. Catheart
John G. Celll
Charles W. Chaln III
Ralph L. Chapman
EKeith L. Christensen
Walter T. Chwatek
Richard J. Clsewskl
Arthur B. Clark
Dale H. Clark
George Clark
Edward J. Clarkson
David M. Clauretie
Robert E. Cleveland
Thaddeus 5. Coates
Joseph F. Cody, Jr.
John C. Coffin

Barry S. Colassard
Fred J. Cone
Thomas F. Conway
Richard J. Coogan
Ernest T. Cook, Jr.
Thomas D. Cooney
James L. Cooper
Wade H. Cooper
Roy G. Corbett
James M. Cox
Thomas C. Cox
John M. Coykendall
Ervin J. Crampton
James O. Cranford
John D. Crawford
Forrest W, Crone
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Billy M. Grimes
Roy M. Gulick, Jr.
Richard A. Gustafson
Darold L. Guttorm-
son
Charles R. Habgood
Robert D. Hagan
Don K. Hanna
Richard O. Harper
Frederick R. Hasler
Donald J. Hatch
Manuel H. Hedges
Charles A. Henry
Richard T. Henry
Willlam T. Hewes
John M. Hey

Timothy J. Cronin, Jr. Arthur R. Hickle

Donald F. Crowe
Ernest C. Cunning-
ham, Jr.

Jimmie A. Hicks
Gary W. Hintz
Gregory G. Hoen

James L. Cunningham Lyell H. Holmes

John R. Curnutt
Eenneth D. Curry, Jr.
Edward W. Cuthbert
Stanley J. Czubal
John R. Dalley
Donald A, Dalrymple
Donald W. Dane
Clarence L. Davis
Neal L. Derickson
Donald E. Dilley
William E. Dodds
William C. Doerner
Thomas C. Dolson
John B, Donovan, Jr.
Edwin J. Doran
Richard T, Douglas
Lloyd J, Draayer
John L. Driefer
Bruce W. Driscoll
Thomas K, Duffy
Allen R. Edens
Orville R. Edmondson
Myrddyn E. Edwards
Robert F. Eggers

John I. Hopkins
Thomas C. Houston
Thad A. Hoyer
Robert R. Hull
William S. Humbert
oI
Donald L. Humphrey
Ralph 8. Huston
Richard C. Hyatt
Will D. Isbell
Henry C. Ivy, Jr.
Donald E. Jacobsen
Eugene S, Jaczko, Jr.
James D. Jahn
Gerald D. James
Russell E. Jamison
Fidelas W, Jarnot
Edward P. Janz
Leroy E. Johnson
Richard J. Johnson
Robert C. Johnson
George E. Jones
Homer P. Jones
Walter A, Jupp

Stephen S. Eisenhauer Carl W. Kachauskas

Franklin P. Eller, Jr.
Gerald L. Ellis
Gordon P. Emry
Eldon L, Erickson
George J. Ertlmeler
William R. Etter
George G. Evans, Jr.
Richard L, Evans
William R. Falls
Alex E, Fazekas
Warren A. Ferdinand
Arthur P, Finlon
Robert C. Finn
Albert T. Fisher
Michael J. Fibich, Jr.
Robert L. Fischer
William M. Foley
Pat D. Ford
Clarence D, Foreman
Robert L. Formanek
William J. Forristall
Stephen R. Foulger
Marcus T. Fountain,
Jr.
Rebert D. Fowner
Ray M, Franklin
Charles H. Frazier, Jr.
Bobby H. Freeman
Allen L. Fruccl
Laurence 8. Fry
Laurence R. Gaboury
John A. Gagen
Louls F. Gagnon
Dominick R, Gannon
John H, Gary IIT
Edward E. Gerding
Robert F. Goins
John C. Gonzalez
Frank E. Graham
James R. Green
Jimmile L. Green
Wallace M. Greene
III
Jesse R. Greer
Joe L. Gregoreyk
Charles E. Griggs

Billy J. Kahler
Orville R. Eartchner
Arthur C. Eaten
John F. Eeane, Jr.
John M. Keenan
Francis J, Kelly
Raymond G. Kennedy,
8r.
William L. Kent
Richard J. Kenworthy
Hugh T. Eerr
Alvah J. Eettering
Donald E. Kirby
James P. Kizer
John R. Eoch
Joseph B. Enotts
Russell I. Kramer
Billy D, Eraxberger
Ronald G. Kropp
Harold F. KEuhn
Allan W. Lamb
Thomas J. Lapham
Nell M. Larimer IT
Erik Larsen
Ralph L. Lary, Jr.
Herbert F. Lawson, Jr.
George H. Leach
Thomas G. Leach
Jerry W. Ledin
Alex Lee
Arthur E. Lee
Howard V. Lee
Victor M, Lee
Julius M, Lewis, Jr.
Orville V. Lippold, Jr.
Charles M. Lively
John A. Livingston
Perry T. Llewellyn
Robert H. Lockwood
Francis M. Logan, Jr.
Robert E. Loehe
Edward H. Loney
Willlam H. Long

Edmund P. Looney, Jr.

John E. Lorzing
William J. Lottman

Peter F. Lottsfeldt
Thomas P. Lougheed
Arthur 8. Loughry
Bruce D, Luedke
Darwin D. Lundberg
Jarvis D. Lynch, Jr.
Cornelius W,
MacFarlan
Joseph M. Magaldi,
Jr

Gordon E, Malone
Marvin P. Mann, Jr.
Frank M. Manrod
John A, Manzione, Jr,
Samuel J. Marfia
James W. Marks
Harry T. Marren
Lawrence A, Marshall
Manuel O. Martines
Frank W. Martino
Andrew G. Marushok
Robert B. Mason
Carlos K, McAfee
Donald J. McCarthy
Howard J. McCarty
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Reed Phillips, Jr.
Robert Plant
Bruce A. Pifel
John L. Pipa
Arthur 8. Piper
Louis J. Piantadosi
James A, Poland
Earle G. Poronto
Charles R. Porter
Robert R. Porter
George E. Pratt
Lee A. Preble
Leonard T. Preston,
Jr.
William G. Price
Robert N. Rackham
Henry R. Raines
David A. Ramsey
Lonnie E. Ramsey
John T. Rapp
Eugene W. Rawlins
William T, Read
Thomas S. Reap
Ralph L, Reed
Van 8. Reed

Charles A, McCluskey John A. Reese, Jr.
Melvin W. McCoury, JrMichael P. Reeves

Charles J. McDoanld,
Jr.
Leemon B, McHenry
Jimmy B. McInroe
James L. McManaway
Willlam J. McManus
James P. McWilllams,
Jr.
Ernest U. Meler
Paul F. Melcher
Donald R. Miller
Henry G. Miller, Jr.
James E, Miller
John G. Miller
Neil P, Miller
Ralph D, Miller
Robert G. Mitchell
John P. Monahan
Jack P. Monroe, Jr.
Hubert A. Monteau
Harvey J, Morgan
Richard J. Morley
Donald L, Morris
McLendon G. Morris
Frank C. Mullen, Jr.
Carl E. Mundy, Jr.
David H. Murch
Douglas G. Murphy
John D, Murray
Ronald L. Murray
Robert D. Myers
Arthur A, Nelbach,
Jr.
Marvin R. Nelson
Harll W. Newton
Lloyd B. Nice
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, September 15, 1971

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
G. Latch, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

And Thou shalt do that which is right
and good in the sight of the Lord: That
it may be well with Thee.—Deuteronomy
6: 18.

Reveal Thyself to us, our Father, as
we draw near to Thee in spirit and in
truth. We come to receive that uplift of
spirit which will enable us to do our
duties and to solve our problems ever
seeking the good of our country and the
best for the people of our land. Help us
to see our way more clearly and to walk
in it more faithfully.

We are weak, give us strength; we
know so little, give us wisdom; we are
selfish, make us kind. In all our contacts
may we be more understanding and more
sympathetic and may Thy kingdom come
in all our hearts.

In the spirit of Christ we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER,. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Leonard,
one of his secretaries.

ACTION TO REPEAL EMERGENCY
DETENTION ACT ELEVATES
HOUSE TO NEW HEIGHTS

(Mr. MATSUNAGA asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, ever
since coming to this august body almost
9 vears ago, I have been gladdened most
by the fact that here in this House I
have found great men—men of good will
dedicated to promote the welfare of this
great Nation and its people.

Yesterday, my admiration and respect
for the Members of this body were lifted
to even greater heights. Yesterday, by
the exercise of considered good judg-
ment on the part of an overwhelming
majority of its Members, by an almost
unbelievable lopsided vote of 356 to 49,

this House acted to repeal the repugnant
Emergency Defention Act of 1950. By
so doing this House elevated itself to
new heights—it struck a real blow for in-
dividual freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I take this opportunity
to thank my colleagues who joined me
in support of H.R. 234. While I find it
extremely difficult to single out anyone
for special mention, I wish to express my
deepest gratitude especially to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. EKASTEN-
MEIER), chairman of Subcommittee No.
3 of the Judiciary Committee and a co-
sponsor of HR. 234, Without his un-
wavering support and advice, the legis-
lation would never have passed. To the
gentleman from California (Mr. HoLi-
rFierd) and to the gentleman from Iili-
nois (Mr. Mikva), the original cospon-
sors of H.R. 234, go my special thanks.
Their wise counsel and stanch support
throughout the long struggle to final
victory, served as a source of great en-
couragement to me. To Speaker ALBERT,
Majority Leader Boces, and Majority
Whip O’NEemLt, and to the chairman of
the Judiciary Committee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. CeLrEr), I extend
my appreciation for their active role in
obtaining such a favorable response
irom the House.

My idealistic image of the Congress
was made to appear brighter by the bi-
partisan support which I received in my
effort to obtain passage of the legisla-
tion. For their active role on the Repub-
lican side, I extend my special thanks
to the distinguished minority leader, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. Forp),
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
Porr), to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ANDERSON), to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RamLseack), and to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BIes-
TER). Their idealism transcended party
lines. Together we have proven to the
world that we Americans mean what we
say when we say “There is no place for
conecentration camps in America.”

To all my colleagues who joined me:
again my heartiest thanks and mahalo.

REPEAL OF EMERGENCY DETEN-
TION ACT

(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for
1 minute, and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, T want to
join with the gentleman from Hawalii
(Mr. MATSUNAGA) in expressing my grati-
tude to the Members of the House in
voting to repeal the Emergency Deten-

tion Act. I also want to express the ap-
preciation of the people in my district,
and the people of the United States, to
Mr, MATsunAcA for his untiring efforts in
having this bill brought to the floor, and
for its passage yesterday. I think the
Members of this body should compli-
ment the gentleman from Hawaii for
what he has done. We have all been
pleased to join in his efforts.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

FIFTH ANNUAL REPORT OF NA-
TIONAL ADVISORY COUNCIL ON
EXTENSION AND CONTINUING
EDUCATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 92-163)

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following message from the President
of the United States; which was read,
and, together with accompanying papers,
referred to the Committee on Education
and Labor and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

The Fifth Annual Report of the Na-
tional Advisory Council on Extension and
Continuing Education 1is submitted
herewith.

This Counecil, authorized by Public Law
89-329, has reviewed the administration
and effectiveness of the program author-
ized by Title I of the Higher Education
Act of 1965 and other federally supported
extension and continuing eduecation
programs,

Several of the Council’s proposals are
highly commendable, especially those re-
flecting a concern for innovation and re-
form in post-secondary education, in-
cluding the proposed National Founda-
tion for Higher Education, and its rec-
ommendation that programs directed to
continuing education for adulfs be co-
ordinated and consolidated.

RICHARD INIXON.

TaE WHITE HOUSE, September 15, 1971.

FEDERAL-INTERSTATE COMPACT
FOR THE HUDSON RIVER BASIN—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES
The SPEAKER laid before the House

the following message from the Presi-

dent of the United States; which was
read and, together with the accompany-
ing papers, referred to the Committee on

Interior and Insular Affairs:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with section 3 of Pub-
lic Law 89-605 as amended by Public
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